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1 INTRODUCION 

1.1 This Statement has been prepared on behalf of Bloor Homes South Midlands (BHSM).  BHSM 

are one of the largest privately owned housebuilding companies in England and are active in 

the Rugby BC (RBC) area.  BHSM  are looking to develop various sites within the Borough 

including on land proposed for Green Belt release adjacent to the Main Rural Settlement 

(MRS) of Long Lawford (site LL2).   

2 Issue 6(A):  Housing Policies 

Question. Is Policy H1 justified and consistent with national policy in its approach to 

delivering a mix of size of market housing in new residential development in the Borough, 

In particular: 

 

1 (a) Does the SHMA provide a robust and up to date assessment of the mix of size of 

market housing required in Rugby borough over the Plan period?  If not what alternative 

evidence is available to inform the mix of market housing sizes on future developments?  

 

2.1 No.  The 2013 SHMA (LP06) as updated in 2014 (LP07) and 2015 (LP08) in practice fall short 

of providing a ‘one size fits all’ formula to inform the mix of market housing on all future 

developments.   In reality such an approach would be almost unfeasible as each site will 

present its own unique site constraints and viability considerations which in turn will inform 

the mix of development achievable upon the site. The SHMA must accept that each site will 

have its own circumstances dictating the housing mix achievable and that according with a 

standardised approach across the Borough and over the entire Plan period is not feasible or 

workable.  

 

2.2 BHSM’s live application for 153 units under R17/1089 has a housing mix comprising 1, 2, 3 

and 4 bedroom units in semi, detached, terrace and bungalow form. Policies H1 & H2 of the 

emerging Local Plan require that housing mix recommendations in the 2013 SHMA (as 

updated) be provided. However where that mix is ‘non-compliant’ (H1 3rd para),  

justification must be provided for the mix advanced.  Accordingly in inviting justification 

where the recommendation is not followed, the SHMA cannot by definition act as a 

definitive guide as to the housing mix required on each and every site across the Plan Period. 

Instead development proposals must be informed by wider considerations including the 

aforementioned site constraints unique to each site and viability considerations - Policy H1 

refers.  

 

2.3 Furthermore with reference to para.58 of the Framework, the SHMA does not 

accommodate the need to optimise the potential of any given site.  Applying a rigid mix of 

housing types would not accord with this Framework requirement.   

 

2.4 It is also essential that the SHMA factor in the changing preferences of affordable housing 

providers who each have their own operational models and specific requirements that a 

SHMA will be unable to accommodate. In relation to DS3.8 and application R17/1089, BHSM 

initially found that the preferences of an incoming provider did not accord with the SHMA 
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affordable housing mix sought – only with adaption was the scheme found acceptable to the 

provider. Application R17/1089 proceeded and was supported on this basis.  

 

 1(b) Do the criteria in Policy H1 provide sufficient flexibility to vary the mix of sizes of 

market housing according to site specific circumstances? If not what other factors should 

be taken into account? 

 

2.5 Yes  

 

2.6 H1 is worded to support the delivery of a market housing mix in accordance with the 

findings of the SHMA (as updated). However H1 acknowledges that there may be occasions 

where the exact housing mix may not be deliverable for various reasons including not being 

in accordance with demonstrable local market need and existing housing stock numbers.  H1 

sets out the considerations to be taken into account when determining whether deviation 

form the SHMA mix is supportable.  

 

2.7 BHSM welcome the degree of flexibility within H1 inasmuch as it acknowledges and caters 

for the reality that no 2 sites will be the same and that different challenges will inevitably 

arise necessitating the potential deviation away from the SHMA mix.  In this regard the 

wording of H1 is welcomed.  

 

2.8 BHSM also welcomes Paragraph 10.32 of LP01 which states that whilst internal space 

standards have been issued as part of the National Technical Standards (TNS), RBC maintain 

there is no evidenced need for these to be applied in the Borough and as such ‘these are not 

intended for inclusion in the Local Plan’.  This flexibility to cater for site specific 

circumstances and propose development mixes aligned with local market knowledge is 

welcomed rather that the application of the arbitrary guidance of the TNS  

 

2.9 However BHSM consider that assumptions regarding housing mix in the SHMA should be the 

subject of regular review. Given the vagrancies of the housing market and changed 

circumstances already apparent over the timeframe of the Local Plan review (i.e. RBC 

reaching agreement with Coventry to absorb 2800 units over the plan period), it is 

considered unrealistic to impose a housing mix size formula in 2018 and assume it will 

remain applicable throughout the Plan period.   

 

2.10 BHSM consider that H1 should contain a review mechanism to require the assumptions 

supporting the housing mix are revisited on a defined regular basis.  It is considered that 

these reviews should be informed with reference to a new Development Plan Document 

(DPD) to ensure material considerations are factored in when defining matters such as 

housing mix – for example development viability – thereby informing a robust up to date 

snap-shot of the Borough’s housing market. A DPD would also be subject to independent 

scrutiny (in contrast to a SPD) thereby cementing its soundness - this approach would also 

accord with the High Court Judgement (EWHC 3006 Case CO/2920/2017) which found in 

favour of 5 housing developers against Charnwood Borough Council on the appropriate 

forum via which defining principal considerations – such as housing mix – should be assessed 
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and incorporated into Policy. This approach would also  better accord with Para.47 of the 

Framework which requires that the delivery of significantly more housing units must be 

informed by LPAs at least annually identifying and updating their records of deliverable sites 

to satisfy identified needs.   

 

2.11 This review approach would also accord with para 153 of the Framework which stipulates 

LPAs should review ‘in whole or in part’ their Local Plan in order to respond flexibly to 

changing circumstances. It is considered that one of the most rapid changes an area can face 

is population change and movement as this can bring instant pressure on the housing supply 

and housing mix market.  A new SPD setting out the scope of the reviews would ascertain if 

the set SHMA housing mix actually accords with the local/HMA situation evident at the time 

of review. This is considered a necessity to ensure flexibility and Plan robustness.  

 

 1(c) does Policy H1 make adequate provision for self-build development as part of the 

housing mix in the borough?  

 

2.12 No. Policy H1 does not define what is meant by ‘large’ developments, what contribution of 

type/mix/size of self-build units would be required or make acknowledge that in providing 

such units a scheme may undeliverable/unviable or technically prohibitive to deliver.  

Reference to self-build in the supporting text is conspicuous by its absence.  If self-build is to 

remain within H1, consideration of the application of the requirement requires elaboration.  
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