
 
MARCH 2018 | HS/MSG | BIR.5320 

   
 

Pegasus Group  
5 The Priory | Old London Road | Canwell | Sutton Coldfield | B75 5SH 

T 0121 308 9570 | F 0121 323 2215 | W www.pegasusgroup.co.uk   

Birmingham | Bracknell | Bristol | Cambridge | Cirencester | East Midlands | Leeds | Liverpool | London | Manchester 

 
©Copyright Pegasus Planning Group Limited 2011. The contents of this document must not be copied or reproduced in whole or in 
part without the written consent of Pegasus Planning Group Limited 

RUGBY BOROUGH LOCAL PLAN EXAMINATION 
 
STAGE 2 HEARINGS  
 

 
 

ISSUE 4: NON-STRATEGIC HOUSING 
ALLOCATIONS AT MAIN RURAL SETTLEMENTS 
AND COTON HOUSE (POLICIES DS3 AND DS6) 
 
 
PEGASUS GROUP ON BEHALF OF:  
 
MR DRAKEFORD 
 
 

 



Rugby Local Plan Examination 
ISSUE 4: Non-strategic Housing Allocations at Main Rural Settlements  
and Coton House (Policies DS3 and DS6) 
  
 
 
 

 
MARCH 2018 | MSG | BIR.5320  
 

 
 
CONTENTS: 
 

Page No: 
 
 

1.  INTRODUCTION 1 

2.   QUESTIONS 2 

 
 

 
 



Rugby Local Plan Examination 
ISSUE 4: Non-strategic Housing Allocations at Main Rural Settlements  
and Coton House (Policies DS3 and DS6) 
  
 
 
 

 
MARCH 2018 | HS/MSG | BIR.5320   
 

1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 This Statement is made by Pegasus Group on behalf of Mr Drakeford who owns 

Land at Lake View Farm, Leamington Road, Ryton on Dunsmore. 

1.2 The following Statement should be read in conjunction with earlier 

representations made in respect of the draft Local Plan.  

1.3 Mr Drakeford is supportive of the delivery of housing at the Main Rural 

Settlements, including Ryton on Dunsmore, as part of the Spatial Strategy and 

Settlement Hierarchy for the Borough but believe that certain modifications are 

required before the plan can be considered a sound and effective basis for the 

planning of the area.  

1.4 This Statement addressed all of the questions raised by the Inspector in relation 

to the Main Rural Settlement of Ryton on Dunsmore which are intended to assist 

the Inspector during the examination process. 
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2. QUESTIONS 

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? 

2.1 The ‘exceptional circumstances’ in this regard are the fact that there is a lack of 

sustainable sites outside of the Green Belt (including, any deliverable brownfield 

sites, estate regeneration, under-utilised land, surplus public sector land and 

optimisation of housing densities) to deliver a NPPF compliant housing strategy, 

as demonstrated in the Housing Background Paper prepared in September 2017.   

2.2 The benefits of removing land from the Green Belt in the MRS are: 

 assisting with housing delivery in terms providing early housing 

completions, within the first five years, due to the location of the sites (in 

most cases) being outside of Rugby town where the majority of housing 

land is being delivered; and  

 the expansion of the MRS also has advantages in improving the 

sustainability of the settlements, through meeting both the local housing 

need and potential for improving local infrastructure, including local 

services and community facilities. 

2.3 In conclusion, ‘exceptional circumstances’ have been demonstrated to justify the 

alteration of Green Belt boundaries to allow residential development at the MRS.  

In the planning balance, the benefits identified above clearly outweigh the harm 

and facilitate an NPPF compliant housing strategy.   

2.4 Given the history in Rugby Borough, whereby there has not been a five year 

supply of housing even prior to the Core Strategy being adopted in 2012 (this 

point was acknowledged by the Local Plan Inspector, but not addressed), it is of 

extreme importance that this Local Plan appropriately provides for housing 
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delivery throughout the plan period to avoid any shortfalls from occurring.   This 

includes releasing land to be delivered in the short term, as well as safeguarding 

deliverable land that can be released at a later stage for immediate delivery, 

should the housing trajectory indicate a potential gap in supply (as further 

justified below). 

 

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? 

2.5 It is understood from the Local Plan, that these sites are proposed for 

development to assist to deliver the strategic growth targets for the Borough.  

This is in the context of delivering sites early in the plan period and, accordingly, 

maintain a five year housing land supply throughout the plan period.  Specifically, 

completions are anticipated between 2020 and 2022 for all MRS and can, 

therefore, help to plug the gap in supply in the short term when the larger urban 

extensions are gearing up for housing delivery.   

2.6 Based on the most up to date Housing Trajectory included within the Minor 

Modifications, the five year land supply position at the point of adoption (April 

2018) can be calculated.  The five year land supply requirement is 663 dwellings 

per annum multiplied by five, which totals 3,315 dwellings.  Given the previous 

and persistent under delivery experienced (due to insufficient sites being 

allocated in the adopted Development Plan – discussed later), a further 20% is to 

be applied, which gives a revised requirement of 3,978 dwellings.  Further, there 

is an identified backlog of 607 dwellings, which with the 20% (121) and 

requirement totals 4,706 dwellings.  The annual requirement over the five years 

is 941 dwellings. 

2.7 When reviewing the land supply, the trajectory sets out supply of 5,229 dwellings 

over the first five years.  This is includes 45 dwellings per annum as windfalls, 

which totals 225 dwellings.  It is observed, however, that a number of permitted 

small sites are included within the trajectory.  There is concern that this is double 

counting and that the windfall allowance should be removed for the first five 

years.  This would reduce the supply to 5,004 dwellings.  When dividing the 

housing land supply by the annual requirement of 941, there is a 5.31 year 

housing land supply, which is a buffer of 292 homes.  This scenario presumes 



Rugby Local Plan Examination 
ISSUE 4: Non-strategic Housing Allocations at Main Rural Settlements  
and Coton House (Policies DS3 and DS6) 
  
 
 
 

 
MARCH 2018 | HS/MSG | BIR.5320   
 

that all sites and dwellings will come forward as anticipated, which is considered 

to be unrealistic, particularly in light of the experience from the adopted 

Development Plan (where there has not ever been a five year land supply since 

adoption in 2012).  Indeed, the Housing Market Delivery Study Evidence has 

suggested that the planned early delivery set out in the Housing Trajectory does 

not look particularly realistic.  It is unclear if the Housing Trajectory has since 

been reprofiled, however, it is important that a cautious approach to housing 

delivery is applied so to ensure a continuous five year housing land supply is 

maintained. 

2.8 Should the 527 dwellings from the MRS be removed from the supply, there would 

be 4,477 dwellings projected to come forward in the first five years.  If this is 

divided by the annual requirement of 941, there would be 4.75 years supply and 

consequently the Local Plan would not meet the test of maintaining a five year 

land supply throughout the plan period. 

2.9 It is important that there is an appropriate mix and type of sites for homes 

coming forward (i.e. brownfield, greenfield, urban, rural etc.) in different sub 

housing markets.  Rugby Borough Council undertook specific work to identify if 

there is sufficient variation in the location of the supply of housing land to allow it 

to be delivered in a timely manner within the plan period.  This Housing Delivery 

Study confirmed that it is important that there is variation in the portfolio of land 

available for residential development.  Development in the MRS, in particular 

locations physically separated from Rugby town such as Ryton on Dunsmore, do 

operate within more localised housing markets and due to the lack of historic 

development there will be local demand for housing that has not been met, which 

is likely to ensure the early delivery of such sites. 

2.10 In conclusion, the MRS sites perform an important role in delivering the housing 

strategy, in particular ensuring that a continuous five year land supply can be 

maintained particularly in the short term. 

2.11 There is concern, however, that the Council has not identified any small sites for 

development in the medium to long term, as it is content (as specified in the 

Housing Background Paper of September 2017, LP11) that the larger 

development sites will provide completions in the medium term, which will ensure 

a continuous five year housing land supply.  As experienced with the adopted 

Core Strategy however, there has not been a five year housing land supply prior 
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to and since the Core Strategy was adopted in 2011.  We are now seven years on 

and there is not a five year land supply, partly due to there not being a 

deliverable (as south west Rugby was not immediately oven ready at that point in 

time) source of land that could come forward to plug the gap in supply.  In light 

of this, there is concern that the same issue could arise in the medium term, 

should the urban extensions not deliver at the rates anticipated.  To avoid having 

another review of the Local Plan to correct this matter, it is suggested that the 

Council maintains a contingency supply of a range of deliverable sites that could 

act as a contingency in the medium/ longer term.   

2.12 It is considered that additional allocations of small parcels of land adjoining the 

MRS would assist to boost the continuous supply of housing land throughout the 

plan period, whilst also meeting the needs of the local area. A staged approach to 

releasing such land as a contingency would improve the soundness of the housing 

strategy and, overall, the Local Plan. 

 

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

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

 

2.13 Policy GP2 sets out the settlement hierarchy, which identifies Rugby town as the 

main focus for all development followed by permitting development within 

existing boundaries of all MRS and rural villages thereafter.  At this point in time, 

the wording implies that development in locations outside the existing boundaries 

(including on those sites to be removed from the Green Belt) would not be 

permitted.  If, however, the boundaries are to be amended to reflect 

development limits of the new allocations as part of the settlement (which is 

believed to be the case), upon adoption such development would be permitted.   

2.14 It is suggested that perhaps the reference to ‘existing’ boundaries is confusing 

the interpretation of the policy.  It is, therefore, proposed that the word ‘existing’ 

be removed through modifications to the plan. 

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? 
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2.15 In the context of Ryton on Dunsmore, the Site Allocations Development Pack sets 

out the potential sites considered within Ryton on Dunsmore Parish Council.  The 

criteria considered as part of this assessment included: site location, 

characteristics and constraints; Green Belt and landscape character; accessibility 

– proximity to services; accessibility – highways and site access; and layout.  

Following on from this, an addendum Site Allocations Development Pack was 

published, which considered an additional site. 

2.16 The Site Allocations Development Pack set out that ‘at this point in time there are 

no constraints present which would prevent the delivery of 100 dwellings within 

Ryton on Dunsmore. 

2.17 The selected sites (as well as alternative options) were then also subject to a 

sustainability appraisal.  A public consultation then followed as part of the 

Publication Draft Local Plan consultation exercise.   

2.18 In terms of the conclusions arrived at from the above processes, the original Site 

Allocations Development Pack considered six sites and concluded that ‘Land at 

Lakeview Road’ (promoted by Mr Drakeford and Mr White: sites S16008 and 

S16009) was considered to be suitable and recommended for allocation.  All other 

sites were assessed and it was concluded that they were not suitable for 

allocation.  

2.19 Following on from this, the Addendum Site Allocations Development Pack was 

published following consultation with the Parish Council in June 2016. The 

Addendum Site Allocations Pack considered an additional site ‘Land at Leamington 

Road’ not previously put forward in the Site Allocations Development Pack. This 

Addendum then concluded that this site was suitable for development, subject to 

open space/ sports pitch policy compliance to the satisfaction of Sport England.   

2.20 Subsequent to these reports, the Publication Draft Local Plan allocated land at 

Leamington Road, Ryton on Dunsmore as a preferred allocation (Site DS3.9).  A 

Housing Background Paper (LP11) was prepared by the Borough Council which 

set out a justification for this policy approach.  It sets out that the Ryton on 

Dunsmore Site Allocations Development Pack identifies Land at Lakeview Road 

(capacity 74-85 dwellings) as being suitable for development. In addition, it sets 

out that the Local Plan Publication Draft Sustainability Appraisal assessment of 

reasonable alternative sites does not display any differences in scoring between 
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the allocated site DS3.9 and the sites that make up Land at Lakeview Road (sites 

S16008 owned by Mr Drakeford and site S16009 owned by Mr White). It goes on 

to explain that when comparing both sites, land at Leamington Road was 

preferred on the basis of site access and landscape character.   

2.21 The Housing Background Paper (LP11) sets of a number of highway matters that 

are relevant in relation to land that was being jointly promoted in Spring 2016. 

The landowners were contacted by the Borough Council in 2016 and a 

Background Document was prepared by Pegasus Group on behalf of Mr Drakeford 

and Mr White which provided information relating to the suitability of the site for 

development. At that time the proposals for the site entailed the demolition of 

two properties on Leamington Road to gain access to wider site with the 

proposals being for a mix of size and type of properties providing for a 

development up to 85 dwellings. In comparing the two sites, the Borough 

Councils Housing Background Document (LP11) considered that the highway 

impact on Leamington Road would be greater for the land at Lakeview Road then 

that of the allocated site DS3.9.  

2.22 The Housing Background Paper (LP11), acknowledges the representations that 

were made on behalf of Mr Drakeford during the Publication consultation period 

which highlighted a smaller parcel of the Land at Lake View Farm could be 

developed.  In response to the proposed allocation of site DS3.9 a Summary 

Background Document was prepared on behalf of Mr Drakeford only and 

comprised of a smaller site of 1.16 which comprised of Lake View Farm and 

associated residential curtilage with ancilliary detached outbuildings and area of 

hardstanding in addition to rough grassland to the east. The Housing Background 

Paper (LP11) incorrectly states in terms of the access that there remain delivery 

concerns as the access to Lake View Farm which will require land not within the 

same ownership.  It is not proposed that the access is now through land off 

Leamington Road.  This is shown on Figure 4.2 of the Summary Background 

Document, which was submitted alongside the representations to the Publication 

Draft Local Plan.  The proposed access can be provided and through Site DS3.9, 

as shown to be achievable within Figure 4.2.  

2.23 In relation to landscape issues, the Housing Background Paper (LP11) looks to 

compare site DS3.9 with the larger site at Lake View Farm that was being 

promoted in 2016 and two different landscape sensitivity scorings are referred to. 

Parcel S16/008 is set out as being of medium sensitivity whilst parcel S16/009 is 
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of high/medium sensitivity. The Landscape Study indicates that the site could 

accommodate some development provided the landscape buffer ins included in 

the scheme in order that a rural corridor along the PRoW is maintained. Site 

DS3.9 is identified in the Landscape Study as being of medium sensitivity 

alongside the neighbouring land (Sports Connexions). On this basis the LP11 sets 

out that it is therefore considered that Land at Lakeview Road would have a 

greater landscape impact than that of site DS3.9. This is incorrect as the land 

being promoted by Mr Drakeford (parcel S16008) has already been noted as 

being of medium sensitivity in landscape terms and as such having the same 

sensitivity as site DS3.9.  

2.24 It is considered that the above process followed by the Council is fit for purpose 

in identifying and assessing appropriate locations for development, however as 

detailed above there is concern that the information the Council has presented in 

their Housing Background Paper is incorrect and that land at Lake View Farm 

does have a suitable access and is of medium sensitivity in landscape terms, 

being well contained and having a strong relationship with the settlement edge.  

Accordingly, the site has not been properly assessed.  If the process was to be 

undertaken again, it is likely that the smaller site at Lake View as fully detailed 

within the Summary Background Document, submitted at the Publication 

stage, would be allocated in combination with land at Leamington Road.   

2.25 This site combined with the proposed allocation at Leamington Road will total 99 

dwellings, which is within the aspirational figure of 100 homes that the Council 

initially looked to achieve when first allocating sites in the Main Rural 

Settlements.  It is considered that the site forms a logical extension to the 

proposed site.  As suggested in this hearing statement, this site is deliverable and 

can be developed as a logical extension of Lland at Leamington Road, DS3.9.  

Given the lack of smaller deliverable sites in the Borough, it could come forward 

for development as a contingency site in the short/ medium term, should delivery 

not be as anticipated in the housing trajectory 

 

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

number of dwellings to be accommodated on each site? 

 

2.26 Policy DS3 should not set out upper limits for the number of dwellings to be 

accommodated on each site.  Sites may be able to deliver more homes and, 
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therefore, in accordance with provisions of the NPPF and emerging planning 

policy, the phrase ‘up to’ should be replaced with ‘approximately’.  This would 

allow for lower levels of housing delivery on sites whereby additional 

infrastructure/ mitigation may be necessary. 

 

2. Is Policy DS6 justified and will it be effective in ensuring sustainable 

development at each of the proposed MRS sites? 

2.27 The content of Policy DS6 is superfluous guidance, as much of the requirements 

are either specified as necessary within the NPPF or other proposed policies in the 

Plan.  For example,  

 consideration of the characteristics of each site is required within the 

Planning Practice Guidance ‘Making an Application’ at paragraph 031 Ref: 

ID 14-031-20140306;  

 Green Belt boundaries should be defined using physical features 

(paragraph 85 of the NPPF) and Policy NE4 of the Draft Local Plan provides 

more relevant provisions ensuring landscape protection and enhancement;  

 density of development relates back to considering local characteristics;  

 requirement to take account of provisions of Neighbourhood Plans is set 

out in Policy GP5 of the Draft Local Plan – further a Neighbourhood Plan is 

a material consideration that need to be taking into consideration in the 

determining of a planning application;  

 safe and convenient access to pedestrians and cyclists is a requirement of 

Policy D1 of the Draft Local Plan;  

 as highlighted above, Policy NE4 requires appropriate landscape protection 

and enhancement; 

 provision of/ contribution to community facilities is a requirement of Policy 

D4 of the Draft Local Plan concerning Planning Obligations; 

 finally, appropriate telecommunications infrastructure is required by Policy 

SDC9 relating to broadband and mobile internet, although it should be 

noted that much of the detail contained within this policy is overly onerous 

and inappropriate at the planning application stage.  
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2.28 In conclusion, the policy does not add any locational specificity and is 

unnecessary. 

  


