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RUGBY BC: NEW LOCAL PLAN TO 2031: STAGE 2 HEARINGS: SUBMISSION BY THE 

COVENTRY AND WARWICKSHIRE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 

 

1.  Background, Context and Re-affirmation of the importance of original proposals for the 

wider Ansty area. 

1.1. This ( latest) submission from the C&W Chamber of Commerce relates primarily to Issue 

7 (a and b) of the Inspector's questions. 

1.2. Whilst our focus is - more and more- on the worsening position of new employment 

land to meet today's and tomorrow's economic and employment needs, the Chamber must 

continue to press the case for the re-instatement of the enormously important 

comprehensive and mixed-use proposals for the wider Ansty area, within which is the 

opportunity to quickly enlarge the hugely-successful Ansty R&D Business Park, a key, 

growing - but now artificially constrained- employment site. 

1.3.The C&W Chamber of Commerce is keen to take up this opportunity to continue to put 

forward its arguments about the inadequate planned targets and supply of Employment 

Land in Rugby BC's ( and other sub-regional Local Plans). Rugby's new Local Plan is very 

important not just for Rugby but also for the sub-region, since -within Rugby's 

administrative area -are 2 key, strategic and easily-enlarged existing successful Business 

Parks ( at Ansty and Ryton) and these 2 sites are also critical to the emerging West 

Midlands/Midlands Engine proposals for a focus and "arc" of new employment from the 

north/north-east of Coventry, down the east and south-east of Coventry to the U. of 

Warwick... and perhaps beyond. 

1.4.The Chamber has submitted detailed papers to each developing stage of Rugby BC's 

evolving new Local Plan. 

1.5. The Chamber is very appreciative that the key issues it has raised have been - and are- 

strongly reflected in the key issues and questions the Planning Inspector has raised. 

1.6. Whilst - from a very early stage- the Chamber has been and was positively supportive of 

the proposals Rugby BC was developing, proposing and promoting, the Planning Inspector 

will know that the Chamber - and many other bodies- has become concerned - and indeed 

alarmed- by the dramatic "change of mind" Rugby BC has adopted re. the strategically 

important Ansty/Walsgrave Hill Farm/UHCW and wider Coombe area. What was lauded and 

proposed as a new "model" village, that -because of its strategic location and the presence 

of existing and growing nationally-important organisations and sites- could offer a truly 

mixed and sustainable major growth site that is unique in the sub-region, now seems to 

have been "cast aside" for what the Chamber now regards as fairly spurious and very 

challengeable reasons.  

1.7. Our arguments and questions about this "volte face" proposal are well documented in 

our previous submissions, especially our last submission to the 1st stage Hearings. 

1.8. We are pleased that ( in these 2nd stage Hearings) the objectivity and reasonableness 

of Rugby's dramatic modifications is still "under consideration" and forms a key element of 

the Inspector's questions. 
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1.9. The Chamber - and many other relevant public and private sector bodies- strongly 

believes that, at and around Ansty, the unique scale of opportunities and aspirations that 

could be delivered by a comprehensive quality development of housing, high-value 

employment, medical and ancillary services together with a much quicker and less-

expensive improvements to trunk and local highways infrastructure ... all to be developed 

within a site of high-value environmental quality ... all re-emphasise that this major proposal 

should and must be re-instated. 

1.10. The belated and less-than-convincing arguments against  Green Belt release do not 

stand up to scrutiny in terms of: 

 - Rugby BC's earlier arguments and justification for meeting the "Exceptional 

Circumstances" criteria to allow Green Belt release, and 

 -the evidence from the examined and now adopted new Local Plans of several adjacent 

sub-regional Local Authorities, where Green Belt land release has been proposed, discussed, 

argued, examined and agreed .... and on sites -that whilst important- are not as important 

as the wider Ansty site is to the whole sub-region and region. 

 

2. Employment Land and the Inspector's questions ( in Matter 7) 

 

2.1. The Chamber believes that its overall argument that our sub-regional new employment 

land targets set c. 5 years ago were inappropriately-based then and are more acutely 

challenged now, is widely accepted. 

2.2. Nevertheless our Local Authorities have been reticent to significantly increase the new 

employment land target ( as they did with the original new housing targets) because they 

feared that would "re-open" the whole basis of their new Local Plans. The Chamber has 

consistently argued that Local Authorities have to have constant and on-going regard to the 

balance of housing and employment needs ... but a change in one doesn't demand an 

automatic change in the other. The "balance" and needs merely have to be subject to on-

going and objective review. 

2.3. In previous submissions the Chamber has highlighted the dire situation now facing us 

with - at the time- only c. 2 1/2 years supply of readily-available employment land ... and 

this is for a Programme period of 20 years with some 13 to 14 years yet remaining. As such 

the Chamber believes that Rugby BC's policy framework is inadequate and fails to recognise 

real need. The emergence for partial redevelopment of the (existing) Rolls Royce site is not 

currently incorporated and needs to be. 

2.4. The sub-region is presented with a challenge that many other areas of the country 

would love to have... strong and deep economic and employment growth with a 

regeneration of our "old" as well as rapid growth of our "new" industries... all promoted and 

supported by 2 very effective business-focussed Universities. Being at the centre of the UK's 

road and rail infrastructure we are also the area being most impacted by the ever-growing 

needs of our on-line shopping, distribution and logistics industries. 

2.5. The implied "growth" of both the Ansty and Ryton sites ( in Rugby's new Local Plan) is 
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unfortunately "yesterday's news" since what "new" land that was available has now gone. 

It's also clear that the long-awaited good news about the redevelopment of large parts of 

the Rolls Royce Ansty site for new employment has also quickly been overtaken by the 

reality that this "new" brown field land has already been allocated or "spoken for" for 

expansion of existing companies in the Midlands. In similar terms the Chamber understands 

that the -long-awaited Coventry and Warwickshire Gateway  development around Coventry 

Airport and on both sides of the A45 has already been taken or allocated and is largely "full" 

even before the "bulldozers move in". 

2.6. All of this reinforces the arguments and justification for enlargement of existing 

successful Business Parks where this is possible and easily achieved... if embraced in positive 

and proactive new Local Plans. The severe shortage of employment land and the absence of 

any policies to expand Ryton and Ansty means that the policy framework is inadequate and 

fails to recognise need. The Chamber believes that both sites should be formally taken out 

of the Green Belt and extension of both sites be agreed and allowed. At Ansty the 

employment land "envelope " is a clearly delineated land in the area "enclosed" by the M6 

and A46, the existing Rolls Royce site, the land at Walsgrave Hill Farm previously designated 

for the new "model" village and the northern edge of Coombe Countryside Park. At Ryton 

the release of land from Green Belt should embrace all the (old) Peugeot site, what is the 

redeveloped new Business Park and an enlargement of land directly adjacent on the other 

side of the A423 road to Southam sufficient to allow at least another c.50 ha to be 

incorporated into the overall Business Park site. 

2.7. In paragraph 1.10. above the Chamber has summarised much of what it has said in 

previous submissions i.e. that Green Belt release for enlargement of Ansty and Ryton can be 

justified and the evidence of Green Belt land release in the recently Adopted new Local 

Plans of other sub-regional Local Authorities supports this. 

2.8. National Government emphasis is to promote and sustain the growth of our economy. 

This is particularly important in a period of possible economic change and uncertainty 

around the UK's economic future outside of the EU. Enlargement of the existing well-located 

and well-serviced sites at Ansty and Ryton would significantly reduce the call upon other, 

"virgin" and inappropriately located Green Belt and green field land elsewhere in both 

Rugby and the sub-region. 

2.9. In addition both these sites can no longer be presented as "Regionally-important 

Employment Sites" if they are already full ..  and in the case of Ansty..  it's long-planned 

"roll-out" as a larger site of Regional Strategic Importance ( RSI) is now effectively frustrated 

and overturned! 

2.10. The Chamber would question whether National Policy in terms of Employment Land 

and Green Belt release is adequately acknowledging and responding to the reality of what is 

now facing ( particularly) this sub-region. Several key sites across the sub-region have been 

examined and justified for Green Belt release or have been "safeguarded" for future 

changed use. The Chamber believes the ( long-anticipated) growth of Ansty Business Park 

and the logical enlargement of an historic and now- redeveloped employment site at Ryton 
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are fully justifiable in terms of essential Green Belt release, and help protect against other 

inappropriate proposals for Green Belt release elsewhere. The Chamber therefore believes 

that artificially restricting the intensification and enlargement of both these important sites 

can only prejudice the sustainable growth of our economy and put further pressures on the 

release of other, much less-appropriate greenfield and Greenbelt land. 

2.11. In terms of Question 7. a. c. a key part of the pressure on employment land ... 

particularly the sort and size of land that would be of most benefit to SME's has been/is the 

"conversion" of existing employment land to housing. The Chamber fully recognises that the 

re-development of historic employment land for new housing has - in itself- lessened the 

need for greenfield and Greenbelt land release, but the scale of real demand for new 

housing and employment land cannot be satisfied simply by re-allocating existing land from 

employment to housing use. The Chamber also has long- registered its concern that the 

economics of redeveloping historic employment land for housing are not always favourable. 

We are advised that c. 1.400 ha. of employment land has been "lost" to housing over the 

last 5 years in the sub-region. That's equivalent to perhaps 8 to 10 large Business Parks! We 

recognise that - as a nation- we must house our own population and that our housing supply 

is woefully inadequate. But the challenges to meet housing needs can't be met simply by 

further exacerbating the pressures upon employment land. 

2.12. The Chamber therefore believes that a robust process to test whether existing 

employment land needs to be retained for employment ( as opposed to reallocated for 

housing) is still very relevant. This is even more so in terms of meeting the needs of our SME 

sector. The severe shortage of employment land is forcing up land values to levels that only 

the very large companies can afford... and small and SME companies are suffering. At a very 

practical level the Chamber has significant evidence of the consequences of this ... both to 

the aspirations and long-term sustainability of a key part of our local and national economy. 

2.13. In terms of Question 7. a.d, the Chamber has argued (in our previous submissions) and 

put forward tangible proposals that respond to the needs of small and medium-sized 

enterprises in Local Plans and in the development/ redevelopment of new or existing 

employment sites.  

2.14. We would hope to engage in the discussions led by the Planning Inspector at the 2nd 

Hearings session(s), further develop our arguments and respond to any questions. 

Yours Sincerely 

 

Louise Bennett OBE DL 

CEO Coventry and Warwickshire Chamber of Commerce 


