
Matter 7- Economic Development Policies 

1 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

Rugby Borough Council 

 

Matter 7 

Issues 7a: Protection of Rugby’s Employment 

Land (Policy ED1) 

Issues 7b: Other Employment Policies 

(Policies ED2 to ED4) 

 

  



Matter 7- Economic Development Policies 

2 
 

 

Issue 7a: Protection of Rugby’s Employment Land (Policy ED1) 

1. Is Policy ED1 positively prepared, justified, effective and consistent with 

national policy with particular regard to the following: 

a. Its approach to the development and redevelopment of existing major 

employment sites in the Green Belt? Would greater intensification of 

employment uses at the Ansty Park and ProLogis Ryton sites be consistent 

with national policy on the redevelopment of previously developed sites in 

the Green Belt? 

b. Is the retention in the Green Belt of the sites at Ansty Park and ProLogis 

Ryton soundly based? 

 

1.1 As illustrated in the table under paragraph 6.10 of LP01, Policy ED1 applies to the 

major investment site at Ansty Park and Existing Strategically Significant 

Employment Sites at the Former Peugeot Site, Ryton and Rolls Royce, Ansty (now 

known as Prospero Ansty). All three of these sites are located within the Green 

Belt and have been previously developed. There is no proposal to remove these 

from the Green Belt within this Local Plan. Policy ED1 aims to support these sites 

in their current form as a continuation of the approach taken in the Core Strategy. 

1.2 The Prospero Ansty site sits directly to the south of Ansty Park. Demolition of 

existing buildings on the site has been ongoing for several years with the Council 

undertaking the careful recording of the demolished buildings which will be 

material to current and future planning applications for redevelopment of the site. 

1.3 In principle the allocation of the sites within the Green Belt is in compliance with 

the NPPF. The 6th bullet point under paragraph 89 of the NPPF states that 

exceptions to inappropriate development in the Green Belt include “complete 

redevelopment of previously developed sites (brownfield land)….which would not 

have a greater impact on the openness of the Green Belt and the purpose of 

including land within it than the existing development”. Paragraph 89 does not look 

to stop intensification of these brownfield sites outright and therefore does not 

conflict with policy ED1. The policy wording of ED1 signposts the user to the 

national policy on Green Belt as an acknowledgment of this.  
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1.4 Paragraph 83 of the NPPF states that “Green Belt boundaries should only be 

altered in exceptional circumstances”. Given the fact that the sites at Ansty Park 

and Prologis, Ryton are in the most part now redeveloped and have maintained 

their Green Belt designation there is no strong argument to remove these in this 

Local Plan. 

1.5 An update of the tables found at 5.6 and 5.7 in the Employment Background Paper 

(LP17) which show the extent of development on the two sites is provided below: 

1.6 Ansty Park Completions 

Site Area (ha) Year Development 

Completed 

Zone 1 4.54 2013/14 

c. 2.75 Undeveloped 

Zone 2 2.85 2017/18 

c. 3 2017/18 

Zone 3 3 2015/16 

Zone 4 2 2014/15 

Zone 5 3 2011/12 

1.92 2014/15 

Zone 6 8.7 2016/17 

Total 31.76  

1.7 Prologis, Ryton Completions 

Site Area (ha) Year Development 

Completed 

DC1 2.9 2016/17 

DC2 6.7 2012/13 

DC3 4.8 2014/15 

DC4 3.6 2013/14 

DC5 3.5 2013/14 

DC6 9.3 2014/15 

DC7 6.8 2016/17 

DC8 13.7 Undeveloped 
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DC9 Undeveloped 

Total 54.3  

 

1.8 The impacts of removing these sites from the Green Belt are unknown and 

untested and removal would result in a loosening of the control over acceptable 

forms and scales of development permitted. This protection is deemed to be 

important as the Green Belt Review (LP30) deemed the two sites at Ansty (Ansty 

Park and Prospero Ansty) to be within a broad area of Green Belt which makes a 

considerable contribution to all five purposes of the Green Belt as laid out in 

paragraph 80 of the NPPF. 

1.9 Experience at Ryton, for which outline permission has now been granted for all 

sites, has illustrated how the Green Belt allocation has minimised the impacts on 

the Green Belt through being able to control the height of the buildings to ensure 

they do not exceed the height of the ridge of the surrounding undulating 

countryside and through the requirement of additional landscaping to soften the 

impacts.  

1.10 In addition, and strengthening the argument for retaining the sites within the 

Green Belt; there are reasonable alternatives to the allocation of these sites which 

are not situated within the Green Belt. As such the ability to illustrate that there are 

exceptional circumstances for these sites is diminished. Adding to this is the 

overarching identified need for employment space across the Borough and the 

risk of over supply if there were to be a lessening of control over the intensification 

of the sites from removal from the Green Belt. As such policy ED1 is effective due 

to these Green Belt constraints.   

1.11 It is also important to note that the NPPF does contain provision for instances 

where there is a strong benefit from development which is deemed to outweigh 

harm to the Green Belt. Paragraph 88 of the NPPF states that “very special 

circumstances will not exist unless the potential harm to the Green Belt by reason 

of inappropriateness, and any other harm, is clearly outweighed by other 

considerations”. It is under this provision that approvals have been gained for sites 

at Ryton. Careful consideration to understand the extent of the significance of the 

economic benefit to Rugby, Coventry and the wider region along with work to 

minimise the harm to the Green Belt as detailed above resulted in development 
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being permitted at this site. This has been verified through National Planning Case 

Review decisions which allowed for a substantial increase in the volume of the 

site. This illustrates that existing mechanisms will allow for intensification of the 

site in line with Policy ED1 where these special circumstances are proven to be in 

place. 

1.12 This approach, with the benefits of considering the impact on openness and the 

purposes of Green Belt has, overall, had a more beneficial outcome for the wider 

Green Belt in which the Ansty and Ryton sites are positioned than if these were 

removed from the Green Belt altogether. The provision within the NPPF to 

demonstrate very special circumstances justifies the retention of the sites within 

the Green Belt and supports the policy in being positively prepared, justified and 

effective.  

 

c. Are requirements for 1 and 2 year marketing periods to test for ongoing 

demand for employment uses on non-allocated and allocated employment 

sites justified and consistent with national policy on the reuse and 

redevelopment of employment land for alternative uses? Should a more 

flexible approach be applied taking account of the overall supply of 

employment land remaining in the borough? 

 

1.13 Marketing of existing employment land is an effective way of showing there is 

no longer demand for land to be used for employment purposes. Although this 

Local Plan policy now provides a set period for marketing, the saved Local Plan 

policy ED6 does also require proof of appropriate marketing and therefore this is 

a continuation of the already tried and tested strategy.  

1.14 NPPF paragraph 22 states that “planning policies should avoid the long term 

protection of sites allocated for employment where there is no reasonable prospect 

of a site being used for this purpose”. ED1 sits in line with this by providing a test 

or criteria to enable an assessment of whether there is ‘no reasonable prospect’. 

1.15 NPPF paragraph 22 also states that “applications for alternative uses of land or 

buildings should be treated on their merits having regard to market signals..”. 

Marketing exercises are a way of reading these market signals. It is important to 

note that in paragraph 6.8 of LP01 provision is made for using other tests to be 
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used where this can be clearly justified and where the overall supply of 

employment land is not adversely impacted.  

1.16 This approach was first put forward in the 2007 Coventry, Solihull and 

Warwickshire Sub Region Employment Land Study (LP16). Appendix 4 of the 

document contains a set of ‘tests’ which help to assess the potential for release of 

employment land. Test D is “Is there evidence of active marketing? We would 

recommend a requirement for active marketing for 2 years.”  These tests were 

considered as part of the 2015 Employment Land Study (LP12) which made clear 

in paragraph 9.12 that the tests remain relevant. As such these have been 

incorporated into Policy ED1 with the marketing requirement referred to in the 

policy wording and the further tests referenced in paragraph 6.8 of LP01.  

1.17 Policy ED1 distinguishes between those higher quality strategic sites 

employment sites that are designated in policy and other employment sites in 

terms of the length of time the marketing exercise is required to cover. Given the 

contribution that the allocated sites make to the overall quantum of employment 

land compared to the target set in DS1 it was felt these allocated sites should be 

subject to the full 24 months marketing as recommended by the Employment Land 

Study (LP12). Conversely, given that the non-allocated sites do not contribute to 

a wider strategic function it was deemed that a lesser requirement would sit better 

in conformity with paragraph 22 of the NPPF by avoiding long term protections of 

these sites. 

 

d. Should Policy ED1 require provision to be made for the needs of small and 

medium sized enterprises in redevelopment proposals for existing 

employment sites? 

 

1.18 A qualitative need for smaller industrial units (B1, B2 and ancillary B8) between 

5,000 and 50,000 sqft was identified in paragraph 8.10 of the Rugby Employment 

Land Study (LP12).  Equally, the response to the publication draft consultation 

from WCC Economics stated that there is a demand for smaller units (2,500 to 

20,000 sqft) mostly for industrial use. The demand was mainly for grow-on units 

for existing businesses and design and build. 

1.19 The decision was taken to allocate 7.5ha of employment space at Coton Park 

East for units of this use class and size. The Employment Background Paper 
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(LP17) justifies the location for the units of this size stating in paragraph 4.8 that 

Coton Park East offers a suitable location for B1(c), B2 and small scale B8 to 

enhance the existing offer at Central Park, which this site adjoins. This builds on 

the assessment of the characteristics of the Central Park site provided by the 

Employment Land Study (LP12 para 7.46) and its current mix of a range of larger 

and smaller units. As such provision for smaller and medium sized units is partially 

being met by this allocation. 

1.20 Many of the existing employment sites including Butlers Leap and Boots Farm 

currently have a strong representation of small and medium sized industrial units 

as evidenced in the Employment Land Study (LP12). While these units are not 

given specific protection in the plan and under ED1 could be vulnerable to being 

converted into alternative employment uses with no restriction on size, other 

policies within the plan act to provide some protection to smaller units. SDC1, with 

modification LP54.76, only allows development where its’ scale, density and 

design does not cause harm to the character and amenity of an area. This would 

restrict the size of units in the employment areas that are near to residential, for 

example those in Rugby town. Policies HS5 and D1 aim to protect people from the 

negative impacts of traffic generation and will act to restrict some larger, more 

traffic intensive uses such as distribution.  

1.21 There are two arguments against putting something more explicit into the policy 

to protect the small and medium sized units. The first is the lack of evidence to 

support the quantity of small and medium units required. The second is NPPF 

paragraph 21 which states that “Investment in business should not be over-

burdened by the combined requirements of planning policy expectations”. Policy 

ED1 as drafted provides robust protection for employment uses across the 

borough while still providing flexibility for the employment market to ensure the 

policy is “flexible enough  to accommodate needs not anticipated in the plan and 

to allow a rapid response to changes in economic circumstances” in line with 

NPPF paragraph 21. 

Other ED1 Considerations 

1.22 A minor modification is proposed to policy ED1. For the purposes of clarification 

proposed modification LP54.66 which adds a new sentence onto the very start of 
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the policy should be slightly changed to ensure that the sentence applies to all 

aspects of the policy and not just the first section on retention of employment land. 

1.23 As such modification LP54.66 should now read: 

“No aspect of this policy ED1 applies to any sites allocated for other forms 

of development in this Local Plan. Even where their former or current use is 

for employment purposes”.  
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Issue 7b: Other Employment Policies (Policies ED2 to ED4) 

1. Taken together, are Policies ED3 and ED4 consistent with national policy in 

supporting the sustainable growth and expansion of all types of business 

and enterprise within rural areas? 

 

2.1 Policies ED3 and ED4 when taken together cover all of the types of business and 

enterprise laid out in paragraph 28 of the NPPF. The policies cover general 

employment, tourism and leisure and farm diversification 

2.2 The policies set out criteria for sustainable growth and expansion of these 

businesses and enterprises by providing criteria for the forms of expansion, 

redevelopment and new development that are acceptable and criteria for the 

assessment of applications to ensure they are considering all aspects of 

sustainability. 

2.3 It is important to note that any proposal will need to comply with other relevant 

policies within the local plan including SDC1 which requires high quality and 

sustainable design. 

 

2. Should the RBLP include a policy to guide the consideration of proposals 

for Motorway Service Areas in the borough? 

 
3.1 Department for Transport circular 02/2013 provides regulations for assessing 

applications on Motorway Service Areas (MSAs). It sets out that access to MSAs 

must be in compliance with Highways England’s ‘Design Manual for Roads and 

Bridges’, that decisions should not take into account competition between MSA 

operators and sets out the parking requirements.  

3.2 Highways England is a statutory consultee for MSAs and ensures compliance with 

circular 02/2013. 

3.3 Other aspects of any MSA applications will be assessed against policies within the 

Local Plan. This will include those protecting the natural environment (NE1-NE4) 

and those requiring sustainable design and construction (SDC1-SDC9). 

3.4 Permission has recently been granted for a new Motorway Service Area (MSA) 

under Planning Application reference number R17/0011. This is located to the 

north M6 junction 1.  
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3.5 As such given the existing regulations and the policies within the Local Plan will 

provide a sufficient framework for assessing future application for MSAs and a 

specific policy is not deemed to be required.  


