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1.1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1.1 This Statement comprises a joint submission made on behalf of AC Lloyd, 

Lioncourt Strategic Land and Persimmon Homes. 

1.1.2 The following Statement should be read in conjunction with earlier 

representations made in respect of the draft Local Plan.  

1.1.3 AC Lloyd, Lioncourt Strategic Land and Persimmon Homes are broadly supportive 

of the submission version Local Plan, but believe that certain modifications are 

required before the Plan can be considered a sound and effective basis for the 

planning of the area.  

1.1.4 This Statement does not address all the questions raised by the Inspector, 

particularly as certain questions are directed specifically to Rugby Borough 

Council, but provides discussion on some of the key issues that AC Lloyd, 

Lioncourt Strategic Land and Persimmon Homes consider to be particularly 

relevant to the Housing Polices (Matter 6), and hopefully assists the Inspector 

during the examination process. Further site-specific comment is set out in 

respect of Coton Park East as a separate response to Matter 4. 
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1.2 QUESTIONS 

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?  

1.2.1 The latest SHMA (Updated Assessment of Housing Need: Coventry-Warwickshire 

HMA - September 2015) produced by GL Hearn considers the implications of the 

2012-based Household Projections, published by Government in February 2015. 

It also takes account of econometric forecasts from Cambridge Econometrics, 

dated March 2015.  

1.2.2 Subsequently, 2014-based subnational projections were considered in a report by 

JG Consulting, which also forms part of the Council’s evidence base. Overall, the 

updated analysis in the JG Consulting report, taking account of 2014-based 

published data (which is the most up to date data available), did not suggest any 

fundamental differences from the analysis and conclusions as set out in the 2015 

SHMA, although it should be noted that this later document does not review the 

2014 based data in respect of determining appropriate evidence to mix of size of 

market housing.  

1.2.3 The supporting text of Policy H1 refers to future SHMA updates being 

commissioned by the Council (paragraph 5.8) and that the associated Housing 

Needs SPD will be updated as and when the publication of further evidence 

provides an updated preferred mix (paragraph 5.11).  There is concern, however, 

that there is no commitment to regularly updating the SHMA to inform any such 

policies.  Given that the SHMA is prepared on a sub regional basis means that the 

authority has less control over when the assessments will be revised.  In light of 

this, there is the potential for the evidence to become out of date, which could 

mean that there is a mismatch between what is required and what is being 

delivered.  
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1.2.4 Further, should evidence suggest that a different housing mix be appropriate, it is 

important that the Council considers any viability implications of this prior to 

introducing it as policy as part of a Supplementary Planning Document, which is 

not subject to testing by an independent Planning Inspector.   

 

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?  

1.2.5 The SHMA is prepared on a Housing Market Area wide basis and it reviews 

housing mix on a borough wide basis.  There is concern that it does not consider 

specific locational differences within the Borough, which may influence dwelling 

provision on individual sites and in specific local areas.   

1.2.6 Policy H1 sets out a list of circumstances where an alternative mix of housing 

may be considered, which departs from the housing mix prescribed in the SHMA, 

or relevant update.  Site specific circumstances can vary greatly, and therefore to 

provide sufficient flexibility, it is suggested that this list includes a further bullet 

referring to ‘or other justified circumstance, which could preclude the delivery of 

the specified mix’.   For example, this would allow for an alternative range of uses 

in locations where there is an overprovision of a specific size and type of house, 

as well as allow for the provision of a specific type of home, such as bungalows, 

in response to local/ Parish aspirations.   

1.2.7 Indeed, it is important that in determining the mix of development on site, local 

data (possibly contained within Neighbourhood Plans, Parish Surveys, Parish 

Plans, registered providers and developers’ own assessments for example) is also 

taken into consideration where relevant. 

 

c. Does Policy H1 make adequate provision for self-build development 

as part of the housing mix in the borough? 

1.2.8 We are supportive of the proactive position of the Council to seek the provision of 

self-build development as part of the overall housing mix in the Borough. The 

Council’s evidence base does not, however, provide any clear evidence on the 

preferred location of self-build and custom-build housing schemes or qualified 
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demand.  The Council is requiring larger development proposals to provide 

provision for such scheme.  It is unclear what is meant by ‘large development 

proposals’.   

1.2.9 It is proposed that the Council should undertake work to understand the locations 

where households who have the capacity to undertake self-build want to build 

homes and, consequently, look for sites which are suitable for the implementation 

of self-build and custom build housing schemes in a range of locations (both 

urban and rural).   

1.2.10 Without adequate justification, it is therefore inappropriate to require large 

development proposals to consider self-build provision, when such provision may 

not be needed or feasibly implemented on large development sites for health and 

safety, viability, master planning and implementation reasons. Such a 

requirement could therefore negatively impact the effective delivery of housing on 

large development sites. As such, the current wording of Policy H1 is unlikely to 

assist the supply of self-build development in the borough moving forward.  

1.2.11 It is, therefore, suggested that the final sentence of Policy H1 is reworded to 

support self-build and custom-build housebuilding schemes (either individually or 

as part of a wider housing scheme) on a site by site basis, where there is 

evidence to show there is a sufficient level of interest and capacity to build and 

occupy such dwellings on the site involved. Such rewording would provide an 

adequate level of flexibility to support the supply of self-build development on 

appropriate sites throughout the borough.  

1.2.12 Overall in relation to Issue 6a, it is important that the policy is flexible and 

housing mix is determined on a site by site basis depending on the identified up-

to-date needs of arising households and considering the mix in that particular 

location, as opposed to imposing blanket policy requirements. 

 

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:  
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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? 

1.2.13 As discussed above, the 2015 SHMA is based on 2012-household projections and 

further work, published in 2017, was undertaken to take account of the 2014-

based projections.  The affordability work, however, was not updated to reflect 

this new data.  In this regard, the proposed targets and tenure mix may need 

changing as the number of affordable households change over time, in line with 

up-to-date evidence.  

1.2.14 Sufficient scope is therefore needed to allow proposed targets and tenure mix to 

be updated over time, in line with up-to-date evidence. As such the statement 

under paragraph 5.22 that the SHMA will be regularly updated to test the 

continuing appropriateness of Policy H2, and the associated Housing Needs SPD, 

is supported. However, in order that this updated evidence does not impact the 

viability of future development proposals, it is considered that the Council’s 

Viability Assessments should also be regularly updated in line with these regular 

SHMA updates.  

b. Are the proposed targets of 20% on brownfield sites and 30% on 

greenfield sites and the tenure mix supported by viability evidence? 

1.2.15 The proposed targets were assessed and recommended in the Viability 

Assessment (July 2017) by Dixon Searle Partnership which forms part of the 

Council’s evidence base. On the basis of these targets, Community Infrastructure 

Levy (CIL) charges were recommended comprising of a nil rate for strategic 

housing sites and a suggested £50-£75 per sqm rate for non-strategic housing 

sites borough wide. Clearly, if higher CIL rates are imposed, or a possible Local 

Infrastructure Tariff (LIT) charge was imposed, as discussed in the Viability 

Assessment, then this could affect the viability of the proposed affordable housing 

targets, and therefore such charges would need to be carefully considered. 

1.2.16 Paragraph 5.17 of the Local Plan states that the specific provision and mix of a 

site will be informed by evidence available at the time of application and will be 

negotiated at the time, but as a starting point the Council will seek to achieve a 

mix of 84% either social or affordable rent and 16% intermediate, as detailed in 

the 2015 SHMA.  
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1.2.17 The Viability Assessment is not clear about the interrelationship between 

assumptions on dwelling sizes, tenure mixes, net developable area and density, 

and the implications of certain mixes on viability. 

1.2.18 As noted above in relation to market housing mix, the 2015 SHMA has reviewed 

affordable housing mix on a Borough wide basis and does not consider locational 

differences, which may influence dwelling provision on an individual site. As such, 

with consideration to the lack of clear viability evidence in relation to affordable 

housing mix, it considered that affordable housing mix should be determined on a 

site by site basis, and this should be made clear in the policy wording. 

 

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? 

1.2.19 The Viability Assessment contained within the Council’s evidence base 

demonstrates that a variation in affordable housing targets is necessary between 

brownfield sites and greenfield sites. In this regard, a single target is not 

supported by robust evidence.  

1.2.20  When coupled with a fixed, non-negotiable CIL or LIT charge (once adopted), 

affordable housing may be the only obligation that can be varied to make a 

development viable. Therefore, we support the provision of wording within Policy 

H2 that allows for an opportunity to reduce levels of affordable housing provision 

where a specific development would not be financially viable at the relevant 

affordable housing target level.  

1.2.21 In order to provide sufficient flexibility that supports the delivery of housing sites, 

it is important that an option for site specific viability assessments is embedded 

within this policy.   
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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? 

 

1.2.22 It is suggested that the definition of affordable housing tenures as set out in 

paragraphs 5.13 and 5.18 are reworded to refer to the definition set out in the 

NPPF.  Such an amendment will allow for the changes at the national level (which 

are anticipated following the consultation on the revised NPPF) to be applicable at 

the local level.  This would help improve the robustness of the Plan over the long 

term.   

 

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? 

1.2.23 The Table of Minor Modifications (LP54A) has amended the third paragraph of 

Policy H2 to state that the tenure and mix of the affordable housing units should 

be in compliance with the latest SHMA guidance (as opposed to being in 

compliance with Housing Needs SPD). This amendment is welcomed in order for 

the tenure and mix to remain consistent with up-to-date evidence.  

1.2.24 The policy does, however, still state that further details of affordable housing 

requirements are contained in the Housing Needs SPD which should be read in 

conjunction with the policy.  

1.2.25 The current Housing Needs SPD (March 2012) is based on now out of date 

evidence and planning policy, and therefore an updated Housing Needs SPD is 

required. The contents of this updated Housing Needs SPD should be made clear 

at this stage given the potential implications that changes to house types and 

tenure mixes can have on the overall viability of housing development proposals.  

Paragraph 153 of the NPPF (2012) is clear that SPDs should not be used to add 

unnecessarily to the financial burdens on development. As noted earlier, the 

requirement for regular updates to the SHMA and Housing Needs SPD (paragraph 

5.22) should also be accompanied by a requirement to provide regular associated 

updates to the Council’s Viability Assessments so that Housing Needs SPD does 
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not adversely affect the viability of future development proposals.   This is 

particularly important, as SPD are not subject to the same level of scrutiny as 

Development Plan Documents. 

 

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?  

1.2.26 Policy H6 requires large development proposals to consider opportunities for the 

provision of housing to meet the housing needs of older persons, including the 

provision of residential care homes. It is uncertain what is meant by “large 

development proposals” and “meeting the needs of older persons”. In respect of 

residential care homes, this is a niche type of development that should be led by 

the market. Specialist care home developers take into consideration a number of 

factors to determine if such a type of development is viable on a site by site 

basis. As such not all ‘large development proposals’ would be appropriate in this 

regard, and indeed, the provision of residential care homes may impact the 

viability of certain housing schemes. It is therefore considered that the provision 

of residential care homes should be kept flexible to allow such development to be 

market led and brought forward on appropriate sites. 

1.2.27 Policy H6 also requires developers, through the design of developments, to 

enable people to live independently and safely in their own home for as long as 

possible. Such design measures could also impact the viability of housing 

schemes. By their nature these measures can also vary greatly.  

1.2.28 As such, given the associated viability constraints that such development can 

have on a development proposal, the policy should be clearer as to what 

constitutes a ‘large development proposal’ and what would be required from 

these defined large development proposals in order to ‘meet the needs of older 

persons’.  

1.2.29 Given that such requirements could impact upon viability, particularly the 

recommended requirement for 23% of extra care housing to be affordable as 
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recommend in the SHMA and noted in paragraph 5.41, they could therefore limit 

housing delivery overall, which would be undesirable. These requirements should 

therefore form part of the Council’s Viability Assessments, with regard to other 

requirements such as CIL and affordable housing provision for example.  

1.2.30 It is important that the policy remains flexible so that such measures can be 

delivered on appropriate sites, where they are needed, having regard to site 

specific circumstances such as viability.  

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’? 

1.2.31 The National Planning Practice Guidance advises that older people have a wide 

range of different housing needs, ranging from suitable and appropriately located 

market housing through to residential institutions (Use Class C2). It also advises 

that local planning authorities should count housing provided for older people, 

including residential institutions in Use Class C2, against their housing 

requirement. 

1.2.32 However, given the complexities involved when counting Class C2 residential care 

institutions as part of a housing requirement, with a need to differentiate between 

the different types of accommodation classed as C2, including the need to apply a 

reduction to reflect the fact that a proportion of bed spaces in residential homes 

are likely to be taken up by individuals who do not release their previous dwelling 

for occupation by a separate householder, we consider that the Council is opting 

for a prudent approach by not including C2 uses towards the borough’s housing 

requirement. We are therefore supportive of proposed modification LP54.65 to 

delete paragraph 5.46. 

1.2.33 The deletion of paragraph 5.46 would not materially affect Policy H6 and 

therefore should not be treated as a ‘main modification’.  

 

 


