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Matter 12: Sustainable Design and Construction  

Issue 12a: Sustainable Design (Policy SDC1) 

1. Is Policy SDC1, as proposed to be modified, positively prepared, effective and consistent with 

national policy? Are the proposed minor modifications (LP54.76) necessary to make the plan 

sound? If so, how, and should they therefore be regarded as ‘main modifications’? 

 

1. RPS supports Modification LP54.76 which more closely resembles paragraph 58 of the 

Framework, which makes reference to decisions seeking to ensure that development will add to the 

overall quality of an area. However, RPS considers that the policy could be further amended to 

allow flexibility:  “All development will demonstrate high quality, inclusive and sustainable design 

and new development will only be allowed where should aim to ensure the proposals are of a 

scale, density and design that would does not cause any material harm to the qualities, character 

and amenity of the areas in which they are situated. All developments should aim to add to the 

overall quality of the areas in which they are situated.” 

 

2. The Council has also set out that under reference LP54.77 which is supported as the deleted text 

now makes it clear what the policy is seeking.  

 

Issue 12b: Landscaping (Policy SDC2) 

1. Is Policy SDC2, as proposed to be modified, effective and consistent with national policy? Is the 

proposed minor modification (LP54.78) necessary to make the plan sound? If so, should it be 

regarded as a ‘main modification’? 

 

3. RPS supports proposed modification under reference LP54.78. In many instances, specifically with 

greenfield development, it will not be possible to retain the character of the landscape and in many 

instances not be appropriate to do so. The recommended change therefore reflects the 

Framework. 

 

Issue 12c: Historic Environment (Policy SDC3) 

1. Is Policy SDC3 consistent with national policy as set out in section 12 of the NPPF on 

‘Conserving and enhancing the historic environment’? 

 

4. The Council does not propose any changes to Policy SDC3, although it does propose a change 

under Reference LP54.111 to the Implementation and Policy Framework in terms of seeking to 

establish a trend and status of buildings. This minor change is supported. It is, however, suggested 

that the policy wording could be improved.  
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5. The second sentence of the policy refers to proposals making a positive contribution to the 

character, appearance and significance of non-designated assets and their settings. The 

Framework at paragraph 135 refers to weighing the impact upon the significance of a non-

designated heritage asset but there is no reference to a requirement to “make a positive 

contribution”. Furthermore, there is no mention to the significance of the setting of a non-

designated heritage asset within the Framework. It is therefore recommended that the reference to 

non-designated assets is removed from this sentence and a further sentence in accordance with 

paragraph 135 of the Framework is included instead. The second half of the sentence should also 

more accurately reflect paragraph 131 of the Framework which encourages sustaining and 

enhancing the significance of a heritage asset, and making a positive contribution to local 

character. There is no reference within the Framework to the “appearance” of a heritage asset and 

therefore this reference should be removed. 

 

6. The first sentence under a) Understand the Asset concludes by requiring a demonstration of how a 

proposal would contribute to the asset’s conservation. This is not in accordance with paragraph 

128 of the Framework which requires a study in order to understand the potential impact of the 

proposal on an asset’s significance. 

 

7. Within part b) Conserve the Asset, the policy makes reference to “any harm” to significance of 

“designated and non-designated” assets should be weighed against the public benefit. In 

accordance with paragraph 133 of the Framework, only “substantial harm” to “heritage assets” 

should be weighed against the public benefit. 

 

8. Paragraph 139 of the Framework states that scheduled monuments and other non-designated 

archaeological sites that are demonstrably of equivalent significance (not of equivalent importance) 

should be subject to the same policies for designated heritage assets, rather than “preserved in 

situ” which is substantially different. 

 

9. Having regard to the above observations, the following changes would make the policy consistent 

with national policy: 

1. Development affecting a designated or non-designated heritage asset and its setting will be 

expected to sustain, and where appropriate make a positive contribution to it’s the local 

character, appearance and the asset’s significance. The effects on the significance of non-

designated heritage assets will be weighed having regard to the scale of any harm or loss. 

 

2. To conserve and enhance the Borough’s heritage assets, development proposals must: 

a) Understand the Asset 

Applications affecting the significance of a heritage asset will be required to provide sufficient 

information and assessment (such as desk-based appraisals, field evaluation, and historic 

building reports) of the impacts of the proposal on the significance of heritage assets and their 
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setting to demonstrate how that proposal would contribute to the asset’s conservation 

understand the potential impact of the proposal on their significance. 

 

b) Conserve the Asset 

Great weight will be given to the conservation of the Borough’s heritage assets. Any 

substantial harm to the significance of a designated or non-designated heritage asset must 

be justified and proposals causing harm will be weighed against the public benefits of the 

proposal. It must be demonstrated that all reasonable efforts have been made to sustain 

the existing use, find new uses, or mitigate the extent of the harm to the significance of the 

asset, and whether the works proposed are the minimum required to secure the long term 

use of the asset. 

 

3. Scheduled monuments and other non-designated archaeological sites of demonstrably 

equivalent importance significance should be preserved in situ will be subject to the policies 

for designated heritage assets. 

 

Issue 12d: Sustainable Buildings (Policy SDC4) 

1. Is Policy SDC4, as proposed to be modified, justified and consistent with national policy, with 

particular regard to: 

a. The proposed optional higher Building Regulations water efficiency standard of 110 

litres/person/day? 

b. The inclusion of a minimum BREEAM ‘very good’ standard for non- residential buildings of 

over 1000sqm? 

2. Would the proposed minor modifications LP54.79-LP54.83 to Policy SDC4 and its supporting text 

materially alter the plan or its policies? If so should they be treated as ‘main modifications’? 

 

10. Under reference LP54.79, the Council proposes the following changes to Policy SDC4:  “All non-

residential development over 1000sqm is required should aim to achieve as a minimum BREEAM 

standard ‘very good’ (or any future national equivalent) …”  Whilst the policy as proposed to be 

modified is now more aspirational, the requirement to meet BREEAM ‘very good’ has not been 

justified. RPS therefore considers that the policy should be modified further as follows: All non-

residential development over 1000sqm is required should aim to achieve as a minimum BREEAM 

standard ‘very good’ (or any future national equivalent) unless it can be demonstrated that it is 

financially unviable. 

 

11. The proposed change under reference LP54.81 is supported as the target for achieving zero 

carbon for residential development by 2016 was removed by the government in July 2016.  

 

12. Whilst he change proposed under reference LP54.83 is supported in terms of updating the policy to 

make it clear that a Water Cycle Study has been completed, the Water Cycle Study does not justify 
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the approach taken in policy SDC4 relating to water efficiency. The requirement in Policy SDC4 for 

new dwellings to meet the Building Regulations requirement of 110 litres of water/person/day 

appears inconsistent with current Building Regulations. The Housing Standards Review was 

explicit that reduced water consumption was solely applicable to water stressed areas. The NPPG 

(ID 56-013-20150327 to 56-017-20150327) refers to “helping to use natural resources prudently ... 

to adopt proactive strategies to … take full account of water supply and demand considerations ... 

whether a tighter water efficiency requirement for new homes is justified to help manage 

demand”.  NPPG (56-016-2015032) sets out that the “primary sources of evidence which might 

support a tighter water efficiency standard for new dwellings” include ‘water cycle studies’.  

 

13. The study area has not been identified as an area of serious water stress within the Joint 

Warwickshire Partnership Water Cycle Study final report (June 2017) by AECOM (Examination 

Document LP37). The Water Cycle Study report states that “…the study area would have adequate 

water supply to cater for growth over the plan period” (p9 of Examination Document LP37). 

Furthermore, given that the Building Regulations requirements may change within the Plan Period, 

this requirement could become outdated and as such this policy would become out-of-date. It is 

therefore recommended that this element of the policy is deleted.  

 

Issue 12e: Flood Risk and Sustainable Drainage (Policies SDC5 and 6) 

1. Is Policy SDC5, as proposed to be modified, effective and consistent with national policy in 

respect of the management of flood risk in relation to new development? 

2. Is Policy SDC6, justified, effective and consistent with national policy with regard to its 

requirements for sustainable urban drainage systems in all developments and encouragement of 

the re-use and recycling of surface water and domestic waste water? 

3. Do the proposed minor modifications to Policies SDC5 and SDC6 and their supporting text (in 

LP54.84-LP54.94) materially alter the policies or their application? If so should they be treated as 

‘main modifications’? 

 

14. Policy SDC6 focuses on the use of surface water drainage systems, with particular emphasis on 

providing on-site SUDS and is generally supported. However, the last paragraph mentions the re-

use of surface water, and domestic waste water on site. This reference does not appear to be 

related to the policy as a whole which is focusing on the drainage of surface water and may be 

more appropriately referenced within the content of Policy SDC4 which is focused on sustainability 

within buildings. There is no mention as to how this would be applied within the supporting text and 

therefore this last sentence as set out should therefore be removed as it is unnecessary and not 

directly related to the policy matter.  
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Issue 12f: Water Environment and Supply (Policy SDC7)  

1. Is policy SDC7 justified, effective and consistent with national policy, in particular in seeking to 

direct development to areas of adequate water supply and ensure development does not ‘affect’ 

water bodies? 

2. 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? 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? 

 

15. The first bullet point of SDC7 is somewhat vague as it states that development will be directed to 

areas where there is a guaranteed and adequate supply of water. Paragraph 99 of the Framework 

states that new development should be planned to avoid increased vulnerability to the range of 

impacts arising from climate change (including the impacts upon water supply). It goes on to state 

that when new development is brought forward in areas which are vulnerable, care should be taken 

to ensure that risks can be managed through suitable adaptation measures, including through the 

planning of green infrastructure.  This is different from SDC7 which states that development should 

be directed away from these areas. Whilst the aim of promoting development outside these areas 

is acceptable to direct development, irrespective of what new infrastructure provision could be 

provided as part of a development, is not compliant with the Framework. It is recommended that 

the wording of the policy be amended to reflect this. 

 

16. The second bullet is concerned with ensuring waterbodies can achieve a good status as required 

by the Water Framework Directive. The policy needs to make clear however that the aim is to 

prevent any adverse effects, not just effects in general. RPS considers that the policy should be 

amended as follows: 

 

1. The first bullet point should be amended as follows:  

 minimising the need for new infrastructure by directing encouraging development to 

areas where there is a guaranteed and adequate supply of water having due regard to 

Severn Trent’s Water Resource Management Plan and Strategic Business Plan as well 

as the findings of the Water Cycle Study; and  

 

2. The first bullet point should be amended as follows: 
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 ensuring development is in accordance with the Water Framework Directive Objectives 

and does not adversely affect the waterbodies’ ability to reach good status or potential 

as set out in the River Severn ‘River Basin Management Plan’ (RBMP). 

  

17. With regard to the Inspector’s second question about the adequacy of capacity of nearby waste 

water treatment works, there is a signed Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) (January 2018) 

between Rugby Borough Council and St Modwen Developments Ltd relating to the proposed 

allocation of land at Lodge Farm (Policy DS10). 

 

18. Paragraph 6.13 of the signed SoCG states  

“The Water Cycle Study (WCS) indicates that the nearest existing waste water treatment works 

(WWTW) is located close to Dunchurch. Severn Trent Water has been consulted on the Lodge Farm 

Village proposals and the WCS confirms that Dunchurch WWTW has sufficient capacity to 

accommodate the flows for up to approximately 900 additional dwellings which is sufficient to 

accommodate Lodge Farm during the plan period (the WCS reveals that Lodge Farm is the only 

major development site discharging to the Dunchurch WWTW with only two other committed 

housing schemes in Dunchurch discharging there). The WCS confirms that STW will include the 

upsizing of the WWTW in their works programme to ensure delivery consistent with the site’s 

progress through the Local Plan process and beyond. The site would drain via a foul water pump 

station with a rising main laid along the public highway to the Dunchurch WwTW. The upgrade 

requirements include both an increase in treatment capacity and works to address quality issues 

(ammonia and BOD (biological oxygen demand)). Severn Trent Water has stated that there are no 

constraints affecting the expansion of the WwTW”. 

 

19. Therefore, the proposed allocation of land at Lodge Farm (Policy DS10) has taken into account the 

capacity of nearby waste water treatment works.  

 

Issue 12h: Broadband and Mobile Internet (Policy SDC9)  

1. Is Policy SDC9 justified and consistent with national policy, particularly with regard to its 

requirements on the price and range of providers of broadband services to be made available in 

new developments? 

 

20. The Council does not propose any changes to Policy SDC9.  The second paragraph of the policy 

refers to meeting the ‘ambitions’ but it is not clear what these are. The supporting text paragraph 

10.61- 10.62 provides sufficient background to this, which warrants removal from policy of the 

second paragraph. 

 

 


