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Matter 6 – Housing Policies   
Issue 6a: Housing Mix (Policy H1)  
1. 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:  

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?  

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?  

 
1. This policy, setting out a recommended mix of housing within residential developments, is 

generally supported.  The Council does not propose any changes to Policy H1, however a few 

amendments to the text should be included as follows.  

 

2. This policy initially requires the housing mix of new development to be consistent with the latest 

SHMA; however it then goes on to give a number of instances where a different mix would be 

considered acceptable. It is appropriate for the wording of the policy to give suitable flexibility to 

allow either a mix consistent with the SHMA, or a justified alternative mix to be provided.  

 
3. The first bullet point should be amended to remove “preclude”. There could be instances where 

a different mix is simply more appropriate for the site or location and is therefore justified on 

that basis and the policy should be positively worded to recognise this. 

 
4. Paragraph 5.10 includes the SHMA recommended Mix of Market Housing in the Borough. This 

is also referenced in the Housing Needs SPD. Whilst it is acknowledged that the SHMA Mix is 

not within the policy it is contained within the reasoned justification and entitled SHMA 

Recommended Mix.  Given the SHMA Mix will change over the duration of the Local Plan, it is 

considered as replicated so clearly within paragraph 5.10 of the RBLP, this will lead to a 

presumption that all planning applications conform to that mix. It is more appropriate to simply 

cross reference the mix as contained within the Housing Needs SPD as stated on paragraph 

5.11 which is likely to be updated more frequently as a result of developments and updated 

evidence over the Plan Period. The Local Plan is not updated frequently enough to include a 

target for housing mix that is based in a dynamic document which will be updated on a more 

regular basis than the Plan itself. Whilst there is no objection to using the SHMA as the starting 

point for determining housing mix, the inclusion of the figures that could soon be out-of-date is 

not a robust approach. 
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5. It is therefore recommended that the first sentence of Policy H1 should be amended as follows: 

To deliver a wide choice of high quality market homes across the Borough residential 

development proposals must form a mix of market housing house types and sizes consistent 

with the latest Strategic Housing Market Assessment where possible.  The first bullet point 

should be amended as follows: where the shape, and size and location of the site precludes 

justifies the delivery of a mix of housing. Paragraph 5.10 of the supporting text should be 

removed.  

 

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? 

b. Are the proposed targets of 20% on brownfield sites and 30% on greenfield sites and 
the tenure mix supported by viability evidence?  

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?  

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?  

e. What further requirements for affordable housing will be contained in the Housing 
Needs SPD and will this be consistent with the provisions for supplementary 
planning documents set out in paragraph 153 of the NPPF?  

 
 

1. This policy is generally positively worded and suitably flexible regarding the affordable housing 

targets.  

 

2. The SHMA (2015) provides the most up-to-date evidence of affordable housing need in the 

Borough. It is noted that the RBLP paragraph 5.14 identifies the greatest proportion of 

affordable housing need is established from Rugby’s own need of 36% of OAN compared with 

28% of Coventry’s OAN and the Council’s approach of a Borough wide requirement for 30% on 

Greenfield sites is supported by evidence base. This general approach has been agreed with 

Coventry and supported by the MoU and referred to in the Warwick Inspector’s Report 

(paragraph 562) as pragmatic and justified.  

 
3. Specifically, as addressed in relation to the Stage 1 Hearings, Lodge Farm can deliver 30% 

affordable housing and the IDP requirements of the RBLP and has been supported by 

associated evidence base work.  
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4. In relation to the wording of Policy H2, it requires that the mix of affordable units must be in 

compliance with the guidance contained within the Housing Needs SPD. It is clear that as the 

SPD is guidance only then the wording of this policy should be softened to allow an appropriate 

level of flexibility.  It is noted that the Council proposes the following changes under reference 

LP54.64 to policy H2 and the third paragraph: The tenure and mix of the affordable housing 

units within this percentage of provision must should be in compliance with the latest SHMA 

guidance contained within the Housing Needs SPD. 

 
5. Whilst RPS is supportive of the proposed changes it considers that the policy should be altered 

further to allow flexibility: The tenure and mix of the affordable housing units within this 

percentage of provision must should have regard to be in compliance with the latest SHMA 

guidance contained within the Housing Needs SPD.  The replacement of ‘in compliance with’ 

by ‘have regard to’ does provide greater flexibility.  

 

6. Whilst the SHMA (2015) para 4.76 considers affordable housing need in the context of 

intermediate, affordable rent and social rent, it does not consider starter homes. Paragraph 

5.18 of the RBLP makes reference to the need to update the policy once the position on starter 

homes is certain. The Consultation version of the NPPF (2018) proposes to include ‘starter 

homes’ within the definition of affordable housing as starter homes are proposed to be included 

in Annex 2: Glossary of the draft revised NPPF. RPS therefore considers that the Council 

should make its position on starter homes clear through consultation on a subsequent Housing 

Needs SPD and not necessarily left to a review of the RBLP.  

 
Issue 6d: Specialist Housing (Policy H6)  

1. Is Policy H6 justified, effective and consistent with national policy? In particular:   
a. Is it justified and will it be effective in securing housing to meet the needs of older 

people on large developments?  
b. Should C2 residential care institutions count towards the borough’s housing 

requirement? If not should proposed modification LP54.65 to delete paragraph 5.46 
from the RBLP be treated as a ‘main modification’? 

 

7. This policy is generally supported and considered to be positively prepared. The requirement 

for large development proposals to consider the provision of housing for older persons, 

including residential care homes, is generally supported. In this respect the proposals as 

addressed in the SoCG (Appendix 1 page 5) for Lodge Farm allows for a 100 bed Care Home, 

consistent with Policy H6 having access to public transport, shops and appropriate care 

facilities.   
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8. The Council proposes under reference LP54.65 to delete paragraph 5.46 of policy H6.  This 

proposed change is supported which has now made it clear that no additional target for C2 bed 

spaces is being sought through the Local Plan.   

 

 


