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Rugby Borough Council Draft Local Plan 

Stage 2 Hearings 

Matter 6 Housing 

 

 

 
 

Taylor Wimpey’s Rochberie Heights in the Rugby Gateway “Sustainable” Urban Extension. Only two 

out of one hundred and thirty-two houses will be affordable. 
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Particular Question Addressed 

Issue 6b: 1(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? 

Summary Answer 

No 

 

Affordable Housing Targets 

1 Policy H2 only applies to sites capable of accommodating 11 dwelling units or more. On larger 

brownfield sites affordable housing provision of 20% “will be sought” and on larger green field 

sites affordable housing provision of 30% “will be sought”. 

 

2 RBC state that “The target contained within policy H2 will clearly ensure that affordable 

housing need is met for all existing and future residents of the Borough” (LP01, paragraph 

5.14, page 39). As is demonstrated below this statement has a truth value of FALSE. 

 

3 The SHMA (LP08) analyses a lot of data, none if it were recent than 2014, projects annual 

affordable housing need for each local authority in our housing market area and also projects 

the number of affordable properties that will become available. In Rugby the SHMA estimates 

annual need as 478 and annual availability of 307 (64% of need) whereas in Coventry the SHMA 

estimates annual need as 2,739 and annual availability of 2,140 (78% of need), LP08, page 107. 

LP08 then calculates net need as 171 dwellings per annum in Rugby and 599 dwellings per 

annum in Coventry. Note the relative lower need is Coventry is driven by the larger proportion 

of need being met by recycled existing affordable accommodation. The Publication Draft then 

calculates Rugby’s affordable housing need as 36% of OAN (ie 171/480) and says Coventry’s 

affordable housing need is 28% (ie 600/2,120), LP01, paragraph 5.14, page 39). LP01 suggests 

that because Coventry’s affordable housing need is proportionately lower the affordable 

housing target of 36% which would otherwise arise from these figures can be diluted. 

 

4 If it were true that the correct way to calculate a target percentage of affordable housing for a 

local authority which was accepting overspill from another local authority was to average the 

needs of the local authorities then the calculations in Rugby’s case would be as shown in table 1 

below: 

Table 1: A calculation for the target affordable housing % 

Source Total dwellings 
needed 

% affordable 
needed by source 

Total affordable 
needed 

    

Rugby   9,600            36%   3,456 

Coventry   2,800            28%       784 

    

TOTAL 12,400             34%   4,240 
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This is the expected result. The majority of Rugby’s housing need is Rugby generated therefore 

the resulting target for affordable housing at 34% is close to the “pure” Rugby figure and has 

only been slightly diluted by the addition of Coventry housing numbers. However it is not clear 

that this is the correct approach to calculating the borough’s need. The reason that Coventry’s 

affordable housing need is proportionately lower than Rugby’s is because a higher proportion of 

need in Coventry is met by the annual churn of affordable housing stock – but is it not the case 

that most Coventry residents who move to Rugby will cut themselves off from access to 

Coventry’s affordable housing stock. Arguably one might predict that Rugby’s supply of 

affordable housing will be supporting not only “native” Rugby demand but also Coventry 

overspill. This approach to dilution would mean that the affordable housing need % would be 

higher than that calculated on Rugby’s needs alone. However in the rest of this hearing 

statement it is assumed that 34% is the correct figure for Rugby’s affordable housing need over 

the plan period. 

5      Will the affordable housing targets “sought” in policy H2 deliver the “average” housing outcome 

of 34% affordable calculated in paragraph 4 above? As none of the individual targets set out in 

H2 are as high as 34% it is clear that the affordable housing requirement will not be delivered. 

Even In an ‘ideal world’ the proportion of affordable housing delivered is likely to be as low as 

26% as shown in table 2 below: 

        Table 2: A forecast for affordable homes delivered from 2018/19 to 2030/31 in an “ideal” 

world 

Source Dwellings to be built % affordable Affordable  

    

Greenfield   8,578    30%  2,573 

Brownfield   3,033    20%     607 

Windfall       585      -         - 

    

Total   12,196    26% 3,180 

 

 See appendix 1 for details. 

5 In practice we know that we do not live in an ideal world and that RBC give planning permission 

for developments which do not meet their own affordable housing targets – see OTH22. Some 

of the houses which will be built from 2018/19 onwards are already covered by planning 

permissions with below target affordable housing. For example from OTH22 we know that RBC 

estimate that only 22 (3.5%) of the first 635 houses to be built on the Rugby Radio Masts site 

will be affordable – far less than the 20% which is the target figure for brownfield sites. 

6       Rugby’s delivery of affordable housing in the early years of the plan period fell significantly 

short of requirements. We can combine the figures from OTH22 and LP11, paragraph 2.49, page 

12 to produce table 3 (overpage): 
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Table 3: Completion of affordable and market dwellings in the Rugby Borough Area during 

the early years of the plan period 2011/12 to 2015/16 

Year Affordable Market Total 

    

2011/12       80     258     338 

2012/13       92     364     456 

2013/14       97     351     448 

2014/15     129     296     425 

2015/16        51     483     534 

    

TOTAL      449   1,756 2,201 

 

In the first five years of the plan only 20% of dwellings which were built were affordable. 

6 In the early years of the plan RBC were only aiming for 540 dwelling completions a year. If 

we apply the 34% affordable need to that target the following charts can be produced. 
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It is clear that the main reason for Rugby’s failure to complete sufficient houses in ` 

 the early years of the plan period was a failure to build sufficient affordable houses. 

7 At the time of writing LP56, the Authority Monitoring Report for 2017, had yet to be loaded 

to the Examination Library but in LP54 we do have RBC’s forecast of dwelling completions in 

the sixth and seventh years of the local plan (376 and 596 respectively). If 20% of those 

dwellings were affordable then another 194 affordable houses have been built in those two 

years. If Rugby’s forecast in LP54 of 15,369 dwellings over the plan period is correct and if 

34% of all dwellings built over the plan period should be affordable then a further 4,582 

affordable dwellings need to be built over the next thirteen years – see table 4 below: 

Table 4: Affordable dwellings completed and to be completed over the plan period  

Period Affordable Market TOTAL 

    

First five years         449 1,752  2,201 

Next two years         194    778     972 

Required in last 13 
years 

     4,582 7,614 12,196 

    

Total      5,225 10,144 15,369 

 

To meet these figures 352 affordable homes (38% of total building) would have to be built 

each and every year for the next thirteen years. That is roughly four times the current rate. 

We could apply CPRE’s Merle Gerling’s test to this and ask ‘Is such a figure reasonable?’. If 

the conclusion is that it is not reasonable then a likely starting place to look for the source of 

the error is RBC’s prediction of a house building rate in the last thirteen years of 938 houses 

a year. 

8 However let us assume that all these figures are reasonable. If 38% of all dwellings to be 

completed in the last thirteen years need to be affordable to meet an overall plan period 

need of 34% affordable dwellings what does this say about the necessary targets for new 

building. If the target for windfalls (less than eleven dwellings per site) is held at zero and the 

target for brownfield sites is held at 20% then 46% of all new greenfield completions need to 
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be affordable to deliver the 4,582 affordable dwellings in the last thirteen years of the plan – 

see table 5 below 

 Table 5: Distribution of affordable dwellings by site type needed to meet target in the last 

thirteen years of the plan. 

  

Site Type Affordable Market TOTAL 

    

Greenfield   3,975 4,603 8,578 

Brownfield      607 2,426 3,033 

Windfall          0     585     585 

    

Total 4,582 7,614 12,196 

 

8 Whilst RBC claim that “The target contained within policy H2 will clearly ensure that 

affordable housing need is met for all existing and future residents of the Borough” the truth 

is that these needs are not being met because: 

 

(a) Too few affordable homes were built in the early years of the plan; 

(b) Too many planning consents are given for developments which do not 

meet the affordable housing targets; and 

(c) The targets set for future years are too low. 

If RBC was serious about meeting the affordable housing needs of its residents it would first 

advocate a greenfield housing target of 46% and secondly enforce this target through the 

development control system. 

9 The issue of affordable housing construction rates is currently being investigate by the Rt 

Hon Sir Oliver Letwin MP. In his recent report to the Chancellor of the Exchequer he said 

“The absorption of the ‘affordable homes’ (including shared ownership homes) and of the 

‘social rented housing’ on large sites is regarded universally as additional to the number of 

homes that can be sold to the open market in a given year on a given large site…”1. The 

number of affordable homes is a dependent function of the number of market homes being 

built. To deliver the number of affordable homes that Rugby requires the constant in the 

function needs to be increased from its current value of roughly 0.25 (0.2/0.8) of market 

houses to roughly 0.85 (0.46/0.54) for houses built on greenfield sites. 

Conclusions 

10 Does the SHMA (LP08) “provide a robust and up to date assessment of the need for    

affordable housing … to support the proposed targets …”?. 

 

11 The SHMA contains a lot of data. Its robustness, particularly on population projections, 

attracted a lot of criticism on day 1 of the stage 1 hearings. The principal defence of the use 

of SHMA appeared to be not that its population projections were accurate but that the same 

data under-pined the other agreed local plans in the housing market area. That is to say the 
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virtue of using the SHMA was one of consistency rather than its conclusions were 

acknowledged to be robust.  

 

12 The SHMA is not up-to-date. The most recent data included in it comes from 2014. Critically 

it neither predicted the outcome of the referendum on the UK’s membership of the 

European Union nor that the Her Majesty’s Government, having received the advice of the 

electorate, would opt for the most economically damaging form of BREXIT. 

 

13 However despite concerns about the robustness of the SHMA and its age the principal 

reason why it cannot be held to support the proposed affordable housing targets is that the 

proposed housing targets would not deliver the proportion of affordable housing that 

follows from the SHMA’s findings.  

 

14 The SHMA points to a higher affordable housing targets than those set out in policy H2. The 

need for higher targets is compounded by the below target building of affordable housing in 

the early years of the plan and RBC’s practice of granting planning permission for 

developments which do not meet its own targets. 
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Appendix 1 – Housing Trajectory 

 

Committed and windfall developments from RBC's LP54

Development Plan Area Priority Area 2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24 2024-25 2025-26 2026-27 2027-28 2028-29 2029-30 2030-31 Total

Technology Drive North Avon Valley 49 49 49 3 150

Coton House North Avon Valley 23 23

Ridgeway Farm South Ashlawn 50 50

Williams Field South Bilton 36 34 70

Homefields South Ashlawn 22 22

Rugby Radio Station North Avon Valley 166 228 239 240 240 240 240 240 240 240 240 240 240 3,033

Back Lane Long Lawford South Bilton 45 30 75

Ballast Pits South Ashlawn 46 46

Newbold Farm North Avon Valley 4 4

Cawston Lane - Bellway South Bilton 41 62 27 130

Cawston Lane - Ashberry South Bilton 35 41 76

Cawston William Davis South Bilton 58 86 27 171

Cawston Linden Homes South Bilton 52 52 52 52 18 226

Hillmorton Road South Ashlawn 5 5

Webb Ellis Industrial North Avon Valley 59 59

Wood Street North Avon Valley 6 6

Eden Park North Avon Valley 30 75 80 80 80 80 80 80 80 80 80 80 2 907

Market Place South Ashlawn 10 10

Gateway Phase 4 North Avon Valley 40 40 32 112

Dipbar Fields South Ashlawn 26 30 30 86

Princes Street North Avon Valley 6 6

Railway Terrace North Avon Valley 14 14

Temple Street South Ashlawn 7 7

Clifton Road North Avon Valley 6 6

Imperial Hotel North Avon Valley 14 14

Brinklow North Avon Valley 7 7

Church Street North Avon Valley 5 5

Claremont Road North Avon Valley 6 6

Newton Lane North Avon Valley 20 20 40

Lower Hillmorton Road South Ashlawn 6 6

Colehurst Farm North Avon Valley 8 8

Parkfield Road North Avon Valley 15 15

Regent Street North Avon Valley 12 12

South of Coventry Road South Bilton 30 60 60 150

Lower Hillmorton Road South Ashlawn 17 17

Wharf Farm North Avon Valley 30 40 40 40 40 40 40 40 40 30 0 0 380

Windfalls 45 45 45 45 45 45 45 45 45 45 45 45 45 585

TOTAL APPROVED 889 924 681 550 423 405 405 405 405 405 395 365 287 6,539

Legend

Brownfield

Known to have been given consent with a below target affordable housing proportion
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In draft Local Plan - not yet approved

Development Plan Area Priority Area 2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24 2024-25 2025-26 2026-27 2027-28 2028-29 2029-30 2030-31 Totals

Coton Park East North Avon Valley 30 50 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 20 800

Coton House North Avon Valley 25 40 35 100

South West Rugby South Ashlawn 50 80 210 280 310 410 455 440 390 325 285 170 160 3,565

Lodge Farm South Ashlawn 25 80 80 80 80 80 80 80 80 665

Wolvey Nicholas Chamberlaine 50 50 100

Stretton South Bilton 30 45 75

Ryton South Bilton 25 50 75

Brinklow North Avon Valley 50 50 100

Binley Woods South Bilton 30 32 62

Wolston South Bilton 15 15

Long Lawford South Bilton 40 60 100

TOTAL NOT YET APPROVED 50 80 505 657 470 590 635 620 570 505 465 270 240 5,657

GRAND TOTAL - APPROVED AND UNAPPROVED 939 1,004 1,186 1,207 893 995 1,040 1,025 975 910 860 635 527 12,196

This analysis takes the figures directly from LP54. For consistency no adjustment has been made for errors in LP54.


