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Rugby Borough Council Draft Local Plan 

Stage 2 Hearings 

Matter 10 – Healthy Communities 

 

 

 

 

Green spaces are needed for healthy communities – SHARE joins hands with local residents to 

protect open space in New Bilton Ward. 

 

 

  



2 
 

Particular Questions Addressed 

Issue 10c:  Is Policy HS4, as proposed to be modified, justified on the basis of proportionate evidence 

and consistent with national policy, in particular in relation to the open space standards for new 

residential development? 

Issued 10d:  Will [Policy HS5] be effective in ensuring that development proposals in the RBLP 

adequately mitigate the effects of the growth in traffic over the plan period on air quality, noise and 

vibration in surrounding residential communities? 

Summary Answers 

Issue 10c.  Yes 

Issue 10d.  No 

 

Issue 10c – Open Space Standards 

1. The only objection to HS4, on the grounds that it is too strong, is raised by The Heart of 

England Co-operative Society. They are concerned that “Open space and recreation' has a 

far higher standard of provision in urban areas for parks, gardens and green space typologies 

than the current actual level of provision. Given proposed populations growth levels, the 

standards could only be met through the demolition of existing development …” [LP53 – 8, 

page 5]. 

 

2. Whilst it has no effect on the merit or otherwise of their argument it may be of interest to 

note that the Heart of England Co-operative Society have recently had a planning application 

rejected because it did not meet the required open space standards in a ward where there is 

an existing deficiency of 1ha of children’s play space; 17ha of natural and semi natural green 

space; 5ha of amenity green space and 5ha of parks and gardens. The Co-op had argued that 

this could be offset by further development of the Rainsbrook Valley – over two miles away.  

 

3. The first argument that the Co-op raise for lowering space standards is that there are parts 

of the town where the space standards are not currently met. Standards eg for flood 

protection, air quality, home insulation and water quality do change over time sometimes as 

a result of social change and sometimes as result of improvements in our knowledge of 

science. To say that something was bad in the past and therefore should continue to be bad 

in the future is an odd argument for the descendants of the Rochdale Pioneers to make. 

Space standards should reflect society’s expectations and the latest that science can tell us 

about the value open spaces provide for biodiversity and mental and physical well being. 

 

4. WCC’s Green Space Priorities for Warwickshire: Supporting the Health and Wellbeing 

Strategy 2014-2018, summarises much of the recent evidence which associates open space 

with good physical and mental health: “… there are many benefits to physical activity 

outdoors. Regular green space visits are associated with increased physical activity and a 

lower probability of being overweight or obese …”; “…activities like taking a stroll in the 

park, or gentle outdoor exercise can have big benefits for our mental wellbeing. Access to 

green spaces can produce improvements to stress levels in a relatively short space of time. 
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Safe, green spaces may be as effective as prescription drugs in treating some forms of 

mental illnesses …”; and concludes with recommendations to ensure “green spaces can be 

accessed easily” and that green spaces should be reviewed “against national benchmarking 

standards”1. The Co-op have produced no arguments to rebut this evidence. 

 

5. LP43 Part 4 responds to the Director of Public Health’s recommendations and for each of the 

types of open space assessed compares the proposed HS4 space standard with national 

benchmarks: 

 

a. Children’s play areas. The space standard proposed of 0.2ha per 1,000 population is 

below the national median, paragraph 7.22, page 62; 

b. Parks & Gardens. The space standard proposed for urban Parks & Gardens (1.5ha 

per 1,000 population is above the national median for all areas) however the 

proposed accessibility standard is worse (ie people would have to walk further) than 

the national median,  paragraph 4.10, page 19; 

c. Amenity Green Space. The space standard proposed for urban Amenity Green Space 

(1.1ha per 1,000 population) is above the national median for all areas) however the 

proposed accessibility standard is worse (ie people would have to walk further) than 

the national median, paragraph 5.13, page 31; 

d. Natural and Semi-natural green space. The space standard proposed for Natural 

and Semi-natural green space in urban areas (2.5ha per 1,000 population) is above 

the national median for all areas. However provision in the urban area is currently 

2.49ha per 1,000 population (paragraph 6.10, page 41). If the standard were 

lowered towards the national median then the “sustainable urban extensions” 

would have less natural and semi-natural green space than the parts of Rugby town 

which were planned before sustainability was required. This would seem perverse. 

 

6. Having conducted their review of national benchmarks the consultants employed to write 

LP43 then made recommendations about future space standards. RBC adopted all these 

recommendations.  

 

7. The Co-op have produced no evidence that suggests lowering Rugby’s open space standards 

would result in better physical and mental health outcomes. Their proposal should be 

rejected. 

 

Issue 10d – Air Quality 

8. Rugby is failing to meet the legal limits for annual concentrations of nitrogen dioxide. The 

40μgm-3 limit is being exceeded at the Gyratory and at the Dunchurch Crossroads. The 

concentration at Lesley Souter house is perilously close to the limit2 and is predicted to get 

worse (OTH07, paragraph 36, page 8).  
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9. RBC record that ten people argued that the Publication Draft was unsound because it failed 

to do enough to address air pollution (LP53 8). RBC’s principal counter argument was that 

LP20, which was not available during the consultation on the Publication Draft, predicted an 

improvement in conditions in Dunchurch. However RBC mainly failed to address the 

situation at the Gyratory and completely failed to address the worsening conditions at Lesley 

Souter House. The one exception was in regard to the comments made by D Orton where 

RBC responded that “Warwickshire County Council have not identified the gyratory as a 

constraint on development” (LP53 8, page 11). RBC’s statement has a truth value of FALSE. 

For example in LP19, paragraph 1.14, page 4 WCC advise that “The performance of the 

Gyratory potentially represents one of the biggest constraints to growth on the network. 

Options for highway interventions in this area are limited and consideration should be given 

to options which either divert traffic away from this junction or reduce the number of car 

based trips to the Town Centre, from the new sites, altogether” [my emphasis] and at LP19, 

paragraph 3.11, page 19 WCC advise that “... the scheme proposals that have been delivered 

represent the maximum capacity option for that area [the Gyratory] … the likelihood of 

additional highway capacity enhancements being identified in this area is considered very 

low. The area also suffers from an issue with air quality …” [my emphasis]. 

 

10. Chart 1 below shows annual nitrogen dioxide concentrations at the Gyratory. 

 

 

Source: RBC 2017 Air Quality Annual Status Report, page 28 

OTH07, paragraph 22, page 7 strongly suggests that this will get worse with committed 

developments and then get worse again if the Inspector were minded to conclude that the 

Publication Draft was sound. 

 

11. RBC have a diligent environmental health team who scrutinise the air quality impact of 

proposed developments. So how is it that the impact of committed developments alone is 

likely to make the situation at the Gyratory worse? The issue appears to be that developers 

are adding individual straws to the camel’s back and whilst the environmental health team 
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are able to conclude that the straws will make the condition worse they are not able to 

conclude that the straw will break the camel’s back. The existing Core Strategy policy CS11, 

even when supported by the air quality measures in the Planning Obligations SPD, has not 

proved strong enough to break this trend and the restriction of air quality impacts to 

“significant negative impacts” in policy HS5 is likely to result in this policy being ineffective as 

well. 

 

 

 

[1,309 words] 

 

Richard Allanach 
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