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Rugby Borough Council Draft Local Plan 

Stage 2 Hearings 

Matter 12f – Water Cycle 

 

 

Rugby’s main Waste Water Treatment Works –  consultants forecast it will be overloaded by 2021. 
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Particular Questions Addressed 

A. Are the proposed housing and employment allocations in the RBLP consistent with Policy 

SDC7 in respect of the adequacy of the local water supply and the capacity of nearby waste 

water treatment works?  

B. Have any necessary improvements to water supply and waste water treatment infrastructure 

been included in the IDP and taken account of within the relevant development viability 

appraisals? 

Summary Answers 

A. No 

 

B. No 

 

Water Cycle Study 

1. Paragraph 11.16 of the Publication Draft (LP1, page 88) states “The Council is undertaking a 

Water Cycle Study to update its evidence base. This work will be completed in advance of 

this document being published for public consultation and its findings reflected in the IDP 

and policies” [my emphasis]. This document was not available during the consultation 

period. A Freedom of Information Act request was made for this document on 6 December 

2016. On 6 January 2017 the borough council replied “This information is exempt under 

Section 22 of the Freedom of Information Act as it is information intended for future 

publication.  It is anticipated that this will be sometime during the next two months”. A 

reminder concerning the Freedom of Information Act request was sent in May 2017 but 

received no response. The Water Cycle Study was not published until June 2017. 

 

2. As a result of the delay in publication Rugby’s residents were unable to study the Water 

Cycle Study and comment on it during the consultation on the draft Local Plan. 

 

Water Supply 

3. Some Rugby residents have concerns that their water supply will not keep pace with the 

scale of development the borough council are proposing. These concerns are intensified by 

climate change and the low levels seen in the Draycote Reservoir during the summer of 

2017. However the Water Cycle Study states “the study area would have adequate water 

supply to cater for growth over the plan period” (LP32, page 9). 

Waste Water Treatment Works 

4. The Water Cycle Study identifies capacity constraints at four of the Waste Water Treatment 

Works serving the Rugby Borough area viz: 

 

(i) Finham; 

(ii) Churchover; 
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(iii) Dunchurch; and 

(iv) Rugby Newbold. 

However despite SDC7 stating “… Development will not be permitted where proposals have 

a negative impact on water quality, either directly through pollution of surface or ground 

water, or indirectly through the overloading of Wastewater Treatment Works …” RBC are 

directing development to areas where there will be a significant flow to two of these plants: 

Dunchurch & Rugby Newbold. 

5. The Water Cycle Study says that Lodge Farm (DS10) will break the Dunchurch plant. 

Additional demand will require process modifications to meet limits for ammonia discharge 

and biological oxygen demand. The source of the additional demand is “the proposed new 

settlement consisting of approximately 825 dwelling … located at Lodge Farm …” (LP32, page 

29). Fortunately current technology can, at a cost, cope with this extra level of demand. The 

Water Cycle Study does not appear to have assessed whether or not the Dunchurch plant 

can cope with the extra housing proposed for Lodge Farm after the end of the plan period. A 

comment on page 96 suggests that further modelling is required of this proposal. 

 

6. The situation is worse with the Rugby Newbold plant. Such is the scale of RBC’s proposed 

housing development that these works are predicted to run out of capacity by 2021 (LP32, 

page 8). Nor can the capacity constraints be easily resolved for first there is “limited 

potential to provide additional capacity as a result of physical constraints to the site” (LP32, 

page 36) and secondly the improvements that are required are “beyond the limits of 

conventional treatment” (LP32, page 35). Despite the physical constraints identified at the 

main Rugby site in LP32 the Publication Draft does not make a land allocation for the extra 

capacity required. LP32 states that less than half the houses predicted for this area in the 

2015 housing trajectory can be accommodated by this plant (LP32, page 34). LP32 predicts 

the consequences of the Coton Park East development would be overflowing sewers (page 

96). Assessing the impact of the SW Rugby development would require further modelling 

(LP32, page 96).  

 

Infrastructure Development Plan 

 

7. Despite the identified shortfall in capacity no additions to the capacity of the existing Waste 

Water Treatment Plants are proposed in the Infra-structure Delivery Plan (LP01 – appendix 

3). Neither LP54 nor yet LP54A propose changes which would rectify this deficiency. 

 

Viability Tests 

8. No specific sum is proposed for extra capacity at the Dunchurch Waste Water Treatment 

Works in OTH35. Suitable financial provision may be lurking in the £23M set aside for 

Infrastructure but as no breakdown is provided for this figure neither the Inspector nor any 

Rugby resident is in a position to know this. In the allowance for section 106 costs made for 

the Coton Park East and South West Rugby sites in LP22 no provision is made for upgrading 

the Rugby Newbold Waste Water Treatment Works. The high level assumptions 
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incorporated in LP22, which are documented on pages 96 to 98, suggest that whereas with 

the Lodge Farm development the question was asked about whether or not sewage works 

would yield an abnormal cost this question was not even asked for the SW Rugby and Coton 

Park East sites. I could find no evidence that the costs of extra capacity for waste water 

treatment have been included in LP22. (At the time of writing a revised viability assessment 

for Coton Park East had not been prepared). 

Conclusion 

9. The Water Cycle Study says that “… particular caution is required when allocating housing to 

the … Dunchurch [and] Rugby Newbold [Waste Water Treatment Works]” [LP32, page 46). 

By pressing ahead with the Publication Draft consultation before it had the evidence to 

support it and through allocations DS7, DS8 and DS10 it would appear that RBC has not 

exercised the degree of caution required. 
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