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Introduction 

Rosconn Strategic Land (RSL) are a small property company specialising in land promotion.  

RSL have land interests at land off Fosse Way (SHLAA Ref. S16018) within the village of Stretton-

on-Dunsmore, identified as a Main Rural Settlement (MRS) within the Draft Borough Plan’s 

settlement hierarchy. 

 

RSL maintain that its land at Stretton on Dunsmore is available, suitable and achievable as a small 

housing site which is appropriate for allocation to assist in a more balanced development strategy 

that will assist in boosting significantly the supply of housing during the Plan period. 

 

Response to Matter 4 / Issue 4a Questions (as relevant): 

 

Question 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? 

RSL consider that exceptional circumstances exist to justify the alteration of Green Belt 

boundaries at the MRS, principally as this would ensure sustainable development is achieved.  

As detailed at paragraph 1.29 of the Council’s Matter 3a Hearing Statement, in the context of 

Policy GP2, the next tier in the settlement hierarchy after Rugby town is the MRS and there 

are advantages of small-scale allocations in these settlements in view of the lack of capacity 

within their built-up area.  Paragraph 1.30 continues that the role of such releases at the MRS 

would firstly assist in the early years supply of housing with sites that are much quicker to 

deliver than the urban extensions, and secondly that they would assist in the provision of rural 

housing.  Indeed, on the latter point, the Council’s officer stated at the Matter 3a Hearing that 

allocations at the MRS were ‘critical to achieving a 5-year housing land supply on adoption of 

the Plan’. 

Reference is also made to Spatial Objectives 1 and 3 of the Draft Plan which refer to the need 

to enable appropriate amounts of development at the MRS to help bolster their role as local 

service centres, and to ensure all Borough residents have a decent and affordable home, with 

particular focus on affordable provision in the rural areas. 



 

 

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? 

As above, such small-scale allocations at the MRS are acknowledged by the Council as being 

critical to being able to demonstrate a 5-year housing land supply on adoption of the Plan in 

view of the heavy reliance on large strategic sites on the edge of Rugby town that have been 

slow to come forward as expected.  We would however question whether sufficient allocations 

have been made of this type within the MRS to adequately achieve a 5-year housing land 

supply on adoption of the Local Plan, particularly when the total allocations within many of the 

MRS including Stretton on Dunsmore are well below the 100 dwellings per settlement 

envisaged by the strategy. 

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

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

Whilst RSL question the choice of the specific allocations within Stretton on Dunsmore, we 

would agree that it is appropriate and consistent with the spatial strategy to direct some level 

of growth to the MRS.  Reference is made in particular to Spatial Objectives 1 and 3 of the 

Draft Plan which refer to the need to enable appropriate amounts of development at the MRS 

to help bolster their role as local service centres, and to ensure all Borough residents have a 

decent and affordable home, with particular focus on affordable provision in the rural areas. 

d) Was the process for the selection of the MRS site allocations robust? Was an 

appropriate range and selection of sites assessed and were reasonable alternatives 

considered? Were appropriate criteria taken into account in deciding which sites to 

select? Was the assessment against those criteria robust? 

RSL consider that in the context of the sites selected for allocation within Stretton on 

Dunsmore: 

• The process of selection of MRS sites was not robust. 

• An appropriate range of reasonable alternative sites was selected and considered. 

• Whilst some appropriate criteria were taken into account, some were not considered. 

• The assessment against the criteria selected was not robust. 

The key evidence base documents of reference are the Stretton on Dunsmore Site Allocations 

Development Pack (LP48) and the Sustainability Appraisal for the Publication Draft (LP03). 

At paragraph 3 of the Background to LP48, it is stated that sites were to be identified in the 

Submission Local Plan informed by partnership working with the Parish Council.  It is evident 

from the subsequent objections made by the Parish Council to the Submission Draft Plan that 

they were not supportive of the proposed allocations made by RBC, raising specific concerns 

about increased traffic and flooding.  There appears to be no partnership working in this case 

with there being no support for the proposed allocations from the local community. 

The 5th paragraph states that discussions were held with a number of statutory consultees and 

in reviewing the responses, it was considered that there were no constraints that would 



 

 

prevent the delivery of 100 dwellings within Stretton on Dunsmore.  However, the subsequent 

allocations only amount to a maximum of 66 dwellings (19 at DS3.10 and 47 at DS3.11) – this 

indicative capacity is however based on plans for schemes previously refused or otherwise 

have not been tested.  Reference is also made to the individual sites assessments which 

indicate that substantial landscape buffering is required to both sites to mitigate Green Belt 

and landscape harm that will further impact on the overall capacity of these sites, indicating 

that insufficient allocations have been made within a village that is capable of accommodating 

100 dwellings. 

Page 2 of the document indicates that various consultees have been consulted.  However, we 

would question the following: 

• Warwickshire County Council Highways – reference is made to the preparation of 

Stratgeic Transport Assessment for the Local Plan which takes into account the 

allocation of 100 dwellings within each of the MRS.  It continues by stating that advice 

has been provided on site access.  In reviewing LP48 and the 2 Stratgeic Transport 

Assessments (LP16 and LP17), no assessment has been made of the capacity of the 

local road network within the village to accommodate the proposed allocations.  This 

is critical as the allocations proposed are located to the west of Stretton on Dunsmore 

where the road infrastructure is severely constrained on routes into the village – traffic 

from the proposed allocations will also need to pass through the village centre in order 

to access the strategic highway network.  Pedestrian accessibility into the village is 

also of a poor standard, raising concerns about highway and pedestrian safety.  These 

are concerns raised by the Parish Council and local residents which has not been 

assessed by RBC.  Potential allocations to the east of the village such as S16018 

would not raise the same issues. 

• Environment Agency – this highlights potential concerns regarding the risk of flooding 

from watercourses within the village and advises that this should be assessed.  We 

cannot identify whether this has been undertaken. 

• Natural England – they have highlighted particular concerns regarding several SSSIs 

in proximity to the village and requests that clearer information to evidence the 

consideration of these designations is provided.  Has this been provided? 

Turning to the assessment of the proposed allocations, we firstly identify concerns regarding 

DS3.11: 

• It states that the site is Grade 3 agricultural land, whilst the SA (LP03) states it is Grade 

2 – other reasonable alternatives including RSL’s site S16018 are Grade 3. 

• Reference is made to great crested newts on the site which could be a potential 

constraint on development or otherwise capacity 

• Substantial landscape buffers are required to the west and northern boundaries which 

will impact on capacity of the site. 

In terms of DS3.10: 

• Grade II listed building adjacent to site 

• Previous planning application refused in 1989, with concerns raised regarding traffic 

and drainage 

• Road requires widening and footway extended – has the impact on the rural 

environment and heritage assets been considered? 



 

 

• Requires substantial landscape buffers to west and southern boundaries impacting on 

the capacity of the site. 

In considering the scores for DS3.10 and DS3.11 against other reasonable alternatives 

considered in the SA (LP03), it is considered that the most appropriate sites have not been 

selected.  Site S16018 is considered to perform equally as well if not better than these two 

sites and is far better located within the village in terms of both highway and drainage issues.  

Recent public consultation undertaken by RSL locally indicated that the majority of local 

residents who responded would prefer the allocation of this site over those to the west of the 

village.  This site is very well located to village facilities, has the potential to deliver 

considerable local community benefits and can provide a convenient pedestrian link to the 

primary school via existing footpaths.  A detailed assessment of the access and local highway 

network also confirms residential development at S16018 can be safely accessed and is 

served by adequate highway infrastructure without causing unnecessary congestion or safety 

concerns on local roads. 

 

e) Is Policy DS3 justified and effective in setting upper limits for the number of 

dwellings to be accommodated on each site? 

In view of the above comments, we do not consider the upper limits reflect the true capacity 

of the proposed allocations within Stretton on Dunsmore, which are likely to be significantly 

less than the 25 and 50 dwellings specified (i.e. no greater than 19 and 47 for Sites DS3.10 

and DS3.11 respectively) 


