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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 This statement has been prepared on behalf of db symmetry Ltd, Taylor Wimpey UK 

Limited, Gallagher Estates Limited, Richborough Estates Ltd, and Warwickshire County 

Council (Property Services, as a landowner) (hereafter known as the ‘parties’) in response 

to the Inspector’s Questions for the following hearing session: Matter 10 –Healthy, Safe 

and Inclusive Communities. 

 

 1.2 The statement is submitted on behalf of parties who all have land interests at the South 

West Rugby allocation site, which is allocated for 5,000 dwellings and 35 hectares of B8 

employment land (policies DS3, DS4, DS5, DS8 and DS9) (the site is shown on LP02.9). 

 

1.3 Submissions have been made at previous consultations on the draft Local Plan and these 

representations should be viewed in the context of our previous comments. A Planning 

Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) has been agreed with the parties and Rugby 

Borough Council (RBC) and an Education SoCG agreed between the parties and 

Warwickshire County Council (Education and Learning).  These are contained within the 

examination library under reference OTH18 and OTH08 respectively.   

 

  



 

 
RBC Local Plan Examination 4    The SW Rugby Parties             
Matter 10                                                                     March 2018 
                                                                                                                               
                                                                                                                                                              
 

 

2.0 MATTER 10 – HEALTHY, SAFE AND INCLUSIVE COMMUNITIES (POLICIES HS1-HS5) 

 

ISSUE 10A: HEALTH IMPACT ASSESSMENTS (POLICY HS2) 

 

1. Is Policy HS2, as proposed to be modified (LP54.67), justified and consistent with 

national policy in seeking health impact assessments for all Class C2 and C3 

residential developments over 150 units? What is the basis for this threshold in the 

evidence? 

 

2.1 Links between planning and health are found throughout the whole of the National 

Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).  There is not, however, any specific requirement in the 

NPPF for local planning authorities to require the preparation and submission of health 

impact assessments in support of development proposals; be they for residential schemes 

or otherwise. 

 

2.2 Under the NPPF local planning authorities are called on to ensure that health and 

wellbeing, and health infrastructure are considered in local and neighbourhood plans and 

in planning decision making.  The Framework also states that local planning authorities 

should work with public health leads and health organisations to understand and take 

account of the health status and needs of the local population (such as for sports, 

recreation and places of worship), including expected future changes, and any 

information about relevant barriers to improving health and well-being (Paragraph 171). 

 

2.3 On this subject we note that the national Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) does 

acknowledge that, in relation to planning applications, HIAs may be a useful tool to 

identify where significant impacts on the health of local people are expected (Paragraph: 

004 Reference ID: 53-004-20140306).  However, like the NPPF, emphasis is on local 
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planning authorities engaging and consulting with relevant organisations e.g. Director of 

Public Health, Clinical Commissioning Group and NHS England on any planning 

applications (including at the pre-application stage) that are likely to have a “significant 

impact” on the health and wellbeing of the local population or particular groups within it, 

to allow them to work together on any necessary mitigation measures.  The Guidance 

further states that information gathered from this engagement should assist local 

planning authorities to consider whether the identified impact(s) should be addressed 

through a Section 106 obligation or a planning condition.  Our interpretation of the PPG 

is that, where appropriate, HIAs could be employed as a tool by local planning authorities 

and/or named relevant organisations to aid their response to applications, and ultimately 

in ensuring that new development makes a positive contribution to the health and well-

being of the local population.  There is no explicit reference that applicants should prepare 

and submit HIAs.   

 

2.4 According to the Borough Council, the threshold for undertaking a health impact 

assessment (i.e. Class C2 and C3 residential developments over 150 units) is derived from 

the threshold as to when an EIA screening opinion is requested.  While it is true that under 

the EIA Regulations a proposed Schedule 2 development which includes more than 150 

dwellings is required to be screened to determine whether or not an EIA is required, an 

EIA is only required if the particular project in question is judged likely to give rise to 

significant environmental effects.  There is no similar qualifier under Policy HS2 as to when 

an HIA is triggered.   

 

2.5 Finally under Policy HS4, the Borough Council states that it will require HIAs to be 

prepared in accordance with the advice and best practice for such assessments as 
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published by the Department of Health and other agencies, such as the Coventry and 

Rugby Clinical Commissioning Group, Public Health Warwickshire, University Hospitals 

Coventry and NHS Trust.  However, the DoH’s Health Impact Assessment of Government 

Policy is not considered a suitable tool for ‘screening’ whether or not a proposed 

development would result in health impacts.  As the document’s title makes clear, it is 

intended as a guide for carrying out a health impact assessment of new policy as part of 

the impact assessment process, not for assessing development proposals.  We are also 

not aware that any of the other named organisation have published guidance on 

preparing HIAs.  In this regard we do not consider the policy to be clear, precise and 

positively and therefore not consistent with the NPPF (paragraph 154). 

 

2. Do the proposed ‘minor modifications’ set out in LP54.67 materially alter the plan 

or its policies and if so they should be treated as ‘main modifications’?  

 

2.6 The proposed ‘minor modifications’ set out in LP54.67 do not materially alter the plan or 

its policies. 

 

ISSUE 10C: OPEN SPACE AND RECREATION (POLICY HS4) 

 

1. 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? 

 

2.7 We note that there is no national open space standard for LPAs to apply but many LPAs 

do draw on the NPFA 6 acre standard when formulating their requirements.  Having 
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regard to this information and what standards have been adopted in the sub-region we 

consider that the level of open space that the Council is seeking to secure within new 

residential developments under Policy HS4 is particularly onerous.   

 

2.8 It is recommended that the overall open space provision for the urban area is reduced 

from 7.03ha per 1,000 population to a lower level of provision which is more in keeping 

with neighbouring local authorities. For example, POS provision in the recently adopted 

Warwick District Local Plan (for the same typologies of POS) equates to 5.72 hectares per 

1,000 population.      

 

2.9 Do the proposed ‘minor modifications’ in LP54.69 and LP54.70 materially alter the policy 

and if so should they be treated as ‘main modifications’ necessary to make the RBLP 

sound?  

 

2.10 The proposed ‘minor modifications’ set out in LP54.69 and LP54.70 do not materially alter 

the plan or its policies. 

 

ISSUE 10D: TRAFFIC GENERATION AND AIR QUALITY (POLICY HS5) 

 

1. Is Policy HS5 consistent with national policy, in particular with respect to air quality 

management? 

 

2.11 The policy not consistent with national policy with regards to Air Quality Management 

Areas.  The current NPPF policy states that: “Para 124: Planning policies should sustain 

compliance with and contribute towards EU limit values or national objectives for 
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pollutants, taking into account the presence of Air Quality Management Areas and the 

cumulative impacts on air quality from individual sites in local areas. Planning decisions 

should ensure that any new development in Air Quality Management Areas is consistent 

with the local air quality action plan.”  In addition, Paragraph 120 advises planning policies 

and decisions should ensure that a “development is appropriate for its location", and that, 

"the effects… of pollution on health, the natural environment or general amenity, and the 

potential sensitivity of the area or Application Proposals to adverse effects from pollution, 

should be taken into account.”  Accordingly, the requirement is to consider air quality 

effects not impacts, and for AQMAs, must be consistent with the AQAP which is not what 

the current policy wording says. 

 

 

 

 


