
 
 

  

 Stage 2. Submission.                                                                                        Review Date: 17t. April 2018. 

Title: Overall Soundness and Specific Site Soundness of the MRS Allocations.                       

In Stage 1 of the review day one Summary of points made. 

1. Consultation: No reply to concerns and points even when few points were put forward for 

particular sites.  

Late: Changes that result in an inability to inform the public from meeting with Parish Councils 

with no agenda, location, attendance, declarations of interest or minutes. 

 

2. Duty to the public: To provide accurate up to date information on reasons for omission of all 

sites to the public and the review. 

To correlate public response in an open accessible, documented way similar to its own proposed 

plans. Any effective analysis of this public response would require evidence of documentation 

coloration. No evidence of this in public display of responses for an effective review by the 

public.  

No minutes and attendance of critical meeting with parish council neighbourhood team when 

RBC reporting development pack for public consultation. (Wolston) 

 

 In Addition I would like to highlight the following: 

 

3. Duty to the review: To provide accurate and consistent information with regards to omission of 

sites, site maps for review library. 

 In submission documents to review with respect to Wolston. 

(a) LP10 and LP10a site maps S16 are submitted for Wolston. S14 sites in Wolston are not 

displayed in contrast to other village location maps. However these sites were in 

development packs. 

(b) LP10 and LP10a, “excluded sites and not suitable or not available the following sites”, the 

following sites in Wolston S14/029, S042, S14/009 and S16/067 have not been listed. 

Reasons these sites have been excluded from development packs include no footpath 

provision, no access and requirement to widen roads. (S16/067 mineral extraction) 

In addition 

(c) LP02.17 proposed change to Wolston map. Site S14/064 is significantly different to 

development pack (and public inspection) in respect to access and Linden Tree Bungalow in 

particular and in my opinion its necessary effective demolition. 

What actually is being proposed? Linden Tree Bungalow is significant in terms of terms of the 

purchase of the site. 

 

I feel it is important for the local authority to supply the review with an up to date and 

robust evidence base to be fully effective. My observations question if this is specific to 

Wolston or the overall evidence base. I have not looked at all rural site village evidence. 

  



 
 

I continue to have concerns about the independence of judgements where there is no named authorship. 

The owners and promotors of site S14/064 being planning officers working for Rugby Borough Council. 

I note in RTPI Professional Standards: 

Members must exercise fearlessly and impartially their independent professional judgement to the best 

of their skill and understanding.  (Independent professional judgement 11.1) 

I note in the Rugby Borough Council Code of Practice: 

1.   Introduction    “It also relies on each acting in a way that is not only fair and impartial but also clearly 

seen to be so. “    

 2.   “In performing this role, planning necessarily affects land and property interests, particularly the 

financial value of landholdings, and the quality of their settings. It is important, therefore, that the 

council, as a local planning authority, should make planning decisions affecting these interests, openly, 

impartially, with sound judgement and for justifiable reasons. The process should leave no grounds for 

suggesting that a decision has been partial, biased or not well-founded in any way. “  

https://www.rugby.gov.uk/downloads/file/184/code_of_conduct_for_planning_matters 

 

The proposed plan S14/064 is not, positively prepared, accurate, complete, justified, effective or 

consistent. The recommendation of the proposed development is not safe or sound with respect 

to highway constraints. 

 

That the process of recommendation of site S14/064 and Wolston in particular is not robust. 

I will also make general points of the accuracy and rushed nature of the planning process with 

regards to Wolston. 

 

Robust – Concise Oxford Dictionary: Straightforward, vigorous of intellect, sensible, not given to 

nor confused by subtleties. 

__________________________________________________________________________ 

 

I highlight my concerns in order of the review format for ease of communication and will thus 

justify my points with referred points and pictorial evidence.  I am sure this may help in assessing 

evidence presented and recorded in this detailed and complex overall review. I have underlined 

particular words associated with my concerns. 

 

Most points refer to site S14/064 Linden Tree Bungalow as a particular proposed site. 

The nature of individual general public response reflects particular points as a case study. 

General points are made as to overall soundness of MRS Allocations. 

 

Matter 4 – Non-strategic Housing Allocations at Main Rural Settlements and Coton House 

(Policies DS3 and DS6)   

Issue 4a: Overall Soundness of the MRS Allocations  

https://www.rugby.gov.uk/downloads/file/184/code_of_conduct_for_planning_matters


 
 

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: 

       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?  

 Rural site development should be viewed in a flexible way taking into account particular other 

developments in that area. For example there are exceptional circumstances in SW Wolston due to 

the Mineral Extraction site and landfill moving to the edge of the village. These being Traffic, 

Disruption and Environmental issues. 

Any exceptional circumstances should apply to all relevant sites. Not one particular site. Where 

sites are contiguous with other proposed sites. 

 

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?  

5 years needs to be defined. Deliverable by what year? Between which dates?  

Number of planned secondary school places in SW Rugby suggest that the demand caused by this 

building would not be met until 2026. 

Original on-line plan outdated after delayed review. 

Large number of houses may not be delivered by the house building industry. This may well be 

beyond its natural capacity and will be driven by market conditions. Developers will not want to 

depress the market with an oversupply of houses. House building activity is reduced in falling 

house conditions. 

In South West Rugby was the “Super Airport” necessary. In this area property values were 

undermined for a decade by the proposal from government (London) of the super airport plan. 

Where is it? 

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

              No detailed evidence of road junction measurement, highway authority visits or any regard to 

highway safety. Use of Google maps and not evidence of site visit pictures. Many sites. Evidence outdated 

from images and dates blacked out. 

          Late and rushed judgements. In this respect the amount of work necessary may be a factor. The 

observed fixing of deadlines that did not allow meaningful consultation. I feel that has the potential for 

bad and incomplete judgements. Incomplete site visits and quality control procedures for judgements to 

be exacting. Possibility of unsound sites being passed under the radar. 

The public consultation was not robust in terms of response organisation to the general public. Little 

evidence of any change from the original proposed plan. This is a large and complex plan. In an exacting 

review I would have expected from the number of public comments to see evidence of ongoing changes 

and modifications to develop a better plan. 

The pressure in this overall plan for each village to submit sites is such that when a situation exists where 

no site can possibly be recommended in a particular Village, at that time, unsuitable sites are proposed 



 
 

such that each Village is seen to have to give up its pound of flesh. Rushed at the last minute without full 

accurate or unbiased and consistent reassessment. 

Use of Google maps extensive and restricting, limited and in many cases out of date in main highway 

junction analysis and access. 

Was an appropriate range and selection of sites assessed and were reasonable alternatives 

considered?  

 

No. Judgements seem to be governed by meeting previously fixed criteria set by the authority for 

example no evidence of partial development of sites over 5 or more years. Taking into account 

local circumstances and other external factors. 

Example: No evidence of partial site development or adaptable delivery timetables. 

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

Highway safety not fully taken into account. Highway data survey not supplied before 

recommended adoption of plan by Council. No clear data or plans extend to individual sites. 

Criteria for safety differing between sites. 

Was the assessment against those criteria robust?  

No evidence of detailed access data. Evidence of highway authority data or consistency of 

assessment between sites in the same geographical area. 

e. Is Policy DS3 justified and effective in setting upper limits for the number of dwellings to be 

accommodated on each site? 

Evidence of number of dwellings set by site proposers in some cases and not independently 

judged by assessors without plans. Thus no standard assessment of number of dwellings by the 

authority. Thus effective setting of numbers of dwellings is called into question. 

No differentiation between size of dwellings in development plans. No distinction between 

number of people housed and number of dwellings. 

 

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

proposed MRS sites?  

Some selective distances are taken from site promotors and not completely and independently 

presented. Assessors have not used road Safety criteria as a criteria in assessing journeys to 

schools, shops and other amenities. 

 

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

 

Specific Site S14/064 

 

          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?  



 
 

Better sites have been excluded in Wolston on circumstances outside stated criteria with no 

flexibility in terms of deliverability, partial development or geographical position. 

 

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

flood risk, highway safety, infrastructure and facilities? 

 

Concerns relate to: 

Highway Safety, Junction safety and Access. 

Infrastructure – No direct pavement into village, Crossing Safety. 

Building height restrictions and removal of mature trees. - Landscape character. 

 

Landscape Character: 

 

Entrance to Linden Tree Bungalow. A junction through this property will alter character of road 

and destroy mature tree cover. Fig 1a. 

 

 

 
 

Fig.1a 

 



 
 

 
 

Fig 1b  

 

Outside Linden Tree Bungalow. Mature trees being removed will alter character of area. Lack of 

tree cover at other side of the road. Fig 1b. Such views on the main road into Wolston define the 

Village. 

Highway Safety: 

 

Fig.2. 

 
 



 
 

Fig 2. 

 

View into Wolston. (Linden Tree Bungalow entrance at road drain and white notice) Visible 

splays restricted by collecting bins, exits from houses, road curvature, lamp and telephone posts. 

Bins are left overnight and over peak traffic times.  This visibility is less than 2.5m wide. From 

road to properties. 

No pavement either side of Warwick Road into Village (schools and shops) Dangerous pedestrian 

crossing. (For example within 15m of two road junctions and two private entrances.) 

Calculations suggest visible y distances could be under 30m. TD 42/95. This not taking into 

account multiple junctions, objects blocking views or the curvature of the road. Fig 2. 

References: 

http://www.standardsforhighways.co.uk/ha/standards/dmrb/vol6/section2/td4195.pdf 

Fig. 3. 

Views into Wolston from Linden Tree junction restricted by junction exits. Fig 3a and Fig 3b 

Fig 3a 

 
 

 

 

 

http://www.standardsforhighways.co.uk/ha/standards/dmrb/vol6/section2/td4195.pdf


 
 

Fig 3b 

 
 

Fig 4 

 

Fig 4. 

View from Linden Tree Bungalow into Wolston. Multiple junctions. High traffic at journey to and 

from work. In particular in the mornings from 7.30am till 9.00am. Travel to school times. Fig4 

https://www.google.co.uk/maps/@52.3722998,-

1.403534,3a,75y,324.33h,96.62t/data=!3m6!1e1!3m4!1s9L0le7YO1xAvppaJjXUeMw!2e0!7i1331

2!8i6656 

 

 

 

 

https://www.google.co.uk/maps/@52.3722998,-1.403534,3a,75y,324.33h,96.62t/data=!3m6!1e1!3m4!1s9L0le7YO1xAvppaJjXUeMw!2e0!7i13312!8i6656
https://www.google.co.uk/maps/@52.3722998,-1.403534,3a,75y,324.33h,96.62t/data=!3m6!1e1!3m4!1s9L0le7YO1xAvppaJjXUeMw!2e0!7i13312!8i6656
https://www.google.co.uk/maps/@52.3722998,-1.403534,3a,75y,324.33h,96.62t/data=!3m6!1e1!3m4!1s9L0le7YO1xAvppaJjXUeMw!2e0!7i13312!8i6656


 
 

 

Fig 5. 

 
 

Fig 5. 

Extra junctions will affect surrounding junction safety. 

View from Linden Tree Bungalow towards A45. Multiple exit junctions and telephone post. 

 

 
Fig.6. 

 



 
 

Fig 6. 

View from road of Linden Tree Bungalow Junction. (Not Visible – Blind Junction) Coming out of 

Wolston main road towards A45. The junction is about 5 meters in front of white car. This is 

where a junction and crossing is necessary. No other position for pedestrian crossing. 

Multiple principle junctions and private entrances/exits on each side of the main road. From this 

position you have to cross to the other side of the road to see the edge of the road outside 

Linden tree bungalow. A road junction here and crossing would be dangerous and indeed lethal. 

In a similar way the view from a junction and pedestrian crossing would not see cars coming 

from the village towards the A45. It would create dangerous hazards for all those using junctions 

and private access to their properties near this proposed junction and pedestrian crossing. 

An extra road junction will affect all surrounding road junctions and private property access 

safety. Fig 6. 

 

 

 
 

Fig 7. 

View into Wolston. Multiple junction and visibility. 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

 

 
 

Fig 8.  

Site S14/064 Site map as proposed to public for reference. Public and online display. 

This differs from review library of evidence. LP02.17 in terms of access. 



 
 

 
Fig 9a 

 
 

Fig 9b 

View of Linden Tree Bungalow.  No plan of safe access due to width of the access and property. 

Just the statement “partial demolition if necessary” on revised plans. (7/6/16) 

Height restrictions have been applied to buildings. The total width of the site is approximately 

13.7m. The assess road, pavements, margins and plans for power, drainage, gas, optical fibre and 

emergency services would not be viable without demolition of this building. Fig 9a, Fig 9b.  

 

 

  

 



 
 

Fig9c Linden Tree Bungalow. (Ariel View) 

 
 

Fig 9d Linden Tree Bungalow. Estimate of junction position using the most minimal parameters 

of width and of road and pavement widths. The statement of “partial demolition of this property 

if necessary” (development pack approval 9/6/16) does not stand up to sensible independent 

observation. 

It is inconsistent with the evidence. 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 
 

Fig 10. 

Rejection of access. Site S14/064 as of 28th. May 2016. No mention of safety at the main road 

junction. In this or the word changes made on 9th. June 2016. 

 



 
 

I believe the assessment has not made a clear distinction between access past the dwelling and 

Highway safety at the junction with the main road. 

 

The site was turned down on access due to the dwelling. (2014 and 2016) As a consequence 

highway safety (at the main road) was not a relevant consideration. On the late change it is 

assumed that any access due to the dwelling is also an acceptance of highway safety to the main 

road. This is not evidenced. The same criteria is not applied to this site as two near proposed 

sites.  

There is a difference between safe access to the highway network and safe access at the highway 

network. (Main road) I see no evidence of any highway authority review or visit after 27/5/16, or 

indeed before this date. Only outdated google images.  

 

 

 
 

Fig. 11 

Wolston. Full site location map. Data not available from review library of evidence. Showing S14 

sites and location of all proposed sites in relation to each other for similar criteria analysis.  



 
 

  

The Same criteria “Any more detailed proposal for the site would need to be supported by a 

transport assessment considering major junctions in proximity to the site” that applies to 

S16/067 and S16/049 and S16/066. Fig. 12a and Fig 12b. 

 Does not apply to S14/064. S14/064 position is situated in the centre of the multiple junctions in 

the proximity of the sites as referenced by map Fig. 11. 

 

Fig 12a 

 
S16/067 

Fig 12b 

 
S16/049 and S16/066 

 

The proposed plan S14/064 is not, positively prepared, accurate, complete, justified, effective or 

consistent. The recommendation of the proposed development is not safe or sound with respect 

to highway constraints. 

 

Infrastructure and Facilities: 

 

Linden Tree Bungalow needs effectively demolition for access. No plan evidenced. 

Purchace conditions set by the vendor of this site refer to “existing dwelling” in any future 

residential development of the site. (2010)  

Is this a change of green belt or a planning application? 

 

See Fig.9a,9b,9c,9d. Need to consider access to site S14/064 for pavements, margins, gas, water, 

drainage, disabled access, cycles, emergency/delivery/service transport.  

 

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

facilities? 

Height restrictions with respect to surrounding bungalows for any residential development. 

Distance from School. Not safe walking distance due to no direct path and crossing at blind 

junction of a main road. Road busy at rush hours and school travel times. 



 
 

Distances reviewed. Only those over 1Km. that were seen as problematic by the proposer, 

were reduced from 27/5/16 to 9/6/16. No independent systematic and full appraisals. 

Accessibility of disabled. Local residents are effected by this proposed junction. 

MAKES SUROUNDING ACCESS TO PROPERTIES UNSAFE. 

Surrounding junctions will become unsafe and are used by a disabled driver in one known 

particular case. 

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

Planning will be contested. Site will probably not be passes in terms of highway safety and 

existing dwelling planning constraints. 

 

f. Their viability having regard to the provision of any, affordable housing and other policy 

requirements? 

 15 dwellings. No independent data provided.  Affordable housing is determined by numbers 

housed not number of properties. 

The numbers allocated and size will determine affordability. 

Numbers are those of site promotors. Not written as public evidence of local authority responsible 

figures. No evidence of independent assessment. 

 

T. Larkin. 

20/3/18. 

 

 

  

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


