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Home Builders Federation (HBF) 
Respondent ID    

Matter 6 
 
EXAMINATION OF RUGBY LOCAL PLAN  
MATTER 6 – HOUSING POLICIES 
 
Inspector’s issues and questions in bold type. 
 
This Hearing Statement is made for and on behalf of the HBF which should be 
read in conjunction with our representations to the pre submission Local Plan 
consultation dated 11th November 2016. This representation answers specific 
questions as set out in the Inspector’s Matters, Issues & Questions for Stage 
2 document dated February 2018. 
 

Issue 6b: Affordable Housing (Policy H2)  
 
1. Is Policy H2 justified and consistent with national policy in its 
approach to the provision of affordable housing in new residential 
developments in the borough? In particular:  

a. Does the SHMA provide a robust and up to date assessment of the 
need for affordable housing in Rugby borough over the Plan period to 
support the proposed targets and tenure mix?  
 
The SHMA identifies a need for 171 affordable dwellings per annum in Rugby 
representing 36% of its OAHN. Policy H2 proposes affordable housing targets 
of 20% on previously developed land (PDL) and 30% on greenfield sites 
respectively due to viability constraints in the Borough. 
 
The SHMA also identifies a need for 600 affordable dwellings per annum in 
Coventry representing 28% of its OAHN. Viability constraints within the city 
are as equally challenging as in Rugby so affordable housing policy targets 
are less than 28%. Therefore it is arguable that a proportion greater than 28% 
of Coventry’s unmet housing needs will be for affordable housing.  
 
The Council’s statement in the Local Plan (para 5.14) that “… The target 
contained within the Policy H2 will clearly ensure that affordable housing need 
is met for all existing and future residents of the Borough.” is factually 
incorrect. It is inevitable that there will be unmet affordable housing needs. 
Whilst it is acknowledged that the Council may not be able to meet full 
affordable housing needs because to seek to deliver all identified affordable 
housing need as a proportion of market housing may result in an unrealistic 
and undeliverable position it does not necessarily mean that some increased 
provision could not be achieved. In the HBF’s opinion the Council has not 
adequately considered the scope for additional housing over and above 
OAHN to make a contribution towards meeting affordable housing need as set 
out in the NPPG (ID 2a-029).  
 
b. Are the proposed targets of 20% on brownfield sites and 30% on 
greenfield sites and the tenure mix supported by viability evidence?  
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It is unfortunate that the Council’s viability evidence (LP22) was not available 
for representors to comment upon during the Local Plan pre-submission 
consultation.  

The viability evidence supports the proposed targets of 20% on PDL and 30% 
on greenfield sites subject to a number of important caveats :- 

• Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) of £0 for the strategic sites and a 
most responsive approach of £50 sq m or no more than £75 sq m for 
non-strategic residential sites. If higher CIL charges were imposed then 
there would be a knock on effect to the viability of the proposed 
affordable housing targets ; 

• The Viability Assessment is vague about the interplay between 
assumptions on dwelling sizes, house type mixes, tenure mixes, net 
developable area and density. It is not transparent if particular 
combinations of dwelling sizes and house type mixes could achieve the 
prescribed density and / or physically fit within the given net 
developable area ; 

• It is noted that the tenure mix viability tested does not accord with the 
Council’s statement in the Local Plan (para 5.17) which proposes “a 
mix of 84% either social or affordable rent and 16% intermediate”. The 
Viability Assessment only tests a mix of affordable rent and 
intermediate tenures (see Appraisal Summaries Appendix IIa). If social 
rent tenure was introduced there would be an impact on viability as the 
transfer value of the units would change probably downwards.   

The Council’s statement in the Local Plan (para 15.20) is only correct subject 
to the above caveats. As set out in our original representations the residual 
land value model is highly sensitive to changes in its inputs whereby an 
adjustment or error in any one assumption can have a significant impact on 
viability. 

c. Should a single target for affordable housing be applied across the 
borough or should there be flexibility for more locally determined 

targets? If so what robust evidence is available to support this and how 
would this be expressed in Policy H2?  

The Viability Assessment demonstrates that a differentiation on the basis of 
PDL and greenfield sites is necessary. An additional differentiation for Rugby 
town centre was also identified but not pursued by the Council. 

d. Is the range of affordable housing tenures set out in the supporting 
text to Policy H2 consistent with the latest definition of affordable 
housing in national policy?  

The Council should consider re-wording its definition of affordable housing 
tenures as set out in its supporting text (paras 15.13 & 15.18) given that the 
Government proposes to adopt the revised NPPF during the summer which 
will be before the Inspector’s Final Report is published. Such re-wording may 
future proof the Local Plan.  
 
e. What further requirements for affordable housing will be contained in 
the Housing Needs SPD and will this be consistent with the provisions 
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for supplementary planning documents set out in paragraph 153 of the 
NPPF?  
 
The Council should provide further clarification about the contents of the 
Housing Needs SPD. As stated above changes to house type and tenure 
mixes have potentially significant impacts on viability. The NPPF is explicit 
that an SPD should not add to the financial burden of development. The 
proposals set out in the Local Plan (para 15.22) to regularly refresh the SHMA 
should also be extended to incorporate the Council’s Viability Assessment.  
 
Issue 6d: Specialist Housing (Policy H6)  
 
1. Is Policy H6 justified, effective and consistent with national policy? In 
particular (b) Should C2 residential care institutions count towards the 
borough’s housing requirement? If not should proposed modification 
LP54.64 to delete paragraph 5.46 from the RBLP be treated as a ‘main 
modification’?  

 
The HBF is supportive of proposed modification LP54.64 to delete paragraph 
5.46. This deletion is not considered to be a main modification.  


