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Executive Summary 

This report considers a range of matters relating to the provision of new housing with the Rudgwick 

Neighbourhood Plan area. Most notably it considers whether houses being provided are the correct 

size, how our housing can be fit for older people and the density of local housing. 

The report draws on a number of sources including evidence prepared by Horsham District Council, the 

2001 and 2011 census and other work either commissioned by the Steering Group or other 

organisations and in the public domain. 

This report makes a number of recommendations to the Steering Group with regard to policies that can 

be justified and could therefore be incorporated in the Rudgwick Neighbourhood Plan. These 

recommendations can be summarised as follows: 

• A appropriate mix for market housing to better balance the Rudgwick housing stock, 

especially for new home purchasers and elderly downsizers. 

• Support for bungalows  

• Support for open market sheltered housing to supplement the Hawkridge Affordable tenure 

offering.  

• Safeguard the minimum Affordable Home Ownership Housing provision on eligible sites to 

tackle the known shortage. 

• Protect the rural nature of the parish/village by respecting the existing development 

densities which generally do not exceed 20DpH 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 This report has been prepared to document the investigations undertaken by the Rudgwick Neighbourhood 

Plan Steering Group with regard to housing and has been used to inform the housing related policies 

included in the proposed Rudgwick Neighbourhood Plan. 

1.2 In Summer 2017 the Steering Group commissioned a Housing Needs Assessment (HNA) (Annex A). This 

was undertaken by the South Downs National Park Specialist Advisory Service (a consultancy service 

offered by the National Park Authority) and, under guidance issued by Horsham District Council, utilised the 

‘standard’ AECOM methodology and toolkit. A primary aim of this assessment was to determine the 

appropriate number of homes that should be allocated in the parish by the neighbourhood plan for it to be in 

general conformity with the Development Plan for the area. That being the Horsham District Planning 

Framework (HDPF) which requires a minimum of 1,500 homes (to 2031) to be allocated in neighbourhood 

plans in accordance with their settlement hierarchy. This report outlines in Section 2 how the plan has 

addressed this matter. 

1.3 Importantly however, the scope of the HNA was significantly wider than just housing requirement and data 

within it (spreadsheet at Annex B) covered an extensive range of metrics, particularly from the 2001 and 

2011 census data. This data, supplemented with recent metrics, has been used by the Steering Group to 

inform the plan’s housing related policies and this report sets out the analysis undertaken and the 

recommendations made to the Steering Group in this regard.  

Update on the ‘housing requirement’ 

1.4 In Spring 2019 work was undertaken by the Steering Group to review the HNA & update it following two 

significant housing developments within the plan area, these were: 

• Rudgwick Metals (DC/16/2917) - development of 55 homes (the largest development in the village for 

50 years). 

• Summerfold (DC/15/0679) – development of 25 new homes. 

1.5 Following this update it was established that a minimum figure of 50 homes in the parish, fully aligned with 

the HDPF, giving a range of 50-60 when considering projections from other data sources. This 

supplementary analysis and report is included at Annex C. The evidence for these updated figures was 

accepted by HDC as was the fact that 19 of the housing units at the extant Rudgwick Metals development 

could also count towards this requirement. So, the revised housing requirement was 31 - 41 new homes in 

the plan area over the plan period. 

1.6 A call for sites exercise was subsequently undertaken by the Steering Group in early 2019 to try and identify 

suitable land to meet this requirement.  

1.7 However, alongside the preparation of the Neighbourhood Plan, Horsham District Council had separately 

begun a review of the HDPF and the implications of the new Local Plan (& timescales) were becoming 

known. In was now clear that HDC would in their new Local Plan provide a housing requirement figure for 

the plan area, would be carrying out detailed assessments of all sites on their SHELAA and, very 

importantly, were ‘offering’ the opportunity for neighbourhoods to ‘allow’ HDC to determine & allocate 

suitable development sites to meet their housing requirement as part of the Local Plan review, rather than as 

part of a Neighbourhood Plan. 

1.8 In collaboration with the Rudgwick Parish Council, the Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group decided to take 

up this ‘offer of delegation’ to HDC. The correct quantum of housing and consideration of sites would now be 

considered and allocated by HDC through the new Local Plan and the RNP would be progressed excluding 

these matters.  
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2. HOUSING MIX 

2.1 The HNA made three key recommendations relevant to the type of houses that should be provided in the 

parish in the coming years, these are 

a) There is evidence to support the provision of a range of dwellings, including a significant proportion of 
smaller properties. A proportion of the new homes should be bungalows. 

b) There is evidence in support of providing homes for the recently retired and/or over 55s to downsize 
into locally. These should generally be smaller properties although there is demand for 3 bedroom 
properties. 

c) A minimum of 35% Affordable Housing should be secured from new development. 

2.2 These recommendations came with extensive clear supporting evidence. But it also notes at paragraph 87 

that some analysis of recent developments should be undertaken to understand both what has already been 

provided (since 2015), and what remains to be over the rest of the plan period. 

Analysis of Market Housing 

2.3 Since 2011, there have been 100 net new dwellings either built or are under construction in the Parish, a 

further 10 have planning permission but development has not yet commenced. Of those 100, 29 fall into the 

affordable tenure meaning 71 market dwellings have been provided. The sizes of these 71 units are as 

follows: 

Description Plan Ref 1 bed 2 bed 3 bed 4+ bed 

Summerfold DC/16/1630 0 5 6 4 

Rudgwick Metals (2 x 3-bed demolished) DC/16/2917 0 4 20 10 

Fordcombe Cox Green (1 demolished) DC/16/2925 0 0 -1 2 

Hermongers Deer Farm DC/17/2354 0 0 0 2 

Jasmine House Cox Green DC/18/0316 0 0 0 1 

Farn Brakes Church St Bungalows DC/15/1066 0 0 0 2 

Farn Brakes Semis (1 demolished) DC/16/2668 0 0 -1 2 

Forge Cottage Haven Road DC/15/2066 0 0 0 1 

Hermongers Farm DC/18/0327 0 0 0 1 

Weyhurst Farm Guildford Road DC/17/2561 0 0 0 1 

Smithers Farm DC/17/2360 0 1 0 0 

Canfields Farm Barn Conversion DC/15/2524 0 2 0 0 

Various post 2011 & pre 2016  Various 2 3 4 0 

  Total Market 2 15 28 26 

Table 1 – New market housing in the plan area 2011 - 04/2020 
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2.4 The HDPF confirms that the housing mix provided should be in accordance with the latest evidence which 

until very recently has been the Chilmark (Nov 2016) Market Housing Mix Report. In paragraphs 5.21 and 

5.22 of this report  it is stated “Much of the largest housing stock in the District is provided in the smaller 

settlements and in rural areas” and “There is need to ensure that market housing choice is supported and 

refined across the District. This includes encouraging some smaller sized stock to balance the market mix in 

more rural areas and smaller settlements (to support issues of rural affordability and rural economy)”. The 

recommended mix from this report confirmed that 5% should 4-bed, 35% 3-bed, 60% 1or2-bed. As 

demonstrated by Table 2 below it is clear that in the 71 market units provided there has been a considerable 

oversupply of larger housing and undersupply of smaller housing over the plan period to date. 

 Target Housing Mix (as per HDPF) Actual Housing Mix delivered to date 

 % No. % No. 

1 or 2 bed 60 43 23.9 17 

3 bed 35 25 39.4 28 

4+ bed 5 3 36.6 26 

Total: 100 71 100 71 

Table 2 – Comparison of size of target and actual market housing in the plan area 2011 - 04/2020 

2.5 As set out at paragraph 1.5, if new homes were to be provided in accordance with our fair share of the 1500 

set out in the HDPF to be provided through neighbourhood plans, sites for an additional 31-41 residential 

units (Market and Affordable) would be provided in the plan area. The Steering Group have considered 

whether a policy should be introduced to correct the current conflict between the size of new market housing 

delivered across the plan area and HDPF strategic policy. Doing so would be in conformity with the HDPF.  

2.6 If we were to assume that a further 56 units (41 mentioned above plus some windfall (5) & completion of 

outstanding permissions (10)) were to come forward over the remainder of the plan period, of which say 42 

(75% of total ) were market homes (i.e. 14 being Affordable as an HDPF policy compliant 35% of the 41 yet 

to be allocated), the housing mix would need to be as follows to bring the resultant market housing mix in 

line with that required over the plan period.  

 Actual Housing Mix to 
date 

Required Housing Mix 
over remaining plan 

period 

Resulting Housing Mix 
over HDPF plan period 

 % No. % No. % No. 

1 or 2 bed 23.9 17 71.5 51 60 68 

3 bed 39.4 28 16.3 11 35 39 

4+ bed 36.6 26 -28.7 -20 5 6 

Total: 100 71 100 42 100 113 

Table 3 – Required market housing in the plan area 04/2020 - 2031 to achieve HDPF requirement. 

2.7 The figures in Table 3 show that it is simply not feasible to adjust the mix profile of the remaining market 

housing anticipated to 2031, to achieve the market housing mix proposed in the Local Plan and evidenced 

by the Chilmark Report as it would require the removal of houses which have 4+ bedrooms. 

2.8 The Steering Group have therefore carefully considered what mix could reasonably be applied to meet the 

specific needs of Rudgwick. And commentary on each size of dwelling is set out below: 

4+ Bed properties:  It was felt that whilst there had clearly been significant & unjustified by evidence over-

provision, it would not be appropriate to bar such future provision because a small 

demand for 4+ bed properties would always exist. Also, this could potentially create 

viability issues as these larger properties attract higher values and so this could also 

affect the provision of Affordable Housing to policy requirement on major sites. But it 

was also recognised that any such major sites in Rudgwick would inevitably be 

allocated on greenfield sites i.e. farmland or grassland. Since the NPPF requires the 

benchmark land value to be based on ‘existing use value +’, viability has less of an 
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impact than for brownfield sites (Rudgwick has only one such brownfield site 

registered – The Fox, a ‘thriving’ pub & restaurant).  It was also accepted that if 

necessary, higher densities than would normally be acceptable could flow from 

compliance with such a housing mix policy. Hence, the Steering Group concluded that 

now setting the limit for remaining provision at 10%, was justified & appropriate for 

Rudgwick, reflecting both the Chilmark report’s 5% (15% for Horsham Town) and the 

need to be realistic with regards to sites still yet to come forward.  

3 Bed properties:  It was noted that the actual provision of these was running at 39.4% compared to a 

local plan ‘target’ of 35%. But, to bring the provision in line, would require a significant 

reduction in housing mix moving forward to 16.3%. The Steering Group noted that the 

HNA report for Rudgwick had, in its recommendations, reported a specific local 

demand for 3 bedroom properties saying that even older downsizers are still looking 

for 3-bed properties (see para 79). It was also noted that HNA para 61 Table 8 

showed that Rudgwick’s overall stock of 3 Bed homes was 39%, more-or-less in line 

with Horsham and England (unlike the major discrepancies at 1or2 Bed and 4 Bed 

identified in that same report). The Steering Group concluded that it did not wish to 

constrain future provision of 3-bed properties and preferred to broadly maintain the 

current provision by setting a policy requirement of 40%. 

1 or 2 Bed properties:  The consequence of the above would conclude a policy requirement of 50% for 1 or 2 

bed properties. It was felt that this was appropriate as despite the Chilmark Report 

60% being higher, the HNA para 86 Table 17 just noted the high demand for smaller 2 

and 3 bed properties. Also, the policy would not require the delivery of any 1-bed 

properties (HNA para 78 stating ‘there isn’t a demand for apartments as Rudgwick is a 

rural village’) but this would still be possible if a need were identified for a particular 

site.    

2.9 The proposed housing mix set out in the above paragraph is illustrated in Table 4 below. This demonstrates 

that such a housing mix for the remainder of the plan period would provide a reasonable housing mix over 

the plan period that is more in line with adopted strategic policy than has been achieved to date. 

 Actual Housing Mix to 
date 

Proposed Housing Mix 
over remaining plan 

period 

Resulting Housing Mix 
over HDPF plan period 

 % No. % No. % No. 

1 or 2 bed 23.9 17 50 21 33.6 38 

3 bed 39.4 28 40 17 39.8 45 

4+ bed 36.6 26 10 4 26.6 30 

Total: 100 71 100 42 100 113 

Table 4 – Proposed market housing in the plan area 04/2020 - 2031. 

2.10 It is therefore recommended that in order to correct the mix (size) of new market dwellings over the HDPF 

plan period and bring provision more in line with district level planning policy whilst beginning to address 

Rudgwick’s underlying housing stock imbalance, a policy should be introduced requiring market housing to 

be provided in accordance with the following percentages: 

• 1 or 2 bed – 50% 

• 3 bed – 40% 

• 4+ bed – 10% 

2.11 The steering group noted the evidence that smaller sites (less than 10 properties) were often being built out 

with a disproportionate number of larger homes and so wished for the above policy to apply to all sites with 

market housing. However, this would mean that such sites with fewer than 5 such properties would not have 

any 4+ bed properties in the calculated mix (i.e. as half a house would be rounded up to one). It was felt that 

this was too restrictive and so any proposed policy may allow for just one larger home (4+ beds) on these 

sites (less than 5 market homes) exceptionally and provided this was appropriate for the site. Sites with just 
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one home could similarly and alternatively allow a 3 bed home. Table 5 models the housing mix proposed for 

a number of different site sizes. 

Total No of  
Market Houses 

10%  
@ 4+Bed 

40%  
@ 3-Bed 

50%  
@ 1 or 2 Bed 

1 0** 0** 1 

2 0* 1 1 

3 0* 1 2 

4 0* 2 2 

5 1 2 2 

6 1 2 3 

7 1 3 3 

8 1 3 4 

9 1 4 4 

10 1 4 5 

11 1 4 6 

12 1 5 6 

13 1 5 7 

14 1 6 7 

15 2 6 7 

16 2 6 8 

17 2 7 8 

18 2 7 9 

19 2 8 9 

20 2 8 10 

25 3 10 12 

30 3 12 15 

35 4 14 17 

40 4 16 20 

45 5 18 22 

50 5 20 25 

* 1 x 4+ bedroom home may be included in exceptional circumstances (see 2.11). 
** 1 x 4+ bed or 1 x 3 bed home may be included in exceptional circumstances (see 2.11)   

Table 5 – Proposed market housing mix on a range of development size  

2.12 It is however noted that the HDPF is currently under review and that a Regulation 18 consultation was 

concluded at end March 2020 with no definite date yet set for Reg 19 consultation of a draft submission plan. 

Part of the supporting evidence is a SHMA dated November 2019 by ICENI which in para 13.30 suggests 

the following market housing mix across the whole of Horsham District (apart from Crawley), with no 

variance for the rural areas : 

• 1 or 2 bed - 35% 

• 3 bed – 40% 

• 4 + bed – 25% 

But goes on to say in para 13.31 “In considering the appropriate mix of housing on individual development 

sites, the SHMA recommends that its findings should be considered alongside up-to-date local evidence 

including on the existing mix of housing at a neighbourhood or settlement level, the development pipeline in 

the area and extent to which this will support a range of sizes of homes, and the location and nature of the 

development site”.  

2.13 The steering group also noted that in Chapter 6 of the HDC draft ‘new’ Local Plan it states: There is a higher 
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than average proportion of 4-bedroom homes in Horsham District, whereas the significant need for family 

and single-person homes is better met by less expensive 1-3 bedroom homes. Therefore, more homes of a 

more modest size are needed in future. The steering group agrees strongly with that view. 

2.14 The Rudgwick Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group considers that it has fully analysed both the existing 

stock mix and the development pipeline within its area for the plan period in justifying and formulating its 

proposed policy.  In any event, in Table 4 above it can be seen that the projected resultant market housing 

mix provided over the plan period aligns extremely well with the ICENI report with regards to such matters, 

should it ever become an accepted evidence document after being fully tested in local plan hearings.   

Analysis of Affordable Housing 

2.15 Rudgwick has had a significant boost to its market and affordable housing in recent years by two 

developments, namely the Rudgwick Metals and Summerfold sites. These will (or will once construction has 

been completed) provide the following new dwellings: 

• Summerfold (DC/15/0679): 25 Homes with 40% Affordable (Rented 6, Shared Ownership 4) 

• Rudgwick Metals (DC/16/2917): 55 Homes with 35% Affordable (Rented 10, Shared Ownership 9) 

2.16 By taking the existing numbers of affordable housing and adding those provided by the Rudgwick Metals and 

Summerfold developments we can establish the current amount of affordable housing in the parish, as no 

affordable housing was provided by any other sites (see Table 6). 

Tenure 
2011 Baseline 

Summerfold & 
R'wick Metals 

Other Complete 
or Started 

Position in  
2020 

No. % No. % No. % No % 

Affordable Rent 80 7.2 16 20 0 0 96 7.9 

Shared Ownership 10 0.9 13 16 0 0 23 1.9 

Market 1024 91.9 51 64 20 100 1095 90.2 

Totals 1114 100 80 100 20 100 1214 100 

Table 6 – Affordable housing in Rudgwick 

2.17 As demonstrated above, the total number of Affordable Homes in Rudgwick is, or will imminently be, 119 with 

96 being Rented & 23 being Shared Ownership (intermediate). The steering group very much values this 

increase in affordable housing provision 

2.18 HDPF Policy 16 sets the District’s overall policy for new Affordable Housing and notes that ideally 70% of 

such additional housing should be Social/Affordable Rented and with the remaining 30% as 

Intermediate/Shared Ownership. This is a ratio of 2.33 to 1. 

2.19 Rudgwick is not declared a high-priority area for Affordable/Social Rent tenure in the Horsham District 

Housing Strategy, with Horsham Town and the larger villages/small towns of Broadbridge Heath, 

Billingshurst, Southwater etc. being preferred, presumably because of their better local services and access 

to local transport.  

2.20 However Intermediate Affordable (Shared Ownership) tenures do allow local ‘ownership’, with an initial 

reduced equity share in an expensive local market. In a press release of 15th October 2018 Stephen 

Humphreys, Saxon Weald's Head of Development, said: "There are very few shared ownership properties in 

Rudgwick” ; whilst Horsham’s Head of Housing (Rob Jarvis) noted on 19th September 2019 (with regards to 

Affordable Rented Homes): 

I have had a quick look at the current levels of demand for various property sizes, from 1 to 3 bedroom 

properties. We split our district into 33 areas that households on the housing register can then select to 

be considered for when being allocated permanent accommodation. Horsham West is our area of 

greatest demand. By comparison demand for one beds in Rudgwick is 74% less than the demand for the 

same size properties in Horsham West. Two bed demand is 81% less and three bed demand is 76% 

less.  
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2.21 By way of specific example, the 10 Affordable Rented Homes being imminently delivered as part of the 

Rudgwick Metals scheme, had a local (Rudgwick) priority scheme for allocation. However the Housing 

Register showed that just 2 families had the appropriate local connection. This demonstrates the local need 

for Affordable Rent is not strong and Horsham are correct to focus on settlements with better services & 

connectivity for this tenure. Contrastingly, with the recent addition of tenure types to the ‘Affordable Home 

Ownership’ definition (e.g. Discount Market Homes), it is highly likely that Rudgwick would benefit not only 

from an increased amount of Shared Ownership tenures, but also some of these new ways to affordable 

home ownership. 

2.22 At the 2011 Census the overall Shared Ownership household percentage was less than 1% (just 10 

properties), whilst the Affordable Rent equivalent was in excess of 7% (80 properties) This 2011 ratio of 8 

Affordable Rented tenure to 1 Shared Ownership tenure will, on completion of the Rudgwick Metals site in 

2020, have reduced to just over 4 to 1 (96 Rent and 23 Shared Ownership).   

2.23 It we assume that the 14 Affordable Homes anticipated to be delivered in the remaining plan period would 

have a tenure split in line with the most recent major development in Rudgwick (Rudgwick Metals) i.e. 50% 

rented and 50% shared ownership. Table 7 below, shows the anticipated Affordable Housing stock at the 

end of the plan period, if this were to actually happen. 

Tenure 

Position in 2020 
New affordable housing 

over remaining plan 
period 

Affordable housing at 
end of plan period 

No. % No. % No % 

Affordable Rent 96 80 7 50 103 77.5 

Shared Ownership 23 20 7 50 30 22.5 

Table 7 – Projected affordable housing provision   

2.24 Looking at the wider housing mix (Table 8), this would increase the current percentage of Affordable Rented 

Homes slightly from  7.9% to 8.1% whilst more significantly increasing the percentage of Affordable Shared 

Ownership (from 1.9% to 2.4%). However, the fundamental shortage/imbalance of Affordable Shared 

Ownership tenures remains & in an area where they would be advantageous (see 2.17 above).  

Tenure 

Position in 2020 
New housing over 

remaining plan period 
Housing at end of plan 

period 

No. % No. % No % 

Affordable Rent 96 7.9 7 12.5 103 8.1 

Shared Ownership 23 1.9 7 12.5 30 2.4 

Market 1095 90.2 42 75 1137 89.5 

Totals 1214 100 56 100 1270 100 

Table 8 - Projected housing by tenure 

2.25 Finally, it is useful to summarise the overall change in housing stock, by tenure type, over the whole plan 

period from 2011 to 2031 based on the assumptions above. 

• 156 Additional Homes Overall (1114 to 1270) – 14% increase 

• 20 Additional Shared Ownership Homes (10 to 30) – 200% increase 

• 23 Additional Affordable Rented Homes (80 to 103) – 28.75% increase 

• 113 Additional Market Homes (1024 to 1137) – 11% increase 

• The proportion of Affordable Homes will then have increased from 8.1% to 10.5% of total stock 

2.26 The ratio of Affordable Rented to Shared Ownership will then be 3.43 to 1. 

2.27 The steering group recognises that whilst it might potentially wish to prioritise the provision of Affordable 

Shared Ownership tenures in Rudgwick to further remedy this shortfall/imbalance it must acknowledge the 

strategic policies in the HDPF (and early stage local plan review policies) on this topic. It is therefore 
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concluded that, in accordance with NPPF para 64, the neighbourhood plan should simply ensure that a 

minimum of 10% of all homes built on major sites should always (apart from exception sites) be of Affordable 

Ownership tenure. This will help ensure the specific needs of Rudgwick are not diminished, whilst remaining 

fully aligned to the HDPF and without significantly prejudicing the ability to meet the identified affordable 

housing needs of specific groups locally. 

2.28 The steering group also supports full on-site provision of Affordable Housing to Local Plan policy compliance 

levels. Fortunately, the last two major sites to be developed in Rudgwick were of sufficient size (25 homes & 

55 homes respectively) to provide a ‘critical mass’ of Affordable Home provision i.e. it was feasible for a 

Registered Provider to acquire the properties. However, for any potential smaller sites, say 10 properties, the 

HDPF currently only requires 20% to be Affordable i.e. just 2. Rather than have a commuted sum secured 

for off-site provision in lieu, the steering group felt that if such a situation arose, they would prefer to see 

Affordable Ownership tenures secured on-site, as this would further help address Rudgwick’s shortage 

outlined above. Given the latest & wider NPPF definitions of Affordable Home Ownership tenures (some not 

requiring a Registered Provider), this should always both be feasible & viable. 

2.29 In summary, it is recommended that consideration be given to including a policy for major sites into the 

Neighbourhood Plan to 

• ‘guarantee’ (insofar is is possible) that 10% of all homes would be of Affordable Ownership tenure 

• Insist that Affordable Home provision is always on-site 

• Otherwise ensure that Affordable Home tenure mix meets local need & supply.   
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3. HOMES FOR OLDER PEOPLE 

3.1 The need for more bungalows was identified in the HNA and has been further reinforced by the latest 

evidence presented by HDC i.e. the North West Sussex SHMA from Iceni (Nov 2019), which states the 

following at para 10.53: 

Overall, the Councils should consider the potential role of bungalows as part of the future mix of housing. 

Such housing may be particularly attractive to older owner-occupiers (many of whom are equity-rich) 

which may assist in encouraging households to downsize. 

3.2 The redevelopment of 6 Affordable rent tenure bungalows at Pathfield Close, Rudgwick (DC/19/1234) into 

houses, was strongly resisted by the community, including the Parish Council and Rudgwick Preservation 

Society. Horsham’s Head of Planning expressed empathy with these concerns but, stated that in the 

absence of an ‘in force’ planning policy to that effect, little could be done & so the plans were approved with 

the loss of 6 bungalows. This Neighbourhood Plan provides the opportunity to put forward a policy to both 

protect existing & encourage future bungalow provision. Of course, such single storey living accommodation 

is also helpful to those living with certain mobility issues, regardless of age.  

3.3 Rudgwick has some sheltered accommodation at Hawkridge (22 flats) for the over 55s managed by Mount 

Green Housing Association. The tenure of these flats is ‘social rent’ and so there is a strict eligibility check 

which effectively bars applicants who have the means to financially provide for themselves in the local 

housing market. In recent times (Mount Green only took over Hawkridge around 2 years ago) this has 

caused significant concern to those elderly homeowners now seeking some form of sheltered 

accommodation in the village in which they have often lived for all of their lives. They are ineligible for 

Hawkridge, due to its tenure, and there is no open market sheltered/retirement accommodation in Rudgwick, 

either for sale or rent. With statistically significant high proportions of both homeowners and elderly, this is a 

glaring omission in the local housing provision, which has recently become very evident. 

3.4 The Steering Group is also acutely aware that this topic has been repeatedly raised by residents over the 

years in all manner of forums (public meetings, letters to The Rudgwick Magazine, Parish Council Meetings, 

informal conversations etc.) with significant frustration that nothing ever seems to happen by way of 

resolution.  

3.5 It is therefore strongly recommended that the Steering Group now puts forward an appropriate policy to 

address the aforementioned issues. In particular this policy should protect/encourage bungalows on all 

developments and also insist that new Major Developments provide a significant number of units as either 

bungalows or open market sheltered/retirement housing. The steering group felt that a minimum of 15% 

would be appropriate. 

3.6 It is also proposed that all future homes built in the Plan Area should follow the appropriate building 

regulations that make them more versatile and usable through all stages of life. Such a policy would ensure 

that new homes being built are more accessible and adaptable to help meet people’s needs as they change 

through their lifetime. These homes, whilst being suitable for everyone, will particularly benefit an ageing 

population, families with children, and anyone that may live with temporary or permanent disabilities or 

mobility impairments.    
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4. HOUSING DENSITY 

4.1 Rudgwick is a rural parish with six settlements (identified in the Parish Design Statement SPD), but just 2 

built up area boundaries (BUAB). The main BUAB covers Rudgwick village and part of Cox Green, whilst the 

other covers Bucks Green. The other settlements have not even been proposed for classification as 

secondary settlements as part of the Local Plan review. 

4.2 Development density is typically expressed as DpH i.e. dwellings per hectare and is a useful measure to 

indicate how cramped a development scheme would be and also a broad-brush indicator of site over-

development. The density can be expressed as ‘gross’ i.e. using the total ‘red line’ site acreage, but is more 

accurately expressed as ‘net’ by only including the developable land in the calculation. For example SuDs & 

play areas would not be expected to be included in the determining the developable area. 

4.3 The attached map (Annex 4) shows an assessment of densities in the Rudgwick/Cox Green settlement 

boundary (aka Built Up Area Boundary – BUAB). Note that this plan does not show the Rudgwick Metals site 

which is currently being built-out (see 4.7 below). 

4.4 A number of observations can immediately be made: 

• Density only occasionally exceeds 20, and then only marginally 

• Cox Green, to the North, has a low density, overall max of 5 DpH 

• Lynwick Street (East) has an overall max density of 10 DpH 

• Density South of the old railway line, doesn’t exceed 15 overall 

• The higher densities are generally closer to the Village Centre (Co-Op) – as expected 

• The overall Rudgwick average is less than 20DpH 

4.5 The map does not include the BUAB of Bucks Green, but it is self-evidently less than 20DpH. 

4.6 In summary Rudgwick is an extremely rural parish with limited settlements and having just two (adjacent but 

separate) BUAB. Within these BUAB housing is of low density maintaining a ‘rural’ feel even when within a 

settlement boundary i.e. village residents consider that they live in the ‘countryside’ and doubtless consider 

that it contributes to their health and well-being. Such rural townscape and landscape features deserve to be 

maintained, and a key factor in avoiding overdevelopment and urbanisation is to influence development 

density. It is therefore recommended that the Rudgwick Neighbourhood Plan should have a policy requiring 

development density to: 

• Respect & be in accordance with the density of neighbouring developed land 

• Follow the settlement pattern i.e. the higher densities are on those sites closer to the Village Centre & 

thereby local services 

whilst accepting that higher densities may be permissible on major sites which comply with the housing mix 

policy favouring smaller properties. This is not just to assist with viability, but also to recognise that density is 

more accurately measured as the percentage of the site built out or amount of built volume per hectare  as 

clearly the built area or volume of a 1/2/3 bed property would be less than that of a 4+ bed property. 

4.7 Rudgwick Metals Site: This part brownfield site was specifically allocated by Horsham District Council as mixed 

use, employment units & residential, with a density of 30 DpH. The residential units were originally all proposed for 

sheltered accommodation, but the delivered development is actually for Market Units & Affordable Units (Rented 

and Shared Ownership). The Neighbourhood Plan Group regrets this situation which has been permitted without 

any submitted viability evidence in justification of the higher density & non-compliance with the then extant 

recommended housing mix. Horsham District Council has also made it clear that this site should not be used as a 

precedent for any other proposed greenfield developments in Rudgwick.  
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2001 population makeup by age (%) 

 0-15 16-24 25-44 45-64 65-84 85 and over 

Rudgwick 21.2 11.4 23.8 30.4 11.1 2.0 

Horsham 20.6 8.5 28.0 26.0 14.4 2.3 

England 20.2 10.9 29.3 23.8 14.0 1.9 

 

2011 population makeup by age (%) 

 0-15 16-24 25-44 45-64 65-84 85 and over 

Rudgwick 18.3 9.7 19.0 33.3 17.3 2.4 

Horsham 18.7 9.0 23.7 29.1 16.6 2.8 

England 18.9 11.9 27.5 25.4 14.1 2.2 

 

Rate of change in age structure 2001-2011 (%) 

 0-15 16-24 25-44 45-64 65-84 85 and over 

Rudgwick -2.9 -1.7 -4.8 2.9 6.2 0.4 

Horsham -1.9 0.5 -4.3 3.1 2.2 0.5 

England -1.2 1.0 -1.8 1.6 0.1 0.3 

 

2011 Housing makeup by size 

 Rudgwick Horsham England 

1 Bedroom 70 5743 2593893 

2 Bedrooms 144 13053 6145083 

3 Bedrooms 423 20591 9088213 

4 Bedrooms 288 11327 3166531 

5 or More Bedrooms 155 4072 1014710 

 

2001 Housing makeup by size 

 Rudgwick Horsham England 

1 Bedroom 50 5125 2578370 

2 Bedrooms 77 8280 4084712 

3 Bedrooms 177 11435 5547813 

4+ Bedrooms 709 25197 8240532 
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Occupancy Rating 2011 

 Quantum Percentage (%) 

 Rudgwick Horsham England Rudgwick Horsham England 

All Households 1013 50037 20451427 100 100 100 

Occupancy rating of + 2 or 
more 

782 29919 10050403 77.2 59.8 49.1 

Occupancy rating of + 1 126 10712 5223887 12.4 21.4 25.5 

Occupancy rating of 0 76 7248 3719625 7.5 14.5 18.2 

Occupancy rating of -1 19 1714 1026030 1.9 3.4 5.0 

Occupancy rating of  -2 or 
less 

10 444 431482 1.0 0.9 2.1 

 

Occupancy Rating 2001 

 Quantum Percentage (%) 

 Rudgwick Horsham England Rudgwick Horsham England 

All Households 1086 54923 22063368 100 100 100 

Occupancy rating of + 2 or 
more 828 33258 10970550 76.2 60.6 49.7 

Occupancy rating of + 1 134 10645 5057303 12.3 19.4 22.9 

Occupancy rating of 0 79 8091 4106919 7.3 14.7 18.6 

Occupancy rating of -1 37 2340 1412634 3.4 4.3 6.4 

Occupancy rating of  -2 or 
less 8 589 515962 0.7 1.1 2.3 
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ANNEX D - RUDGWICK DENSITY MAP 
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