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RUGBY BOROUGH COUNCIL LOCAL PLAN 2011-2031  

STAGE 2 HEARINGS PROGRAMME 

MATTER 4 – HOUSING ALLOCATIONS AT MAIN RURAL SETTLEMENTS AND COTON HOUSE 

EXAMINATION HEARING STATEMENT 

This Hearing Statement has been prepared by David Lock Associates (DLA), planning consultants, on 

behalf of Tarmac, who own a total of 176.5 hectares of land at Ryton-on-Dunsmore, most of which 

has been previously-worked for gravel and aggregates extraction. DLA have, on behalf of Tarmac, 

promoted 24.12 hectares of land to the immediate west of the village and north of the A45 for 

residential development to meet both Rugby’s housing needs and Coventry’s unmet housing needs. 

We have made representations at every stage of the Rugby Borough Council Local Plan 2011-2031 

(the Plan) process and have raised numerous ‘soundness’ issues about the Plan. 

Issue 4a: Overall Soundness of the MRS Allocations 

1. Are the proposed residential allocations at the Main Rural Settlements (MRS) identified in 

Policy DS3 positively prepared, justified, effective and consistent with national policy? In 

particular:  

a. Having regard to the benefits which may arise and the harm which may be caused, 

do ‘exceptional circumstances’ exist to justify the alteration of Green Belt 

boundaries to allow residential development at the Main Rural Settlements? 

Yes. Tarmac agree that ‘exceptional circumstances’ exist to justify the release of 

Green Belt sites. As explained below exceptional circumstances exist due to the 

following:  

• The need to provide housing close to where unmet need from Coventry 

arises;  

• Progressing other sites outside the Green Belt would not ensure a 5-year 

supply of housing land and would result in a less sustainable alternative;  

• Social and economic benefits will be realised from Green Belt release in the 

Main Rural Settlements;  

• There are sites in the Green Belt that do not perform well in relation to the 

Green Belt purposes contained in the NPPF;  



• Sites in Main Rural Settlements are well related to the urban area of Coventry 

and will support further development of sustainable transport options 

outside Rugby Town itself.  

In addition, Tarmac has consistently argued that their site at Ryton-on-Dunsmore is 

an ideal candidate for Green Belt release because, in particular:  

• The site is large enough to deliver not only housing (up to 300 units) but also social 

and economic benefits;  

• Development of the site will create a population sufficient to support existing services 

and bring new services to the village including retail and public transport 

improvements; 

• A significant amount of green infrastructure would be provided, creating a strong, 

defensible boundary to the Green Belt and links to the Brandon Marsh Nature 

Reserve;  

• Improvement to pedestrian access and road improvements to the A45 and junction 

in line with Highways England priorities in conjunction with a larger proposed 

development (circa 300 dwellings).  

The above lists are based on analysis of policy contained in the NPPF, recent decisions 

on Local Plans in which exceptional circumstances have been accepted by Inspectors, 

and relevant case-law and Written Ministerial Statements. Although ‘exceptional 

circumstances’ are not specifically defined in national policy, it is often a compelling 

combination of the above points that lead to Inspectors deciding, on balance, that the 

removal or deletion of land from the Green Belt is acceptable. 

There is no specific policy dealing with the release of land from the Green Belt, nor 

does any of the supporting text or evidence base justify the approach taken to the 

overall development strategy, the case for Green Belt release and its relevance to 

delivering sustainable patterns of development (as required by Paragraph 84 of the 

NPPF). This is surprising and disappointing given that the Council commissioned the 

Coventry and Warwickshire Joint Green Belt Review: Stage 1, 2015, which appears to 

play little part in the formulation of the Plan and its policies. Maybe this is to be 

expected as this study was not a comprehensive review of the vital role and 

contribution land in the Green Belt around Rugby and Coventry could play in 

sustainably meeting the housing and other development needs (i.e. the OAN and 

overspill needs) of the Borough, and then the identification of sufficient  and suitable 

sites within the Green Belt for release for necessary development to fulfil the 

objectives of the Plan. This is a serious omission and undermines the integrity of the 

Plan and its supporting evidence base. 

Exceptional circumstances apply in the case of the Rugby Local Plan given the 

considerable need in the HMA, the limited contribution that much of the land around 

Coventry contributes to the purposes of the Green Belt, the physical constraints on 

Coventry to accommodate new development and the need to promote sustainable 

patterns of development. As indicated in the NPPF, this can include directing 

development towards urban areas inside the Green Belt (as in the case of Ryton-on-



Dunsmore) and identifying areas of “safeguarded” land to meet longer-term 

development needs over the Plan period. 

In addition, Tarmac considers that the Coventry Local Plan is taking the correct 

approach through its proactive attitude to growth (it is the fastest growing city outside 

Greater London) by rolling back the Green Belt to help accommodate as much of its 

own housing needs as possible within its administrative area with other need being 

met as close as possible to where the need arises.   

Tarmac’s land at Ryton-on-Dunsmore can accommodate around 300 dwellings and 

should be allocated, identified as a reserve site or safeguarded as this would be 

consistent with the spatial strategy set out in the Plan. The merits of the site have 

previously been set out in the “Call for Sites” submission and are not repeated here. 

They are also accepted in the Council’s own SHLAA (December 2015) Appendix 6 RAG 

Assessment, which concludes that it is suitable, available and achievable for 

development, notwithstanding its location within the Green Belt.   

Finally, the Tarmac site at Ryton is wholly appropriate as a candidate site for removal 

from the Green Belt (or at least for safeguarding) as it does not contribute strongly to 

the prevention of towns merging into one another and therefore would score more 

positively if assessed on its own merits. In addition, the Warwickshire Wildlife Trust 

have a long (99 year) lease on the land to the north of the which will maintain an open, 

green buffer that will protect the openness of this part of the Green Belt. Any concerns 

about possible coalescence are either unfounded given the site’s relationship to 

Prologis Park, which extends closer to Coventry, or counter-balanced by sustainable 

development objectives and meeting Coventry’s needs as close as physically possible 

to it for social, accessibility, environmental (e.g. carbon emissions) and other reasons. 

b. Are the proposed MRS allocations necessary to meet the borough’s housing 

requirement and what would be their overall contribution to maintaining a 

deliverable 5-year housing land supply? 

Yes. The Council has failed to deliver sufficient housing to meet its requirement 

according to the Council’s Annual Monitoring Report 2016, with an average of just 

424 net additional dwellings provided per annum in the Borough since 2008-09. This 

is persistent under-delivery and points to the need to boost supply to accord with the 

NPPF [and the draft revised NPPF published in March 2018]. There is also no 5-year 

supply of deliverable housing land in Rugby. The Council can only demonstrate 3.78 

years’ land supply with a shortfall of 775 dwellings. In accordance with paragraph 47 

of the NPPF all sites identified within the 5-year supply must be available now, offer a 

suitable location for development now, and be achievable with a realistic prospect 

that housing will be delivered on the site within 5 years and, in particular, that 

development of the site is viable.  

The Council’s proposed housing supply relies very heavily on a number of large-scale 

sustainable urban extensions, including SW Rugby at 5,000 dwellings, which are likely 

to deliver slowly over the next 5 years (see NLP Report – ‘Start to Finish’, 2016) as the 

scale of large sites means they take time to come forward and require significant 

upfront capital  investment. This means that on average they take a minimum of 6 

years to begin to contribute to housing delivery so they are not the answer in terms 



of addressing housing supply issues swiftly or effectively meeting Coventry’s 

exceptional unmet needs without delay. 

Tarmac firmly believe, based on the above evidence, that allocations in the Main Rural 

Settlements are necessary to provide for a 5-year supply of deliverable housing land 

(as required by national policy). We therefore consider there is a need to include a 

variety of sites in the Plan of differing sizes, usually smaller than 500 and in various 

sustainable locations, including close to Coventry, to allow choice, competition, 

variety and enable flexibility in supply. This is consistent with the NPPF (Paragraphs 

47 and 50 amongst others) but will also ensure that the Plan and the sites are 

deliverable in the Plan period. 

This is reinforced within the Plan as Paragraph 4.34 of the supporting text states:  

‘The Strategy for distributing housing development across the Borough, contained in 

Chapter 3, is based on the need to maximise housing delivery at Rugby town as the 

most sustainable location in the Borough and sustainably extend Main Rural 

Settlements … but in order to meet the overall housing requirement for the Borough 

further development is required.’ 

In addition, the social and economic outcomes sought by the Government (for 

example, via the NPPF) apply equally to all areas, urban and rural and are necessary 

to support strong, diverse and dynamic communities. This means not only planning 

for the provision of housing to meet evidenced local needs but also providing the 

support structures and leadership to enable businesses and local economies in both 

rural and urban areas to contribute effectively to sustainable economic growth.  

Tarmac consider that the Plan’s development strategy is too Rugby-focused, too 

focused on urban areas and is in danger of neglecting and/or undermining the long-

term vitality and viability of its Main Rural Settlements.  

For many rural communities the choice is between becoming ever more exclusive 

enclaves of the wealthy and retired or building the homes to enable people who work 

in these communities to continue to live in them. However, with new homes there is 

the potential to make a real difference to the sustainability of the community and its 

services. This can include providing better opportunities for the people who live in 

these rural communities to find quality work and build successful businesses. 

Otherwise more and more villages will turn into commuter dormitories, at the cost of 

fewer local jobs, declining local services, and the loss of genuine community life.  

As set out in our client’s Matter 1 Hearing Statements, the Plan’s approach to 

allocating a single site in Ryton-On-Dunsmore for only 75 homes is inadequate given:  

• Coventry’s significant unmet housing needs 

• Previous and persistent under-delivery of housing in the Borough 

• Reliance on windfall sites within the existing settlement boundary of MRSs to 

make up the remaining homes over the Plan period 

• Sustainability of the settlement  



• Need to enable sustainable growth of Main Rural Settlements to meet the 

housing needs of the rural population (e.g. affordable housing)  

• Need to provide support for rural infrastructure and services. 

Ryton is located on the A45, linked to the nationally strategic highway network, in 

close proximity to Coventry Airport and within an economic arc providing nearly 

15,000 jobs including Ansty and also Ryton Prologis Park where a further 500 jobs are 

to be provided by 2021. In our opinion, these unique characteristics justify the 

consideration of allocating more housing development at Ryton, co-locating homes 

and jobs to meet both Coventry’s and the Borough’s housing, economic and other 

needs.  

Representations made at all stages of the Local Plan so far submitted by David Lock 

Associates on behalf of Tarmac have demonstrated the deliverability of the site at 

Ryton-on-Dunsmore – the details of which are discussed in Issue 4a (d) below.  

c. Are the proposed MRS allocations consistent with the spatial strategy and 

settlement hierarchy for the borough as set out in Policy GP2?  

The spatial strategy is informed by the Spatial Vision and Objectives set out in Chapter 

2 of the Plan. In particular, Spatial Objective 1 states that the Local Plan should ‘enable 

appropriate amounts of development in Main Rural Settlements to bolster their role 

as local service centres’.  

The supporting text of Policy GP2 states:  

‘Main Rural Settlements play an important role locally and the settlement 

hierarchy is intended to support the sustainability and maintenance of existing 

services, such as schools, by enabling development which will support the local 

community. Main Rural Settlements have a sufficient level of services, or 

access to services to allow for development within the existing settlement 

boundaries. Main Rural Settlements will have no thresholds on the size of sites 

that come forward within their settlement boundaries’.  

However, when compared with Policy DS3, the assertion that no Main Rural 

Settlement site is restricted by size is totally inconsistent with the upper limits set out 

for the proposed allocations included within the Policy DS3. To be clear, it is the Main 

Rural Settlement and not the proposed allocation that should have a quantum of 

development applied to it. This ensures that if a site were not to come forward for 

any reason another appropriate site could be found to provide housing, maintain 

delivery and support local services, infrastructure and amenities within the MRS.  

The Policy therefore fails to allow for ‘appropriate amounts of development’ in the 

Main Rural Settlements by geographically and numerically limiting the amount of 

development that can come forward. It would be more appropriate (as set out in our 

previous representations on behalf of Tarmac) to take further sites out of the Green 

Belt and preferably either allocated or included in the new settlement boundaries for 

Main Rural Settlements.  

At the very least, we consider that further sites should be considered as 

“safeguarded” sites and included within the settlement boundary should the situation 



arise where more homes are needed for the delivery of housing in the Borough. This 

is particularly relevant if the Council wishes to avoid the situation many Local 

Authorities find themselves in of having to start a Local Plan Review almost 

immediately after they have their Local Plan adopted. 

d. Was the process for the selection of MRS allocations robust? Was an appropriate 

range and selection of sites assessed and were reasonable sites considered? Were 

appropriate criteria taken into account in deciding which sites to select? Was the 

assessment against those criteria robust?  

At all levels Tarmac considers that the selection process for MRS allocations has been 

flawed.  This is also the case at the site-specific level with reference to Ryton-on- 

Dunsmore. We are unclear as to the criteria against which the selection of sites were 

assessed and question whether the assessment itself was fair or robust.  

Just one site is identified at Ryton-on-Dunsmore with a site at Leamington Road for 

up to 75 dwellings (DS3.9), which the Plan states can only be implemented when 

adequate replacement of pitch provision is made to the satisfaction of Rugby Borough 

Council and Sport England in accordance with national planning policy. This clearly 

raises issues of deliverability. Indeed, the site was excluded from the Council’s 

Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment in 2015 as it was allocated as a 

designated open space and sports pitch use and was not seen as available or 

deliverable. There is no evidence to demonstrate why circumstances have changed. 

Details of any replacement facility are unclear and given the well-documented 

financial and other problems facing Coventry City F.C. and its relationship with its 

owners – Sisu or Otium Entertainment – there can be absolutely no guarantees that 

replacement facility issues will be satisfactorily resolved and that this site will come 

forward for development.     

Tarmac has repeatedly raised these issues and soundness concerns with the Council 

but modifications have not been made to the Plan and therefore we can only conclude 

that this allocation and Policy is not justified, effective or consistent with national 

policy.  

Conversely, Tarmac’s site at Ryton-on-Dunsmore is capable of delivering anything 

between 100 and 300 homes, without harming the purposes of the Green Belt 

immediately with no such delivery or implementation issues. One issue raised by the 

Council (and Warwickshire County Council) was that access was an issue. However, 

subsequent discussions with Highways England have revealed that there are “no 

fundamental constraints” to creating an access to our client’s site off the A45.  A 

development of circa 100 units is unlikely to justify a roundabout in itself but a larger 

development potentially would – most importantly, there are no technical or financial 

constraints to achieving this.   

e. Is policy DS3 justified and effective in setting upper limits for the number of 

dwellings to be accommodated on each site?  

No. it is not clear in either the policy or the supporting text what the logic of setting 

an upper limit for the Main Rural Settlement allocations is. The Main Rural Settlement 

sites are relatively small and as a result will have relevant site constraints that dictate 

the number of homes that are able to be accommodated anyway. Considering that 



the majority of the Main Rural Settlements are in the Green Belt and unless further 

capacity is released from the Green Belt, there will be limited scope for other sites to 

come forward within the settlement boundaries, it is reasonable to conclude that an 

upper limit on levels of development on individual sites will pre-judge a decision that 

should be made through the development management stage rather than through 

the Local Plan-making process in advance of master-planning and other technical 

work.  

In addition, and with particular reference to Ryton-On-Dunsmore, there are concerns 

that the reliance on the Leamington Road site along with windfall sites coming 

forward within the existing settlement boundary will result in insufficient 

development to maintain the 5-year supply of housing land and an insufficient supply 

necessary for sustainable patterns of development.   

2. Is Policy DS6 justified and will it be effective at ensuring sustainable development at each 

of the MRS sites? 

No. We consider it is too vague, imprecise and therefore ineffective and not justified.  There 

is also no explanation of what would happen if a site allocation was unable to meet the criteria 

in the policy and no contingency in the Plan for such an outcome.  

It is also of concern that some sites which have been removed from the Green Belt may not 

actually be capable of satisfying all the criteria for not only delivering the necessary housing 

but also sufficient green space, community facilities, sports provision and other infrastructure 

appropriate to ensure sustainable patterns of development. This is particularly the case in 

Ryton-on-Dunsmore (DS3.9) for the reasons set out above.    

Issue 4b: Site Specific Issues for the MRS and Coton House Allocations 

1. Are the proposed residential allocations at the Main Rural Settlements identified in Policy 

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: 

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

the NPPF? 

No comment.  

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

that are readily recognisable? 

No comment.  

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

flood risk, highway safety, infrastructure and facilities? 

No comment. 

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

facilities? 

No comment. 



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

No. See comments elsewhere in this Statement. 

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

other policy requirements? 

No. There is no evidence available to reach any other conclusion at this stage. 

2) Is the proposed allocation at Coton House (DS3.1) justified and consistent with national 

policy, particularly in respect of its effect on the setting of Coton House, agricultural land and 

landscape character? 

No comment.  

 

 

 

 


