
 

 

 
9 April 2018 
 
Dear Mr Hayden 
 
RUGBY LOCAL PLAN EXAMINATION 
RURAL SETTLEMENT ALLOCATION DS3.9 
 

I am writing to you as Secretary of the Sky Blue Trust, the largest independent group of 
supporters of Coventry City Football Club (CCFC.). In October 2016, I made 
representations on the proposed allocation DS3.9, relating to the site of CCFC’s training 
ground at Ryton for housing. The terms of my representations are set out below. 
 
I had intended to attend the examination in public to expand upon my representations. 
However, I have now seen the correspondence about the allocation between Rugby 
Borough Council and CCFC and their representatives.  In the light of that it would appear 
that CCFC’s proposal is wholly in line with my proposed changes to the wording of the 
allocation so my attendance would now seem to be unnecessary.  I therefore thought I 
would save your time on the day by making clear in writing what I would have said on the 
day. 
 
My representations in October 2016 
 
I am concerned about rural settlement allocation DS3.9. This relates to the proposal to 
allocate for housing development the site of the current training ground of Coventry City 
Football Club ("the Club"). I am writing as the Secretary of the Sky Blue Trust, the largest 
independent organisation of supporters of The Club. Supporters are keen to ensure that 
the Club retains a training facility in, or in close proximity to, Coventry. We are told by the 
Club that their intention is only to dispose of the site for development as a means of 
investing in an alternative training facility for the Club and that such an alternative would 
be put in place before any housing development takes place. 
 
 I note that the note to proposed allocation DS3.9 says that its implementation "can only 
occur when adequate replacement of pitch provision is made to the satisfaction of Rugby 
Borough Council and Sport England in accordance with national planning policy." It is 
unclear precisely what "adequate replacement" would mean or where it should take place. 
The Trust is concerned that the site could be developed following the replacement simply 
of the same number of football pitches somewhere in the Borough of Rugby which 
although suitable for general public use, are not of the quality and supported by the 
facilities required as the training base for The Club. 
 
We would therefore like the note to the proposed allocation to be amended to state that 
"such replacement provision should be specifically designed and constructed to be 
suitable for The Club and should be occupied by The Club before the implementation of 
site allocation DS3.9. The replacement provision should be made either in the Borough of 
Rugby or in the City of Coventry or in another District not more than five miles from the 
boundary of the City." 
 
In support of this proposed amendment I would refer you to the following relevant National 
Planning Policies: 
 
"70. To deliver the social, recreational and cultural facilities and services the community 
needs, planning policies and decisions should: 



 

 

 • plan positively for the provision and use of shared space, community facilities 
(such as local shops, meeting places, sports venues, cultural buildings, public houses and 
places of worship) and other local services to enhance the sustainability of communities 
and residential environments; 
 • guard against the unnecessary loss of valued facilities and services, 
particularly where this would reduce the community’s ability to meet its day-to-day needs;" 
 
The Club is an institution of enormous social value to the community of Coventry and its 
surrounding area. A large number of local people regard it as an indispensable aspect of 
their lives, providing them with entertainment, inspiration and a sense of community 
cohesion.  Any development of the facilities on which the Club depends which might 
threaten the continued existence of the club would have a seriously harmful effect on the 
wellbeing of the local community. 
 
"74. Existing open space, sports and recreational buildings and land, including playing 
fields, should not be built on unless: 
 • an assessment has been undertaken which has clearly shown the open 
space, buildings or land to be surplus to requirements; or 
 • the loss resulting from the proposed development would be replaced by 
equivalent or better provision in terms of quantity and quality in a suitable location; " 
 
The current facilities could only be assessed as "surplus to requirements" if an alternative 
training facility for Coventry City Football Club is already in place in a suitable location.  
 
The policy requires that such loss "would be replaced by equivalent or better provision in 
terms of quantity and quality in a suitable location." Thus, implementation of the allocation 
should only occur if the alternative is, as I have suggested, "specifically designed and 
constructed to be suitable for The Club and occupied by the Club" as anything less than 
that would not be "equivalent or better." The provision must also be "in a suitable location." 
I have suggested a specific definition of where that location might be suitable. 
 
I note that Sport England must also be consulted before the proposed allocation could be 
implemented. I am contacting them to ascertain the approach they would take to this 
proposal. 
 
Correspondence between CCFC and Rugby Borough Council 
 
The correspondence on behalf of CCFC and Rugby Borough Council has been conducted 
for the Club both by the Chairman of the Club, Tim Fisher, and Michael Jones of Brandon 
Planning and Development Ltd. 
 
On 29 June 2016, Mr Jones sent to Rugby Borough Council a report entitled “Coventry 
City Training Ground - Situations Analysis.” (copy attached) That report described the 
need for CCFC to develop a new training facility. The report sets out the Club’s 
requirements in detail and makes it clear that they need more than just football pitches, as 
the following extracts show: 
 
The conclusion has been drawn that a new site is urgently required. A site that could 
accommodate a modern first team and development squad training facility. 
 
The report expands upon the shortcomings of the Sky Blue Lodge building and facilities. It 
goes on to explain that the two current pitches are inadequate: 



 

 

 
There is currently space for 2 grass pitches only and a small warm up/drill area. An 
additional pitch is essential to accommodate the first team and development squad. Three 
pitches is the minimum requirement. The club is currently operating beneath the 
professional minimum requirements. 
 
Those needs for the Club have been consistently used by Mr Jones and Mr Fisher in their 
correspondence with the planning authority. Thus, on 9 June 2017, Mr Jones said the 
following in an email, copy also attached: 
 
As you know, Brandon Planning & Development Ltd has an Agreement with CCFC and its 
owners to promote the training ground for housing through the emerging Local Plan and to 
secure planning permission at the earliest opportunity. This strategy is critical to CCFC as 
they urgently need to develop a new first team training facility to meet the current and 
future needs of the Football Club and to hopefully locate this alongside the development of 
a new Football Academy. 
 
As previously, Mr Jones makes it clear that more than just replacement of two football 
pitches is required. 
 
Shortly afterwards, a letter from Tim Fisher confirmed the CCFC requirement  
 
for the replacement of the first team training facility 
 
in a letter forwarded on 21 June 2017 (copy attached.) 
 
Conclusion 
 
As the proponents of the draft allocation have made it clear that the housing development 
is required to finance not just the replacement of two football pitches but a satisfactory 
training facility for a professional football club, the Trust proposes that the conditions 
attached to the allocation should go further that the current “adequate replacement of pitch 
provision” and require a comprehensive training facility, meeting the CCFC requirements 
as described in their correspondence with the planning authority. Failure to do so would 
run counter to the national planning policies outlined in my representations. 
 
If I can be of any further assistance, please let me know. 
 
Best wishes 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
Roger Ellis 


