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RUGBY BOROUGH COUNCIL LOCAL PLAN 2011-2031  

EXAMINATION HEARING STATEMENT 

Matter 2 – Overall Development Needs (Covers Policy DS1) 

Issue 2a: Housing Needs 

This Hearing Statement has been prepared by David Lock Associates (DLA), planning consultants, on 
behalf of Tarmac, who own a total of 176.5 hectares of land at Ryton-on-Dunsmore, most of which 
has been previously-worked for gravel and aggregates extraction. DLA have, on behalf of Tarmac, 
promoted 24.12 hectares of land to the immediate west of the village and north of the A45 for 
residential development to meet both Rugby’s housing needs and Coventry’s unmet housing needs. 
We have made representations at every stage of the Rugby Borough Council Local Plan 2011-2031 
(the Plan) process and have raised numerous ‘soundness’ issues about the Plan. 

Questions:  
 
1. Has the RBLP has been positively prepared and is it justified, effective and consistent with 
national policy in relation to its proposal to provide for 12,400 additional dwellings between 2011 
and 2031? In particular:  

a. Do the 2015 SHMA and the report on the Coventry-Warwickshire HMA 2014-based Subnational 
Population and Household Projections (August 2016 update) provide a robust evidence base for 
OAN in individual authorities within the HMA and is the methodology appropriate?  

1.1 No. Whilst we acknowledge that the Council has worked jointly with its neighbouring 
 authorities, in some respects, to agree the Objectively Assessed Need (OAN) for the Housing 
 Market Area as a whole and the apportionment of need to each of the authorities Tarmac
 considers the overall level of housing planned for Rugby to 2031 (i.e. 12,400 homes) is too low 
 and therefore is not justified, effective or consistent with national policy. In addition, there is 
 no clear differentiation within Policy DS1 regarding the accommodation of Coventry’s unmet 
 needs within the Borough (i.e. 2,800 dwellings of the total). This compounds our concerns 
 about the failure of the Council to prepare a strategy within the Local Plan which recognises 
 the importance of specifically considering the relationship of the Plan and the spatial strategy 
 to Coventry and the city’s needs, including affordable housing. These concerns are covered in 
 other Statements so are not repeated here.  

1.2 We recognise that the Council has worked in conjunction with other HMA authorities to 
 address OAN and try and agree how to help meet Coventry’s considerable unmet housing 
 needs (estimated in the SHMA to be 17,800 between 2011 and 2031). Although the 



 constituent authorities propose to accommodate some 14,000 homes across the HMA, with 
 Rugby taking 2,800 homes to help meet Coventry’s considerable housing needs, this still 
 leaves a gap to be accommodated across the HMA. The Inspector in her report on the 
 Coventry Local Plan Examination (October 2017) stated (Para. 58) that the full OAN will be 
 met and positively planned for in partnership with neighbouring authorities. However, with 
 the recent adoption of the Coventry, Stratford-on-Avon and Warwick Local Plans, the North 
 Warwickshire Local Plan at Draft Submission Stage (January 2018) and some uncertainty 
 surrounding the position of Nuneaton and Bedworth Borough Council (who refused to sign 
 the Memorandum of Understanding on the level and distribution of housing across the HMA) 
 the scope to ensure that appropriate provision is made elsewhere in the HMA is limited and 
 diminishing. If sufficient housing is not provided within Coventry or the wider HMA over the 
 Plan period there is no flexibility to increase provision, without a fundamental review of the 
 respective Plans, which will only serve to further delay provision and tackling acute housing 
 needs. This is not a sound strategy for meeting housing needs so Rugby should be looked at 
 positively as a potential source for more new homes to meet such needs.   

1.3 The level of affordable homes adjustment in the SHMA and 2016 Update of the OAN is just 16 
 per annum or 320 over the Plan-period. This is very surprising given the comment in the 
 Council’s Annual Monitoring Report (AMR) (2016) that there is an insufficient supply of 
 affordable housing in the Borough, with 50.9% unable to access market housing and 3% in 
 unsuitable housing. This has worsened significantly from 2015 (43% and 2% respectively). 
 Indeed, the AMR, 2016 refers to a need to provide affordable housing at a rate of 171 
 dwellings per annum, which is very much at odds with the figures in the SHMA, the ‘Spatial 
 Vision’ of the Plan and Spatial Objectives (No. 3) aimed at enabling all Borough residents to 
 live in a decent and affordable home. This will not be achieved by an OAN of 480 dwellings pa. 
1.4 If 171 affordable homes are to be delivered principally by new greenfield development (at a 
 proportion of 30%) then an OAN of at least 570 dwellings per annum will be required (11,400 
 total). Disappointingly, affordable provision has only reached 30% (or more) of total provision 
 in Rugby over that last 10 years and has failed to deliver 480 or 570 dwellings per annum, in 
 total, since 2007/08 (AMR, 2016). It is clear therefore that the Plan, SHMA and OAN will fail 
 to address long-standing affordability issues, not resolve the housing and social problems 
 associated with the persistent under-supply of housing and undermine the objectives of the 
 Plan. This is unsound. It is exacerbated by the failure of the Plan to meet a proportion of 
 Coventry’s affordable housing needs specifically close to where the needs arise. This points to 
 a need to increase the OAN to at least 570 dwellings per annum or 11,400 overall in addition 
 to meeting Coventry’s needs (2,800 as a minimum).      

b. The 2016-based National Population Projections were published by ONS in October 2017. What 
bearing, if any, do these have on the demographic basis for Rugby’s OAN?  

1.5 We consider that it has little, if any, bearing.  As we understand it the 2016-based projections 
 suggest slower growth than the previous (2014-based) projections due to lower assumptions 
 about, inter alia, international migration. However, net international migration is a significant 
 element in Rugby (SHMA Update, 2016) and it is predicted to have the second largest 
 population increase in the HMA over the Plan-period (15.8%) behind Coventry, with between 
 15% and 17% of this growth attributable to international migration.   

c. Is the SHMA and the August 2016 update justified in relying upon a 5/6 year migration trend as 
applied in the SNPPs, or should Rugby’s household forecast for 2011-2031 be adjusted to take 
account of a longer term 10 year migration trend?  

1.6 We consider that a longer-term 10-year migration trend should be used as this avoids short-
 term fluctuations that may distort population and housing formation figures and would be 
 more reliable as a basis for projecting forward population growth over the 20-year Plan-



 period. This is to ensure that future needs for housing are based upon robust evidence and 
 this shorter period was affected by economic recession. It also coincided with housing 
 ‘moratoria’ in the HMA that affected housing delivery in parts of the Coventry and 
 Warwickshire area. In its recommendations for a standard methodology for the calculation of 
 OAN, the Local Plans Expert Group’s report to the Government (2016) considers that a 10-
 year period should be used.  Tarmac concurs with this recommendation.     

d. What assumptions have been made regarding household formation rates and are these justified?  

1.7 This is a matter primarily for the Council to answer. Our concern is that household formation 
 rates need to reflect long-term trends, allow for recessionary times affecting rates of 
 household formation, address issues such as concealed households and support higher 
 delivery of affordable housing, which is a problem in the Borough and Coventry. No doubt the 
 provision of more market homes, affordable homes and better affordability would improve 
 household formation rates for the younger age group (25-34 years of age) when this has been 
 constrained due to under-supply for many years for a variety of reasons.    

e. Is the figure which the SHMA and the August 2016 update arrives at for the demographic-based 
housing need appropriate? What would alternative assumptions for demographic change suggest 
and is there a justification to use these?  

1.8 No further comment. 

f. Are the assumptions about economic and employment growth in the SHMA and the August 2016 
update justified and robust in relation to the range of job growth forecasts available? Do they 
provide a reliable basis for not increasing the demographic-based housing need for Rugby?  

1.9 We are concerned that there is an imbalance between homes and jobs in the Plan (as 
 underpinned by the SHMA) given the aims of the Coventry and Warwickshire Local Enterprise 
 Partnership as set out within their Strategic Economic Plan (2016). This is to create 94,500 
 new jobs and £15.823bn GVA per annum in the Coventry and Warwickshire economy by 2030. 
 The LEP has secured Government funding of £89 million through Growth Deals plus £37 
 million public sector funding and £28 million private sector funding to invest in transport 
 infrastructure (including along the A45), advanced manufacturing and engineering (Rugby is 
 strong in machinery/equipment and R&D) and other initiatives. Bids for £150 million from 
 Government in Growth Deal Round 3 show the commitment of the LEP to invest in the area, 
 enhancing the assets of the locality as a place to live and work.  

1.10 In this context, it is difficult to believe that the SHMA 2016 Update for Rugby and the rest of 
 the HMA includes no allowance for ‘supporting economic growth’ in the Borough’s OAN. We 
 consider that the OAN should be increased to include for a reasonable amount of economic 
 growth to reflect previous forecasts (e.g. Cambridge Econometrics) and the ambitious LEP’s 
 aspirations for economic and employment growth in the Coventry and Warwickshire area, 
 which is bound to increase housing need in the Borough and around the edge of Coventry.  

1.11 As a result, we consider that the Plan is unsound with the risk that the proposed housing 
 requirement will not accommodate the likely level of jobs growth over the Plan period. This 
 will also add to sustainability issues including greater travel by private car, commuting, carbon 
 emissions, greater congestion and impacts on infrastructure.    

g. Is an uplift of 3% in the demographic-based housing need for Rugby an appropriate and justified 
response to the evidence on market signals and affordable housing need?  

1.12 No, for reasons set out elsewhere in this Statement. 

h. Are the figures in the 2015 SHMA and the August 2016 update for OAN in the HMA and in Rugby 
appropriate? Is there a basis to arrive at alternative figures?  



1.13 No, for the reasons set out elsewhere in this Statement.  

1.14 Yes, see justification and figures set out in this Statement. 

i. Is the basis for the distribution of Coventry’s unmet housing needs set out in the Memorandum of 
Understanding (MoU) positively prepared and justified as the most appropriate strategy? Does this 
deal effectively with the issue?  
 
1.15 We consider that the distribution of Coventry’s unmet housing needs set out in the MoU has 
 been generally positively prepared with other local authorities within the HMA but we have 
 some serious concerns as set out in this and other Hearing Statements about other matters. 
 However, even with the release of Green Belt land in Coventry City to provide around 7,000 
 homes there will still be a shortfall of nearly 18,000 dwellings and not all of this (about 14,000) 
 will be met elsewhere within the wider HMA. Rugby Borough will contribute just 2,800 homes 
 despite having a close physical and functional relationship with the City. For reasons set out 
 we do not consider this ‘deals effectively with the issue’.  
 
j. In terms of Birmingham’s unmet housing needs, to what extent does the overlap between the 
Greater Birmingham and Coventry-Warwickshire HMAs affect housing provision in Rugby? How 
should it be taken into account in assessing Rugby’s housing requirement and if so what would be 
the mechanism and timescale for calculating a redistribution?  

1.16 This is a subject we have consistently raised as a source of potential further need for 
 redistribution of housing need across the West Midlands and consequently impacting upon 
 parts of the Coventry and Warwickshire HMA and Rugby Borough. Despite the adoption of the 
 Birmingham Development Plan in January 2017, around 37,900 new homes are still required 
 elsewhere in the Greater Birmingham HMA to meet the shortfall in the city.  Local planning 
 authorities within the Greater Birmingham HMA are in the process of preparing a MoU to try 
 and agree how to address such needs but there appears to be no clear timetable to resolve 
 this. It cannot be ruled out that there will be a need for Rugby to respond to unmet needs in 
 this overlapping HMA, that principally affects Stratford-on-Avon but also North Warwickshire, 
 the latter of which is also accommodating some (540 of Coventry’s unmet needs). 

1.17 We therefore consider there is a need for caution and flexibility and for the Plan to either 
 contain sufficient sites which can be safeguarded or include a review mechanism should the 
 situation in Greater Birmingham require Rugby Borough Council to take on additional need 
 from other districts and boroughs in the HMA. These authorities are already under 
 considerable pressure and there could be a knock-on effect for Rugby. 

1.18  Added to this, the West Midlands Combined Authority Strategic Economic Plan identifies a 
 series of economic growth scenarios that will require growth in the local labour force, which 
 significantly exceed that allowed for in the existing housing figures. This could increase the 
 shortfall dramatically.    

2. Should the amount of housing proposed for Rugby (12,400 dwellings) be increased or decreased? 
If so to what level and on what basis? Should Policy DS1 state that 12,400 dwellings is a minimum? 

1.19 We consider it should be increased above 12,400 dwellings for the reasons set out in this 
 Statement. We consider it should be at least 14,200 dwellings (11,400 dwellings as OAN and 
 2,800 dwellings to help meet Coventry’s unmet needs) as a minimum so as to balance homes 
 and jobs, address affordability issues, enable household formation, provide a balanced, mixed 
 supply and deal with 5-year supply issues. It should be increased even further to meet more 
 of Coventry’s needs close to where they arise and possibly some of Greater Birmingham’s if 
 necessary.  



3. Is the RBLP justified and consistent with national policy in stepping the annual housing 
requirement at 540 dwellings per annum (dpa) from 2011-2018 and 663 dpa for the period 2018-
2031? Should this be expressed in a policy?  
 
1.20 No. There is no justification for this phasing, which is irrational, unnecessary and flawed as 
 there is a pressing need, in line with Paragraph 47 of the NPPF, to significantly boost housing 
 supply in the Borough to meet the HMA’s considerable housing requirements and address 
 repeated 5-year housing land supply deficiencies. Therefore, we consider that these 
 references should be deleted as they conflict with national policy and the Council’s position 
 on 5-year land supply.  
 
1.21 In an appeal (APP/E3715/W/16/3147448) for 860 dwellings at Ashlawn Road, Rugby 
 determined by the Secretary of State in July 2017, it was agreed between the Council and the 
 appellants that the Council does not have a 5-year supply of housing and that the shortfall is 
 significant.  The appellants’ position was that the appropriate figure to use was 3.15 years as 
 this was the figure based on the most up-to-date SHMA evidence on housing requirements, 
 whereas the higher figure of 4.36 years was based upon the outdated requirement of the pre-
 NPPF Rugby Core Strategy. As 3.15 years was the NPPF-figure this was used and showed that 
 supply was well below the minimum 5-year requirement.  
 
1.22 In addition, the Council has failed to reach either delivery figure since 2007-08 according to 
 the Council’s AMR 2016, with an average of just 424 net additional dwellings provided per 
 annum in the Borough since 2008-09. This is persistent under-delivery and points to the need 
 to boost supply to accord with the NPPF.  
1.23 The Council’s proposed housing supply also relies heavily on a number of large-scale 
 sustainable urban extensions, including SW Rugby at 5,000 dwellings, which are likely to 
 deliver slowly over the next 5 years (see NLP Report – ‘Start to Finish’, 2016) as the scale of 
 large sites means they take time to come forward and require significant upfront capital 
 investment. This means that on average they take a minimum of 6 years to start delivery so 
 they are not the answer in terms of addressing housing supply issues swiftly or effectively 
 meeting Coventry’s exceptional unmet needs without delay. We therefore consider there is a 
 need to include a variety of sites in the Plan of differing sizes, usually smaller than 500 and in 
 various locations, including close to Coventry, to allow choice, competition, variety and enable 
 flexibility in supply. This is consistent with the NPPF but will also ensure that the Plan and the 
 sites are deliverable in the Plan period. This can involve the allocation of ‘reserve’ sites or 
 safeguarded land to ensure a steady supply and programmed delivery through the Council’s 
 housing trajectory. This is vitally important in monitoring, delivery and soundness terms.         
   
 

 


