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Matter 7 – Economic Development Policies 
 
Issue 7a: Protection of Rugby’s Employment Land 
 
Q.1a and Q1b – Approach to development of existing major employment sites in the 
Green Belt; and Retention of Ansty Park in the Green Belt 
 
1.0 Introduction 

1.1 This Hearing Statement is submitted on behalf of Roxhill Developments in response 

to the Planning Inspector’s Stage 2 Hearings (MIQs) letter sent out on 21 February 

2018. Roxhill has land interests at Walsgrave Hill Farm to the western side of the 

borough, directly adjacent to the boundary with Coventry City (alongside the A46), 

next to Ansty Park. 

 

1.2 Roxhill has previously made representation at the various stages of the Local Plan 

process. This includes submitting statements as part of the Stage 1 Hearings, which 

set out that : 

 

o A mixed use allocation at Walsgrave Hill Farm represents the most sustainable 

and deliverable solution for 1,500 homes and over 3million sq. ft. of employment 

floorspace; 

o The Plan’s Rugby-focused strategy represents an unsustainable solution to 

planning for Coventry’s unmet need; 

o Development at Lodge Farm, as an alternative to Walsgrave Hill Farm, is an 

unsustainable solution due to its isolated location. The suggested investments to 

improve public transport, pedestrian/cycle links and to provide modest facilities 

on site will not make this remote site sustainable; 

o A development at Walsgrave Hill Farm will unlock the delivery of 900 Homes 

within Coventry City and will promptly deliver a new £30million Grade Separated 

Junction to the A46. It will also guarantee an essential new access to the 

University Hospital for emergency vehicles, staff and visitors; 

o An allocation at Walsgrave Hill Farm is supported by Coventry City Council, the 

Local Enterprise Partnership, the Chamber of Commerce, Local Members of 

Parliament and significant numbers of the Borough’s residents; 

o The emerging Plan’s strategy disregards advice contained within the NPPF to 

review Green Belt boundaries to promote sustainable development (endorsed by 

the Coventry and Warwickshire councils’ local plan inspectors) and to prepare its 

plan in a way that promotes sustainable patterns of development. 

o The Government’s endorsement of new settlements applies only where there is 

local community support (see March 2016 DCLG garden villages prospectus). 

The Lodge Farm village has widespread opposition and no community support. 

 

1.3 This Hearing Statement sets out Roxhill’s position in respect of Matters 7 and 13. 
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Issue 7a: Protection of Rugby’s Employment Land 
 
Q1.   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? 

2.1  Policy ED1 supports the ‘intensification’ of existing employment sites “subject to the 
consideration of potential impacts to their surroundings against the relevant policies 
in the Local Plan and national policy, in particular those sites located in the Green 
Belt”. It would be helpful if Policy ED1 included clearer wording about what 
‘intensification’ means in this context. Existing employment sites operate at different 
levels of intensity and this fluctuates over time due to the nature of individual 
business activities and varying economic circumstances. These fluctuations in 
intensity often take place without resulting in development that requires planning 
permission and therefore it is not generally appropriate to control ‘intensity’ by a 
Local Plan policy. Intensification is different to the extension or alteration of 
premises, which presumably is what this part of Policy ED1 is seeking to control. A 
minor change to the wording of Policy ED1 to clarify this would be helpful. 

 
2.2 The retention of the existing Ansty Park / Rolls Royce Ansty employment site within 

the Green Belt is inappropriate. This will cause existing businesses on the site 
difficulty with extending or altering their premises as they grow and the need arises. 
It is essential that business are not unduly constrained when seeking to extend or 
adapt their premises to respond to changing business needs and they should not 
be hindered by needing to overcome ‘very special circumstances’ tests on an 
existing employment park. It can only be assumed that the reason for the Council 
deciding to keep Ansty Park / Rolls Royce Ansty within the Green Belt is to help 
justify the exclusion of Walsgrave Hill Farm as a mixed use allocation. This should 
not be the test. 

 
2.3  The plan proposes to ‘wash over’ the Ansty Park / Rolls Royce Ansty site as Green 

Belt. The concept of ‘washing over’ the notation of Green Belt was included within 
the now superseded Planning Policy Guidance Note 2 (PPG2). The context of this 
was to protect ‘existing villages’ within the Green Belt where no new building, or 
limited infilling, was proposed. Paragraph 2.1 of PPG2 explained that where limited 
development was proposed, the village should be ‘inset’ (i.e. removed from the 
Green Belt). This element of PPG2 is now superseded by Paragraph 86 of the 
NPPF, which says that where the settlement contributes to the openness of the 
Green Belt it should be included. While Paragraph 86 relates to villages rather than 
stand-alone employment sites, the same test of ‘impact upon openness’ should be 
applied to whether the Ansty Park / Rolls Royce Ansty site is retained within the 
Green Belt. Substantial new development is envisaged in the vicinity of Ansty Park 
and there will be an on-going pressure for development throughout the Plan period. 
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A Green Belt designation serves no useful purpose in terms of it protecting 
openness and any benefit will be eroded through further development. Given this, 
the continued inclusion of the Ansty Park / Rolls Royce Ansty site in the Green Belt 
is not justified. 

 
2.4  Paragraph 85 of the NPPF outlines the criteria that need to apply when defining 

Green Belt boundaries. This includes: 
 

 “Ensuring consistency with the Local Plan strategy for meeting identified 

requirements for sustainable development”. 

Policy ED1 recognises the opportunities provided by existing employment 

sites in the Borough and supports new employment development on these 

sites. However, Policy ED1 restricts development on Green Belt sites, such 

as at the Ansty Park / Rolls Royce Ansty site unless the development 

complies with local and national Green Belt policy. This requires that Very 

Special Circumstances need to be demonstrated for anything other than 

replacement buildings of the same use / size and extensions to buildings 

that are not disproportionate in size (paragraph 89). It is a paradox that 

these criteria are included within Policy ED1 given the ‘high bar’ set by 

NPPF to protect the Green Belt. 

 “Not include land which it is unnecessary to keep permanently open” 

As the Ansty Park / Rolls Royce Ansty site is already substantially 

developed, and will be subject to further development and re-development 

throughout the plan period, retaining it within the Green Belt will mean the 

land will never be kept permanently open and will only serve to add a layer 

of bureaucracy and hindrance for businesses that need to navigate the 

planning application process. 

 “Satisfy themselves that Green Belt boundaries will not need to be altered 

at the end of the development plan period” 

The case for retaining Ansty Park / Rolls Royce Ansty in the Green Belt at 

present is weak. The ‘washed over’ designation does not protect openness; 

it would not safeguard the countryside as it is already substantially 

developed upon; it would not protect urban sprawl as any proposal to extend 

development beyond the designation would need to be justified; and the 

land is not permanently open. Normal development management policies 

would provide the necessary protection and the continued Green Belt 

constraint will only restrict future employment growth. Given the need to 

expand Ansty Park both to the North (adjacent to the M6) and to the west, 

alongside the A46 at Walsgrave Hill Farm, to satisfy market demand and 

boost the local economy, it is highly probably that Green Belt boundaries 

will need to be altered at the end of the plan period. 
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2.5  The continued development of Ansty Park, both in terms of re-development of 
existing employment land, and its future expansion to the north and to the west at 
Walsgrave Hill Farm is essential to delivering the long-term strategic employment 
needs of the Coventry and Warwickshire sub-region. This will help to meet some of 
the shortfall submitted as evidence and discussed at the Stage 1 Hearing Sessions. 
Aside from the concerns raised above, if the Inspector agrees with the evidence 
presented about the need for additional strategic employment land at J2 of the M6 
(Walsgrave Hill Farm and the extension of Ansty Park), it is then logical to remove 
both the existing and proposed employment land from the Green Belt. The eastern 
boundary of the Ansty Park / Rolls Royce Ansty site will then form the permanent 
urban edge and this will provide the necessary protection to prevent urban sprawl 
and the merging of settlements. 

 
2.6  The site plan attached, illustrates how the existing Ansty Park / Rolls Royce Ansty 

site sits in the context of the proposed extension to Ansty Park, adjacent to the M6 
and the new mixed use (employment and residential) proposal at Walsgrave Hill 
Farm. The area indicated as strategic employment at Walsgrave Hill Farm is 
sandwiched between the Ansty Park / Rolls Royce Ansty site to the east and the 
A46 to the west, with J2 of the M6 to the North. As can be seen from this plan, the 
employment element of Walsgrave Hill Farm is surrounded to three sides by 
substantial built development and serves none of the five purposes defined within 
Paragraph 80 of the NPPF, most notably protecting urban sprawl; protecting the 
merging of towns; or safeguarding the countryside from encroachment. 

 
Issue 7b: Other Employment Policies (Policies ED2 to ED4) 
 
Q1.  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? 

2.7  Policy ED3 is not consistent with the NPPF: 

 

 Other than in respect of conversion, similar-scale redevelopment, modest 

expansion or uses related to agriculture, horticulture or forestry, policy ED3 

does not allow any employment development on non-allocated, non-Rugby 

sites. This does not comply with NPPF paragraph 18 which sets out the 

Government’s commitment to “securing economic growth in order to create 

jobs and prosperity”; 

 ED3 conflicts with NPPF Paragraph 37 which seeks to ensure that planning 

policies “aim for a balance of land uses within their area so that people can 

be encouraged to minimise journey lengths for employment”. Opportunities 

for additional strategic employment uses need to be provided on the edge 

of Coventry so that those living within the City, the most densely populated 

part of the sub-region, can access a choice of employment types without 

having to travel longer distances to work, using unsustainable modes of 

transport. 
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2.8 The wording of policy ED3 does not align with what is written in the policy’s 

supporting paragraphs 6.16 and 6.17. These paragraphs encourage proposals for 

employment development outside the [Rugby] urban area and relate back to the 

NPPF’s requirement to take a positive approach to economic growth. However, 

policy ED3 then places tight restrictions on what types of employment development 

are permitted. 

2.9  To make the policy sound, ED3 needs be amended and worded positively to 
support and encourage economic growth throughout the entire borough should the 

need be demonstrated, the economic benefits be proven and environmental effects 
be mitigated. The policy should not constrain employment growth to the Rugby 
urban area and should not seek to add an additional layer of protection for those 
sites within the Green Belt, as appears to be intended. Planning policies should aim 
to support a balance of land uses so that people have the opportunity to minimise 
journey lengths. 

 
3.0  Conclusions on Matter 7  
 
3.1  The further development of the existing Ansty Park / Rolls Royce Ansty site is 

welcomed both to support the Coventry and Warwickshire economy and because it 
would complement a new strategic employment allocation at Walsgrave Hill Farm. 
Allocations on both of these sites would create a larger employment park with the 
potential for compatible businesses to locate side by side. This represents a 
sustainable solution, complemented by a 1,500 home allocation, helping to meet 
the needs of businesses wishing to invest or grow in Coventry and Warwickshire. 

 
3.2  Policy ED1 is not positively prepared, justified, effective or consistent with national 

policy. While on the one hand it seeks to support the upgrade, improvement or 
redevelopment of existing premises, on the other hand, it constrains growth by 
imposing Green Belt restrictions and the need to demonstrate Very Special 
Circumstances for any ambitious growth or redevelopment plans. The Ansty Park / 
Rolls Royce Ansty site is a successful existing employment site and its growth and 
redevelopment should not be constrained by Green Belt restrictions. This is 
supported by paragraph 21 of the NPPF which states: 

 
“Investment in business should not be over-burdened by the combined 
requirements of planning policy expectations”.  

 
3.3  The ‘washing over’ of the Green Belt at Ansty Park / Rolls Royce Ansty conflicts 

with the NPPF criteria (Paragraph 85) for setting Green Belt boundaries. The review 
of the Plan allows the prospect of addressing this anomaly and to recognise the 
opportunity that the site’s success presents for the provision of additional strategic 
employment land at Walsgrave Hill Farm. As previously explained, this would 
enable infrastructure works to commence straight away which would allow 
employment space to be built within three years of an allocation in the same way 
has been delivered by Roxhill on sites such as East Midlands Gateway Strategic 
Rail Freight Interchange (J24, M1) and at Rugby Gateway (J1, M6). 
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Matter 13 – Delivery (Policies D1-D5) 
 
Issue 13a: Transport (Policy D1) 
 
Q.1.  Whether Policy D1 is positively prepared, effective and consistent with 

national policy 
 
4.1  Policy D1 sets out that development will be permitted where sustainable modes of 

transport are prioritised and where measures are designed to mitigate transport 
impacts. It further requires that for large scale developments that result in significant 
traffic movements, these shall be supported by a Transport Assessment and a 
Travel Plan to demonstrate measures to avoid the adverse impacts of traffic. 

   
4.2  While policy D1 is consistent with the NPPF (paragraph 35) in that it seeks to exploit 

opportunities for the use of sustainable modes of transport, this is inconsistent with 
the Plan’s strategy which does not seek to take those same opportunities. The 
allocation of Lodge Farm in preference to Walsgrave Hill Farm would locate 1,500 
homes in a remote location where the only opportunity for accessing sustainable 
modes of travel is by a heavily subsidised bus service that is neither convenient nor 
able to serve the City of Coventry where most employment, shopping and leisure 
opportunities are located. A Walsgrave Hill Farm allocation would provide residents 
with a choice of numerous bus routes, easy access to the train station and the 
opportunity to walk or cycle to city’s retail and leisure facilities and numerous 
business parks and industrial areas. 

 
4.3  Policy D1 seeks to ensure that development provides safe and convenient access 

for pedestrians and cyclists. However, the pedestrian and cycle links to the urban 
settlements of Rugby and Daventry from Lodge Farm is poor, even if improvements 
are proposed (lengthy, noisy and unsafe for children). 

 
4.4  Aside from the above, references in policy D1 to needing a Transport Assessment 

for large scale developments and a Transport Statement for smaller scale 
development is a) a repetition of paragraph 32  of the NPPF, so unnecessary; and 
b) a matter of procedure rather than policy that can change over time so is not future-
proof. Planning application requirements are best set in the Council’s local validation 
list (informed through highway authority transport policy) as that can be updated 
without the need for a Local Plan review. 

 
5.0  Conclusions on Matter 13 
 
5.1  While Policy D1 seeks to ensure that development does not result in adverse traffic 

impacts and promotes sustainable travel, this conflicts with the Plan’s development 
strategy which proposes a new village at Lodge Farm, as that would encourage 
unsustainable car travel. 

 
5.2  The requirement for a Transport Assessment / Statement should not form part of a 

Local Plan policy. 


