
Hearing Statement made by Sworders, following previous representations made on behalf 

of our clients to the Publication Draft consultation,(Policy DS3) on the MATTERS, ISSUES 

AND QUESTIONS (MIQs) FOR STAGE 2 HEARINGS Rugby Borough Local Plan Examination  

 

This statement relates to Issue 4a: Overall Soundness of the MRS Allocations and seeks to 

answer question 1, in particular d, as set out below. 

 

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:  

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?  

 

The Local Plan Preferred Options consultation document (December 2015), consulted upon 

between December 2015 and February 2016, set out the Council’s preferred strategy to meet 

the housing target of 12,400 dwellings to be delivered during the plan period 2011- 2031.  

 

The preferred strategy to meet the housing target included the proposals for seven of the 

Borough’s main rural settlements (MRS) to accommodate approximately 100 dwellings each. 

The Local Plan Preferred Options consultation document did not identify site allocations for 

the MRS.  The sites were then identified in the Submission Local Plan informed by partnership 

working with the various Parish Councils. 

 

During the Local Plan Preferred Options consultation period responses were received and 

discussions were held with a number of statutory consultees who are responsible for 

infrastructure provision. In reviewing the responses received and holding further discussions 

with the consultees, it was considered that at that time there were no constraints present 

which would prevent the delivery of 100 dwellings within Wolston. 

 

We believe that the search criteria for sites in the seven Green Belt MRS’s to provide 

approximately 100 houses per settlement was flawed because it disregarded the quantum of 

houses to deliver the necessary infrastructure, such as schools. 

 

The search criteria should have been more flexible, or less constraint based.  For example, 

rather than disregard sites in villages with inadequate existing services to accommodate the 

proposed growth, it should have tested the idea of providing enough additional housing to 

support the additional services.  By way of example 500 new dwellings could be allocated in 

one village in order to deliver a new primary school or by way of alternative why not deliver 

200 dwellings in one village with land provided for a primary school and 150 in the two 

adjacent villages which could deliver enough additional housing to meet the original target of 

700 across the MRS whilst delivering the infrastructure required to support this growth.  At 

first glance, we believe that this could potential work between the villages of Binley Woods, 

Wolston, Ryton on Dunsmore and Stretton on Dunsmore. 

 



We therefore ascertain that RBC should have been more ambitious in terms of their MRS 

proposed housing allocations and allocated enough land to provide the necessary housing 

numbers to reinforce sustainability rather than seeing a limiting factor, such as lack of existing 

infrastructure, as the reason not to allocate land, but rather approach it by way of trying to 

allocate the necessary housing in such a way as to facilitate the additional infrastructure 

necessary to support it. 

 

In essence, if there is a limiting factor, such as inadequate infrastructure, RBC should be asking 

‘how much development is required to overcome the limiting factor?’ ‘Is that amount of 

development acceptable?’ and not be limited by the desired preferred option of spreading 

100 dwellings each across the seven MRS. 

 

In the case of Wolston for example this has led to a situation where RBC have only allocated 

15 dwellings, even though there are sites available to provide the additional 75 dwellings 

necessary to get to 100, because the existing primary school does not have the places 

necessary to support it, but 100 additional dwellings is not enough to support expansion of 

the existing school. 

 

In light of the above we believe that the process for the selection of the MRS site allocations 

was not robust, in so much as the selection of sites at the MRS was constrained by existing 

infrastructure at the MRS which not only restricted the MRS allocations to a lower number 

than RBC initially wanted, but also serves to restrict the provision of much needed additional 

infrastructure, as explained above.  


