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1.0 Executive Summary 

 
1.1 Levvel Ltd is appointed to undertake a Strategic Assessment of Development 

Viability on behalf of South Hams District Council.  Levvel is supported by 

Colliers International who have undertaken an analysis of appropriate threshold 

land values across the District. 

1.2 The Council is preparing a new local plan for their area – ‘Our Plan South 

Hams’.  The plan will cover the period 2011-31 and will replace the current Local 

Development Framework documents. The current progress is that South Hams 

District Council has undertaken the Regulation 18 (ended in June 2014), 

consultation on the scope of the plan and this proved useful in terms of 

gathering local knowledge. The Council is currently writing policies and 

strategies with Regulation 19 consultation on the proposed our plan timetabled 

to start in early 2016.  

1.3 The Strategic Assessment of Development Viability will inform the preparation of 

the Local Plan and will be undertaken in the context of the National Planning 

Policy Framework (NPPF) March 2012.   The site types tested as part of the 

study have been based upon the category of sites coming forward in the 

Council’s - Our Plan South Hams.   

1.4 Viability assessment in plan-making is a 2-stage process, because it is not 

possible to determine the viability of the ‘basket’ of policies until it is known 

what the broad location of development is likely to be, so that collection of more 

detailed information in respect of specific infrastructure needs can commence.   

1.5 The main purpose of this study is to establish land values and standard costs 

and to consider the balance of policy priorities between site-specific 

infrastructure, sustainability, affordable housing and other S106 requirements 

on residential sites.  Please note that the Council has yet to make a formal 

decision to implement a Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL), but the viability 

work will provide evidence to inform a future decision. 

1.6 The Strategic Assessment also considers the impact of different affordable 

housing and sustainability costs on the level of Community Fund (for definition – 

see overleaf) available in 4 identified Value Areas across South Hams, illustrated 

in figure 1.1 (page 7) below.  

1.7 The study assesses 50%, 40%, 30% and 20% affordable housing in all value 

areas.  Lowering the level of affordable housing ensures that schemes become 

more viable and increases the level of Community Fund contribution available.  

This report also examines a range of tenure mixes and it was generally found 

that including a greater proportion of intermediate affordable housing products 

improves viability and increases the Community Fund contribution.    
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The Community Fund 

 

As the Our Plan Development Options and levels of Section 106 payments/ on-

site infrastructure have yet to be fully finalised, the results produced in this 

study of residential development provide evidence of the “residual surplus” over 

and above threshold land values. This residual surplus is labelled a ‘Community 

Fund’ and includes contributions (on a £ per m2 basis for private units only) 

towards: 

1. The Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL):  CIL costs have 
not been assumed as a cost to development and instead form 
part of the Community Fund.  

2. Section 106 Costs:  Section 106 costs have been assumed as a 
cost to development (at an applied level of £2,000 per unit) as 
part of the development appraisals.  The Community Fund sets 

out the residual surplus that is available for potential additional 
Section 106 costs; 

3. On-Site Infrastructure: For larger dwellings of 250 and 500 
units, on-site infrastructure of £5,000 per unit have been 
assumed, whilst on smaller sites (100 units and below), onsite 
infrastructure costs have been included as part of the 15% of 
base build costs assumed as external costs.  

4. Sustainability Costs: In addition to current sustainability 

standards, zero carbon standards have also been tested 

separately on each notional site. 

This report has examined the impact of varying levels of 

affordable housing upon the level of Community Fund rate 

available. The provision of affordable housing has been 

incorporated within the viability appraisals and is not assumed to 

form part of the Community Fund.  It was generally found that 

lowering the level of affordable housing can improve viability and 

increase the level of Community Fund.  Given that there are a 

greater number of private dwellings to cross-subside the 

affordable units, schemes become more viable.  

Table 1.1 – Community fund table, including Community Infrastructure Levy, 

S106 costs etc.   

 

1.8 Due to the volume of information we have shown the key results that we have 

modelled within the main report and where relevant, sensitivities that have been 

tested.  In cases where a development scenario shows a viable result we have 

also shown a table that sets out the surplus value, for private units (in £ per m2) 

only, that is the amount that could be used to form the ‘Community Fund’. 

1.9 Both current Carbon Standards and increased requirements for zero carbon 

have been tested separately as a cost as part of the development appraisals. 

The Community Fund rate available decreases when higher carbon standards 

are assumed. The viability results are presented to allow the Council to strike a 

balance between maximising the level of affordable housing and the revenue in 

the form of a Community Fund.  The viability results found that the 
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implementation of higher sustainability costs, has a significant impact on the 

level of community fund that is achievable in each Value Area.  

1.10 The Strategic Assessment of Development Viability assesses the likely 

cumulative impacts of a range of planning policy requirements on development 

viability, including S106 contributions, Affordable Housing, which in this 

assessment includes tests of 20%, 30%, 40% and 50% affordable housing and 

Infrastructure contributions which are relevant to the proposed planning policies 

included in the emerging Local Plan. This is inline with the following statement 

from the NPPF (National Planning Policy Framework 2012, paragraph 173, page 

41); 

 ‘To ensure viability, the costs of any requirements likely to be applied to 
development, such as requirements for affordable housing, standards, 
infrastructure contributions or other requirements should, when taking account of 
the normal cost of development and mitigation, provide competitive returns to a 
willing land owner and willing developer to enable the development to be 
deliverable’. 

1.11 A Stage 2 study will be required prior to submission to Examination in Public.  

The Council is currently progressing with ‘Our Plan South Hams’ which considers 

the development options available.  In addition, work has commenced on an 

Infrastructure Delivery Plan, which will lead to an assessment of any funding 

gap.  Further viability work will be required at a later stage.   

1.12 The refinement of on-site infrastructure and Section 106 costs (through the 

determination of the final Development Plan Options, Regulation 123 List and 

Infrastructure Delivery Plan) will help to determine how the Community Fund 

‘Pot’ is divided between Section 106 costs, on-site infrastructure and CIL (If the 

Council decide to pursue the CIL Option).  The Stage 2 Study will then be able 

to include more accurate infrastructure and Section 106 costs.   

Methodology 

1.13 The viability results in this paper focus on the first five years of the Study period 

(2015-2019).  The viability results for each development scenario also present a 

range of community fund rates that are applicable when current Sustainability 

Standards are assumed.  It is unlikely that any potential CIL charge will be set 

at the maximum level indicated by the viability assessments.  This leaves a 

margin to allow for market fluctuations and site-specific viability issues.   

1.14 Our assessment is based on the viability of delivering a Community Fund 

contribution across a range of notional sites.  These notional sites were selected 

in consultation with the Council and with reference to work undertaken as part 

of the ‘Our Plan South Hams’ to determine land availability and supply. Our 

experience has taught us that notional site selection is an important aspect in 

the delivery of a robust assessment of viability. This study focuses on typical 

notional sites likely to come forward during the Plan period.   

1.15 In discussions with the Council, Levvel has put together a site typology.  The 

sites range in size from 5 to 500 units, each of which have been tested at a 

density of 30 dph (dwellings per hectare) with the larger development 

categories of 250 and 500 units also assessed at 45 dph.   
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1.16 In order to calculate the level of Community Fund contribution that is viable, we 

have carried out a set of appraisals of the following “typical” sites: 

 5 Units at 30 dph; 

 10 units at 30 dph; 

 20 units at 30 dph; 

 50 units at 30 dph;  

 250 units at 30 and 45 dph; and 

 500 units at 30 and 45 dph. 

1.17 Detailed research on achieved sales values across the District has been 

undertaken using Land Registry data at a Postcode Sector level (e.g. TQ7 1) for 

each type of property (flats and maisonettes, terraced, semi-detached and 

detached). This analysis resulted in the formation of sales values on a per 

square metre basis for flats and maisonettes, terraced, semi-detached and 

detached properties in the four different value areas across the District. The 

Strategic Assessment of Development Viability examines the following Value 

Areas: 

 

Value Area 
Value Area and 

Postcode 
Value Area Description 

1 
PL5 4, TQ11 0, PL6 7, 

PL21 9, TQ12  5, PL7 5 

Plymouth North Eastern Fringe, 

Buckfastleigh and South 

Newton Abbot Urban Fringe.  

2 

TQ3 1, TQ7 1, PL21 0, 

TQ9  5, TQ13 7, TQ10 9, 

TQ5 0, PL8 2, PL9 0 

Plymouth South Eastern Fringe, 

Ivybridge Urban Area, 

Ashburton Urban Area, 

Kingsbridge Urban Area, Totnes 

Urban Area, Northern and 

Southern Torbay 

3 

TQ7 4, TQ6 9, TQ9 7, 

TQ9 6, TQ7 2, TQ7 3, 

TQ6 0 

Rural South Eastern Area 

including Dartmouth Urban 

Area  

4 PL8 1, TQ 8 8 
‘honey pot’ area including 

Salcombe and Newton Ferrers 

Table 1.2: Postcode Sectors as they relate to Value Areas 

1.18 Table 1.3 below includes the value per m2 included in the viability modelling 

based on value area and unit type. The price per m2 has been calculated from 

Land Registry data from 2013-2014 and is based on new build and existing 

house price data, as the dataset for new build homes alone is too small in South 

Hams to provide realistic values.  
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Average 
Values - Flats 

Average Values 
- terrace 

Average Values 
- semi-detached 

Average 
Values - 
detached 

Value Area 1 £3,042 £2,093 £2,375 £2,602 

Value Area 2 £2,504 £2,931 £2,641 £2,415 

Value Area 3 £3,557 £3,945 £3,221 £3,454 

Value Area 4 £3,034 £5,938 £5,505 £4,370 

Table 1.3: Postcode Sectors as they relate to Value Areas 

1.19 The table above shows the average values collected from Land Registry data 

from 2013-2014 including new build and existing house sale prices. The values 

from each property type have been averaged in each value area to provide an 

average price per m2. This process calculated an average property type in each 

value area.    

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Figure 1.1 – South Hams postcode sectors by value bands map. (*NB – The 

above map is for internal purposes and applies only to the area of West Devon 

which has been assessed in this study)  

 

1.20 Figure 1.1 above shows value area 1 and 2 includes some of the more urban 

areas and larger towns in the South Hams district, including Plymouth Urban 

fringe, Totnes, Buckfastleigh and Ivybridge. 

1.21 The more rural areas closer to the coastal area in South Hams such as 

Dartmouth, Salcombe and Newton Ferres are in Value Areas 3 and 4.  The 
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viability tests show far higher property values across the board, in comparison 

to Value Areas 1 and 2. 

1.22 Value Area 4 is characterised by far higher property values per m2 than any of 

the other Value Areas tested.  However, the relative size of Value Area 4 in 

South Hams is small compared to the other Value Areas tested.  Colliers 

International as part of their valuation report (Appendix 5) has labelled this 

higher value region as a ‘honey pot’ area.  

 

Viability Threshold Land Values 

1.23 There is a minimum land value which schemes need to achieve in order to be 

viable and therefore brought forward for development, otherwise it becomes 

more economic for the site to continue in its existing (or alternative) use.   

1.24 To inform the Threshold Land Values used in the first assessment of viability 

Levvel has carried out the following: 

 Sought feedback from stakeholders through the stakeholder engagement 

process (see Appendix 2); 

 Engaged Colliers International and Estate Agents to provide information 
on land values and recent land transactions undertaken in the District 
(see Appendix 5).  

1.25 The following figures are recommended by Colliers International as the ‘Current 

Threshold Land Values’ (TLV).  A more detailed assessment of the Threshold 

Land Valuation can be found in the Colliers International Report in Appendix 5 

(Appendix 1 of the Colliers International Report).  Colliers International 

undertook an analysis of transactions in the land market which have informed 

the applied Threshold Land Values.  Appendix 5 also demonstrates that Colliers 

International recommend average Threshold Land Values of the District which 

will allow development to come forward across the range of Value Areas tested.  

The recommended threshold land values include: 

 Greenfield Threshold Land Value 1: £400,000 per hectare (sites of 2 

hectares, or less):  In respect of development occurring on greenfield 

land, Colliers have assessed comparable data in the South Hams District 

resulting in an overall Greenfield Threshold Land Value (TLV). This figure 

has been applied in the testing across all the value areas due to the 

limited number of comparable sites in South Hams.  

 Greenfield Threshold Land Value 2: £345,000 per hectare (Sites of 2 

hectares, or more): In respect of development occurring on Greenfield 

land on larger sites, Colliers have assessed comparable data in South 

Hams. This TLV applied to larger Greenfield sites also had limited 

comparable data.  

 Small Sites of 10 Dwelling and Less:  A land value uplift of 20% has 

been applied to the above land values when assessing smaller sites of 10 

units and less.  Generally, it was found that a premium is applicable on 

smaller sites where land assembly and market values proved to be more 

expensive.  

 Brownfield Threshold Land Value 1: £395,000 per hectare has been 

applied to Brownfield land as per the Colliers report. Due to the limited 
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number of comparables, this TLV in the Colliers report applies to sites 

smaller than 2ha. However due to the limited data on Brownfield sites 

larger than 2ha, Levvel has applied this land value to all Brownfield sites 

tested.  

 ‘Honey Pot’ Higher Threshold Land Value: £495,000 per hectare has 

been applied to land values in the ‘honey pot’ area which includes Value 

Area 4 and has also been tested on Value Area 3 to provide a complete 

view of the higher values areas. This higher TLV is based on the Collier’s 

report findings as property prices are so high especially in Value Area 4 

that it is very likely land values will be affected by this. Colliers 

International have recommended that this higher TLV is applied to both 

the greenfield and brownfield sites.  

Residential Viability: Key Findings 

1.26 The results of the viability analysis undertaken indicate that there is some 

geographical differentiation in levels of residential property values throughout 

the District.  The viability results indicate that the Council may need to strike a 

balance between maximising the level of affordable housing and the revenue 

required to deliver infrastructure in the form of a Community Fund.   

1.27 Please note that the following table focuses on the Greenfield Viability Results 

and a separate table detailing the Brownfield Viability Results is available in 

Appendix 6. In cases where there is a £0 per m2 Community Fund rate, schemes 

in some instances result in a negative residual land value.  The Stage 2 Study 

will consider these schemes in more detail and further viability testing will be 

required.  

1.28 The viability results for each Value Area are then summarised as follows: 

Value Area Baseline Position 

 

Value Area 

1 

Greenfield 

(Plymouth 

North Eastern 

Fringe, 

Buckfastleigh 

and South 

Newton 

Abbot Urban 

Fringe.) 

 

 

Notional Sites of 20/ 50/ 100/ 250/ 500 units (at 30dph): 

Value Area 1 

No of Units 20 50 100 250 500 

 
30dph 30dph 30dph 30dph 30dph 

20% AH £138-£153 £102-£124 £104-£130 £48-£84 £39-£56 

30% AH £0 £17-£48 £34-£52 £0-£2 £0 

40% AH £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 

50% AH £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 

Table 1.3 – Value Area 1 results (£ per m2)  for 20-500 unit schemes with 

Greenfield Threshold Land Value 1 and 2 applied to the model based on size 

(20 units: £395,000 per ha , 50-500units: £345,000 per ha)  

 

In Value Area 1, the results show that the area is unable to support any viable level of 

Community Fund contribution on all sites at 40% and 50% affordable housing.  

 

At 30% affordable housing, the 100 unit scheme is the most viable, delivering the highest 

Community fund contribution of between £34-£52 per m2. The 20 unit and 500 unit 

schemes are unable to provide any Community Fund rate in Value Area 1 at 30% 
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Affordable Housing.   

 

When affordable housing is reduced to 20%, all the scheme types tested are able to 

provide some level of Community Fund contribution, starting at £39-£56 per m2 on the 500 

unit scheme and reaching a maximum of £138-£153 per m2 on the 20 unit scheme.  

 

Notional Sites of 100/ 250/ 500 (at 45dph): 

Value Area 1 

No of Units 100 250 500 

  45dph  45dph  45dph  

20% AH £90-£115 £58-£96 £30-£46 

30% AH £24-£45 £3-£30 £0 

40% AH £0 £0 £0 

50% AH £0 £0 £0 

Table 1.4 – Value Area 1 results (£ per m2) for 100-500 unit 

schemes with Greenfield Threshold Land Value 2 applied to the 

model (100-500units: £345,000 per ha)  

 

In Value Area 1, if the density is increased to 45dph (sites of 100 to 500 units), the 

schemes tested are still unable to provide any viable level of Community Fund rate at 40%/ 

50% affordable housing.   

The 100 and 500 unit schemes show a minimal decrease in the viable level of Community 

Fund rate when the density is increased from 30dph to 45dph. In relation to the 250 unit 

scheme, the level of Community Fund rate shows a small increase at a higher density. This 

scheme can provide higher levels of Community Fund contribution at 20% and 30% 

affordable housing. 

 

Value Area 

2 

Greenfield 

(Plymouth 

South 

Eastern 

Fringe, 

Ivybridge 

Urban Area, 

Ashburton 

Urban Area, 

Kingsbridge 

Urban Area, 

Totnes Urban 

Area, 

Northern and 

Southern 

Torbay) 

 

Notional Sites of 20/ 50/ 100/ 250/ 500 units (at 30dph):  

 

Value Area 2 

No of 

Units 
20 50 100 250 500 

  30dph  30dph  30dph  30dph  30dph  

20% AH 
£181-

£198 

£182-

£158 

£133-

£162 
£62-£101 £50-£69 

30% AH £4-£44 £85-£109 £61-£82 £0-£21 £0-£12 

40% AH £0-£0 £0-£0 £0-£0 £0-£0 £0-£0 

50% AH £0-£0 £0-£0 £0-£0 £0-£0 £0-£0 

Table 1.5 – Value Area 2 results (£ per m2)  for 20-500 unit schemes with 

Greenfield Threshold Land Value 1 and 2 applied to the model based on size 

(20 units: £395,000 per ha , 50-500units: £345,000 per ha)  

 

The results in the table above show the level of Community Fund rate that can be 

attributed to each scheme, based on four different rates of affordable housing tested in 

Value Area 2. When 50% and 40% affordable housing targets are applied to the scheme, 

no level of Community Fund Rate can be supported by any scheme from 20 units to 500 

units at 30 dph. 

Lowering the affordable housing to 30% and 20% allows some level of Community Fund 

rate to be supported by all the schemes. The lowest viable Community Fund rates are 
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found in the larger schemes due to higher infrastructure costs (£5,000 per unit) being 

applied to sites of 250 units and 500 units, in comparison to the smaller schemes which 

have an external cost of 15% on base build costs applied. 

At 30%, affordable housing the 20 unit scheme delivers a Community Fund Rate of 

between £4 and £44 per m2. It is important to note that the study has applied a higher TLV 

(£395,000 per ha) to the smaller development sites including the 20 unit site. The higher 

TLV and the housing mix assumptions (in some cases) create a non linear relationship 

between the scheme sizes, change in affordable housing percentage and Value Areas.  

The 50 unit and 100 unit schemes are both able to provide some level of contribution, with 

the 50 unit site able to provide the highest level of Community Fund rate at 30% affordable 

housing.  At 20% affordable housing, the results show more of a standard trend with the 

highest viable Community Fund rate on a 20 unit scheme decreasing as the size of the 

scheme increases.  

Notional Sites of 100/ 250/ 500 units (at 45dph):  

Value Area 2 

No of 

Units 
100 250 500 

  45dph  45dph  45dph  

20% AH £242-£288 £178-£242 £121-£151 

30% AH £186-£220 £131-£184 £81-£105 

40% AH £105-£130 £67-£105 £28-£45 

50% AH £5-£36 £0-£0 £0-£0 

Table 1.6 – Value Area 2 results (£ per m2)  for 100-500 unit 

schemes with Greenfield Threshold Land Value 2 applied to the 

model (100-500units: £345,000 per ha)  

 

The large scheme types were also tested using a higher site density of 45dph. Overall, it is 

clear that building the schemes to a higher density dramatically increases the viable level of 

Community Fund rate that can be applied to the larger schemes in Value area 2. The 

results show a standard trend and as the size of the scheme increases, the level of viable 

Community Fund rate decreases.  For example, no Community Fund rate is viable at 50% 

affordable housing on either the 250 unit or 500 unit schemes. However the 100 unit 

scheme does achieve a Community Fund rate of between £5 and £36 per m2 at 50% 

affordable housing. 

 

Value Area 

3 

Greenfield 

(Rural South 

Eastern Area 

including 

Dartmouth 

Urban Area) 

 

Notional Sites of 20/ 50/ 100/ 250/ 500 units (at 30dph): 

 

Value Area 3 

No of Units 20 50 100 250 500 

  30dph  30dph  30dph  30dph  30dph  

20% AH £703-£812 £621-£728 £550-£660 £417-£532 £320-£379 

30% AH £581-£658 £578-£665 £509-£604 £468-364 £279-£331 

40% AH £523-£570 £491-£548 £437-£509 £295-£383 £224-£270 

50% AH £419-£448 £402-£431 £327-£377 £197-£264 £147-£184 

Table 1.7 – Value Area 3 results (£ per m2)  for 20-500 unit schemes with 

Greenfield Threshold Land Value 1 and 2 applied to the model based on size (20 
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units: £395,000 per ha , 50-500units: £345,000 per ha)  

 

In Value Area 3, the results show a significant increase in viable levels of Community Fund 

rate that can be applied to the sites. The drastic increase in the level of Community Fund 

rate is explained by the fact that property values (on a per m2 basis) are around 30% 

higher than Value Area 2. The results in Value Area 3 shows a clearer trend when compared 

to Value Areas 1 and 2, for example, the deliverable Community Fund rate decreases as the 

site typologies become larger with the 20 unit scheme able to provide the highest level of 

Community Fund rate.   

    

Notional Sites of 100/ 250/ 500 units (at 45dph): 

 

Value Area 3 

No of Units 100 250 500 

  45dph  45dph  45dph  

20% AH £691-£830 £554-£700 £408-£484 

30% AH £659-£783 £522-£659 £379-£450 

40% AH £617-£721 £477-£603 £340-£404 

50% AH £554-£634 £416-£527 £285-£341 

Table 1.8 – Value Area 3 results (£ per m2) for 100-500 

unit schemes with Greenfield Threshold Land Value 2 

applied to the model (100-500units: £345,000 per ha)  

 

Implementing a higher density rate on the larger schemes tested (100, 250 and 500 units) 

results in a significant increase in the level of viable Community Fund rate in Value Area 3. 

However, the results follow the same trend with the 100 unit site showing the highest 

viable rates of Community Fund rate in comparison to the 250 and 500 unit schemes.  

Comparing the results from the 45dph table (1.8) above to the 30 dph table (1.7) above, 

the highest increases in Community Fund rate can be seen at 50% affordable housing 

rather than 20% affordable housing. For example on a 500 unit site the viable contribution 

even at 50% affordable housing the viable Community Fund contribution reaches up to 

£285-£341 per m2 in comparison to between £147-£184 per m2 at 30 dph.   

 

 

Value Area 

4 

Greenfield 

(honey pot’ 

area 

including 

Salcombe 

and Newton 

Ferrers) 

 

Notional Sites of 20/ 50/ 100/ 250/ 500 units (at 30dph): 

Value Area 4 

No of 

Units 
20 50 100 250 500 

  30dph  30dph  30dph  30dph  30dph  

20% 

AH 

£1568-

£1851 

£1512-

£1800 

£1342-

£1618 

£1057-

1311 

£808-

£953 

30% 

AH 

£1489-

£1748 

£1516-

£1793 

£1320-

£1585 

£1032-

£1280 

£786-

£928 

40% 

AH 

£1472-

£1709 

£1462-

£1718 

£1295-

£1545 

£994-

£1233 

£756-

£894 

50% 

AH 

£1448-

£1655 

£1415-

£1641 

£1259-

£1490 

£946-

£1174 

£715-

£846 

Table 1.9 – Value Area 4  results (£ per m2) for 20-500 unit schemes with 

Greenfield Threshold Land Value 1 and 2 applied to the model based on size 
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(20 units: £395,000 per ha , 50-500units: £345,000 per ha)  

 

The results from Value Area 4, on Greenfield sites, demonstrate a dramatic increase in the 

level of Community Fund that is deliverable. This is mostly due to property values 

increasing by up to 70% in Value Area 4, when compared to Value Area 3.  

 

The results indicate that with the larger schemes (100, 250 and 500 units) as the number 

of units increase, the level of viable Community Fund rate decreases. The smaller schemes 

are far more viable than the larger schemes with between £1,448-£1,655 per m2 viable 

even at 50% affordable housing on a 20 unit scheme. 

 

Notional Sites of 100/ 250/ 500 units (at 45dph): 

 

Value Area 4 

No of 

Units 
100 250 500 

  45dph  45dph  45dph  

20% AH £1529-£1843 £1257-£1555 £944-£1114 

30% AH £1530-£1836 £1256-£1552 £935-£1105 

40% AH £1531-£1826 £1244-1536 £924-£1093 

50% AH £1533-£1813 £1239-£1527 £908-£1075 

Table 1.10 – Value Area 4 results (£ per m2) for 100-500 

unit schemes with Greenfield Threshold Land Value 2 

applied to the model (100-500units: £345,000 per ha) 

 

In the table above, the level of Community Fund rate shows a fair level of increase on the 

30 dph results in Value Area 4 in table 1.9. Overall as the level of affordable housing 

increases it actually has a minimal impact on the viable level of Community Fund rate. For 

example the level of Community Fund viable in the 100 unit scheme shows a minimal 

difference between 20% to 50% affordable housing with between £1,529-£1,843 per m2 at 

20% affordable housing and between £1,533-£1,813 per m2 at 50% affordable housing as 

shown in table 1.10 above. A similar trend is shown in the 250 and 500 unit sites. 

 

 

Value Area 

3 

‘Honey Pot’ 

Higher 

Threshold 

Land Value 

 

 

Notional Sites of 20/ 50/ 100/ 250/ 500 units (at 30dph): 

Value Area 3 

No of 

Units 
20 50 100 250 500 

  30dph  30dph  30dph  30dph  30dph  

20% AH £660-£717 £556-£647 £490-£586 £352-451 £267-£316 

30% AH £530-£595 £504-£572 £441-£520 £290-£376 £219-£261 

40% AH £528-£574 £397-£440 £355-£411 £208-£276 £154-£188 

50% AH £338-£373 £273-£305 £222-£259 £92-£135 £63-£86 

Table 1.11 – Value Area 3 results (£ per m2) for 20-500 unit schemes with the 

Higher Threshold Land Value applied to the model (20-500units: £495,000 per 

ha)  

 

The table above includes the results using a higher TLV of £495,000 per ha which could be 

found in parts of Value Area 3. The results show that even with the higher land value 

applied to the model all the schemes are able to provide some level of Community Fund 

rate.  
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The levels of viable Community Fund rate show a clear trend between affordable housing 

percentages and scheme size, whereby the value of viable Community Fund falls as the 

scheme size and affordable housing percentage is increased.   

 

The largest decrease in viable Community Fund rates is the decrease from 20 units to 500 

units at 20% affordable housing, decreasing by between £393-£401 per m2 (using the 

lowest and highest Community Fund rate values), showing the impact of larger 

infrastructure costs and increased S106 costs has an impact of around 55% on the viable 

level of Community Fund rate that can be applied to a larger scheme in comparison to a 

smaller scheme.  

 

 

 

Value Area 

4 

‘Honey Pot’ 

Higher 

Threshold 

Land Value 

 

 

Notional Sites of 20/ 50/ 100/ 250/ 500 units (at 30dph): 

Value Area 4 

No of 

Units 
20 50 100 250 500 

  30dph  30dph  30dph  30dph  30dph  

20% AH 
£1525-

£1798 

£1447-

£1720 

£1283-

£1545 

£992-

£1231 

£755-

£888 

30% AH 
£1438-

£1685 

£1441-

£1700 

£1253-

£1501 

£958-

£1188 

£726-

£853 

40% AH 
£1413-

£1636 

£1375-

£1610 

£1216-

£1447 

£907-

£1,125 

£686-

£807 

50% AH 
£1378-

£1568 

£1311-

£1513 

£1164-

£1371 

£841-

£1045 

£630-

£742 

Table 1.12 – Value Area 4 results (£ per m2) for 20-500 unit schemes with the 

Higher Threshold Land Value applied to the model (20-500units: £495,000 per 

ha)  

 

The results above show the viable level of Community Fund rate that can be applied to each 

size scheme at 4 different levels of affordable housing tested in Value Area 4 with a higher 

TLV (£495,000 per ha) applied to the model. It is most likely that the higher Land Value 

included in this test will cover the majority of Value Area 4, however it is important to note 

that Value Area 4 as a whole is considered in this study to be a small ‘Honey Pot’ area of 

high value property and land, it should be taken into account compared to the other Value 

Areas tested it is a very small part of the District. Overall the results show that a 

considerable level of Community Fund is viable at all the affordable housing percentages 

tested even with the increased TLV.  

 

1.29 Sensitivity testing of affordable housing requirements at 40%, 30%, and 20% 

indicates that the amount of money achievable for the Community Fund 

increases as affordable housing percentage requirement reduces. This 

demonstrates that it will be necessary for the Council to decide what its 

priorities for planning policy costs are, once the Stage 2 viability study has been 

completed.  

1.30 It is unlikely that any future Community Fund charge will be set at the 

maximum level indicated by the viability assessments.  This leaves a margin to 

allow for market fluctuations and site specific viability issues.  As such, where a 
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range of Community Fund rates are put forward, a more conservative view is 

recommended and the lower end of the range is most likely then to be adopted.  

1.31 The identified Community Fund also includes contributions towards additional 

Section 106 and infrastructure/ sustainability costs.  The refinement of 

infrastructure costs and development options will help to determine how the 

Community Fund ‘Pot’ is divided between Section 106 costs, on-site 

infrastructure and CIL.  The Stage 2 Study will then be able to include more 

accurate infrastructure and Section 106 costs.  These will then be tested as a 

cost to development which will help to establish the CIL rate.   

Residential Development: Next Steps 

1.32 The Strategic Assessment of Development Viability has identified the following 

recommendations:    

 After the Development Strategy has been finalised, it is recommended the 

Council review the conclusions of the Infrastructure Delivery Plan.  It is 

also recommended the Council prepare a costed schedule of infrastructure 

for the purposes of demonstrating the existence of any infrastructure 

funding gaps. 

 Viability analysis has suggested that there may be scope for smaller 

developments of 5/ 10 dwellings to provide a contribution towards the 

Community Fund and this will be further explored by Stage 2 of the 

Strategic Assessment of Development Viability.   

 The Viability analysis demonstrates there is a clear disparity of viable 

Community Fund rates between Value Area 1 & 2 and Value Area 3 & 4. 

The results show viable Community Fund contributions are rare at 50% 

and 40% affordable housing across all the tested sites in Value Area 1 & 2 

and viable levels of Community Fund rate applicable in Value Area 3 & 4 

even with the Higher TLV of £495,000 per ha applied to Value Area 3 & 4.   

 For the larger schemes, including 250 unit and 500 unit schemes, care 

needs to be taken when interpreting the viability results, as the 

assumptions include infrastructure costs of £5,000 and S106 costs of 

£2,000 per unit. The infrastructure costs for short term (years 1-5) 

requirements and the major physical infrastructure required to bring 

forward strategic development locations have yet to be determined.  This 

will have an impact on viability and the development frameworks to be 

agreed with site promoters in advance of the new Our Plan’s independent 

Examination.  If higher infrastructure costs are identified, this will affect 

viability and the level of Community Fund achievable. The level of impact 

is shown clearly in the sensitivity tests in Section 8.  

 If the development options alter significantly to the site categories already 

tested, further viability analysis will be required.  The results of the 

viability testing have shown enough variation on a spatial/ geographical 

basis to justify a differential CIL charge. The identified Value Areas may 

form the basis for different charging zones.   

 Viability testing cannot take into account of every exceptional 

circumstance and there may be examples of sites within a zone which 

produce residual values contrary to the model results.  
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 It is recommended that a review of these recommendations will be 

required in the light of any changes to the national and local policy 

context or to market conditions, particularly in the context of emerging 

government guidance on the increasing importance of home ownership 

affordable housing solutions.   
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2.0 Introduction 

 

2.1 Levvel Ltd is appointed to undertake a Strategic Viability Assessment on behalf 

of South Hams District Council.  The Council is preparing a new local plan for 

their area titled ‘Our Plan - South Hams’.  The plan will cover the period 2011-

31 and will replace the current Local Development Framework documents.  The 

Strategic Assessment of Development Viability will inform the preparation of 

both the Local Plan and will be undertaken in the context of the National 

Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) March 2012.  The Study also considers the 

impact of affordable housing and sustainability costs on the level of Community 

Fund/ Developer Contribution Pot available in the 4 identified Value Areas across 

the District.   

2.2 The main purpose of the Strategic Viability Assessment is to consider the 

balance of policy priorities between, site specific infrastructure, sustainability, 

affordable housing and other S106 requirements on residential sites, having 

regard to standard costs and land values.  Please note that the Council has yet 

to make a formal decision to implement a CIL, but the viability work will provide 

evidence to inform a future decision. 

2.3 Levvel is supported by Colliers International who has produced a Land Valuation 

Report (Please see Appendix 5), which considers the issue of Threshold Land 

Values across the District for relevant land uses.   This technical work will help 

to inform the development strategy for the District covering the period up to 

2031.   

2.4 South Hams District Council is currently progressing with its draft Local Plan 

called Our Plan South Hams.  South Hams District Council has already 

undertaken the Regulation 18 (this ended in June 2014) consultation on the 

scope of the plan and this proved useful in terms of gathering local knowledge.  

The Council is currently writing policies and strategies with Regulation 19 

consultation on the proposed Our Plan, timetabled to start in November/ 

December 2015. 

2.5 The infrastructure costs for short term (years 1-5) requirements and this Stage 

1 Study has examined a range of infrastructure costs on sites across the 

District. The Council will imminently be publishing its draft Infrastructure 

Delivery Plan (IDP) as part of the Regulation 19 consultation, which is the final 

process of consultation (timetabled to be held early 2016) prior to the 

submission of the Plan for independent examination. The IDP will identify the 

infrastructure required to deliver the aspirations of the emerging Our Plan. It is 

also recommended that if the evidence base points towards higher 

infrastructure costs that further tests of viability are undertaken to ensure 

development sites are still deliverable.   

2.6 Levvel has undertaken the viability analysis of residential sites as part of the 

project.  The assessment has taken into account different levels of economic 

growth which will affect viability. Levvel has approached the project in 

accordance with the requirements in the National Planning Policy Framework 

March 2012, and the Harman Report (Viability Testing Local Plans – Advice for 

planning practitioners), June 2012.   

2.7 The Viability results consider the amount of developer surplus that could be 

available to support a Community Fund Pot in different parts of the District. This 

gives the Council an indication of what level of Community Fund or other similar 
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contribution could be applied, if any, in addition to other costs, when a “sliding 

scale” of affordable housing provision is tested.  

2.8 In summary the results show value areas 1 and 2 at 50% affordable housing 

are unable to viably provide any level of Community Fund contribution on all the 

different site typologies tested. In value area 3 and 4 on the vast majority of 

sites were able to provide 50% affordable housing, even with the higher land 

value applied of £495,000 per ha. Value area 4 is able to provide levels of 

Community Fund rate up to £1,378-£1,568, based on a TLV of £495,000 per ha 

on a 20 unit site at 50% affordable housing. 

2.9 Due to the volume of information, we have shown key results within the main 

report (Chapters 6 and 7) and where relevant, a range of sensitivities have 

been tested (Chapter 8). In cases where a development scenario shows a viable 

result we have also shown a table which sets out (in £ per m2) for private units 

only, the surplus value that is the amount that could be used to form a 

Community Fund.    

2.10 When the final local plan is produced this will allow the Council to take a more 

comprehensive view of the level of developer contributions that may be 

chargeable in different parts of the District, especially with viability varying 

extensively across the South Hams district.  This will also allow the Council to 

fully consider the required level of infrastructure required during the Plan 

period, up to 2031.  Further Stage 2 viability work may then be required to 

assess the impact of applying a Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) charge, 

subject to a future member decision, on representative residential sites and 

provide the basis of a CIL charging schedule.   

2.11 In the course of this study, we have carried out a large number of sensitivity 

tests – more than could be conveniently reported upon in this document without 

it becoming unwieldy. We have attempted to extract and report upon the most 

relevant results.  The Harman Report acknowledges that viability reports may 

need to be updated over time and, if other scenarios were to prove more 

relevant, these may be tested at a later date. 

2.12 Given the scope of the tender brief and the variations across the District in 

respect of land values and property values, it has been essential to develop a 

methodology that measures viability on a consistent basis. However also 

ensuring the methodology is flexible enough to allow for relevant variables 

including site abnormalities, brownfield sites, changes to the housing market 

amongst others. Furthermore, given that Our Plan South Hams, when adopted, 

will prevail until 2031, we have also ensured that our methodology includes an 

element of “future-proofing” to give the Council the confidence that the policy 

can be applied now and in years to come.   

2.13 This Study is structured in the following way: 

 Chapter 3: Provides the wider context of the study, including a summary 

of relevant policy and guidance which have informed the Strategic 

Assessment of Development Viability.  This also includes a brief overview 

of the planning strategy for South Hams District Council; 

 Chapter 4: Provides an overview of the methodology used to test the 

viability of different land uses in South Hams and the assumptions applied 
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to the study.  Our methodology and cost and value assumptions that have 

informed the Study are explained.   

 Chapter 5: Sets out the approach of the study to stakeholder 

engagement.  Planning on the basis of viability requires a credible and 

robust evidence base.  Stakeholder engagement has thus allowed Levvel 

to consider relevant local data; 

 Chapter 6: Provides an overview of how the viability results are 

presented for the 20 to 500 unit developments.  A viability matrix is 

produced for each category of development and Value Area showing the 

level of Community Fund/ Developer Contribution Pot (on a £ per m2 

basis) that is deliverable for each site type tested on different land uses; 

 Chapter 7: Reviews development viability for small sites of 5 to 10 units.  

This section examines whether these small sites can produce a 

contribution towards the Community Fund in addition to other costs 

applied to the development and the impact of affordable housing 

provision.  This section also considers the option of a Commuted Sum 

methodology to allow for instances where an off-site contribution towards 

affordable housing may need to be considered by the District Council; 

 Chapter 8: Sets out the results of sensitivity testing which examines the 

viability of a range of variables including tenure mix, infrastructure costs 

and developer profit; and 

 Chapter 9: Sets out our conclusions and recommendations based on the 

viability results, emerging and adopted policy. 
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3.0 Wider Context of the Study 

 

3.1 Relevant national and local policy information and guidance is contained in this 

section. 

National Policy and Guidance 

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 

3.2 The National Planning Policy Framework was published in March 2012 and sets 

out the Government’s planning policies for England and how these are expected 

to be applied and is a material consideration in determining applications.  

Paragraph 12 of the NPPF does not change the statutory status of the 

development plan but emphasises that it is important that ‘local planning 

authorities should have an up to date plan in place’.   

3.3 Paragraph 158 of the NPPF goes on to require local planning authorities to 

‘ensure that the Local Plan is based on adequate, up-to-date and relevant 

evidence about the economic, social and environmental characteristics and 

prospects of the area…[and that local planning authorities] should ensure that 

their assessment of and strategies for housing…are integrated, and that they 

take full account of relevant market and economic signals.’ 

3.4 Section 6 of the NPPF is entitled, ‘Delivering a wide choice of high quality 

homes’. It requires local planning authorities to, ‘use their evidence base to 

ensure that the Local Plan meets the full, objectively assessed needs for market 

and affordable housing in the housing market area…’. 

3.5 Paragraph 50 of the NPPF sets out certain steps local planning authorities should 

take, ‘to deliver a wide choice of high quality homes, widen opportunities for 

home ownership and create sustainable, inclusive and mixed communities’ and, 

in respect of cases, ‘where they have identified affordable housing is needed, set 

policies for meeting this need on site, unless off-site provision or a financial 

contribution of broadly equivalent value can be robustly justified...’. 

3.6 Ensuring viability and deliverability is the theme of paragraphs 173-177 of the 

NPPF, with paragraph 173 stating, ‘Pursuing sustainable development requires 

careful attention to viability and costs in plan-making and decision-taking. Plans 

should be deliverable. Therefore, the sites and the scale of development 

identified in the plan should not be subject to such a scale of obligations and 

policy burdens that their ability to be developed viably is threatened. To ensure 

viability, the costs of any requirements likely to be applied to development, such 

as requirements for affordable housing, standards, infrastructure contributions 

or other requirements should, when taking account of the normal cost of 

development and mitigation, provide competitive returns to a willing landowner 

and willing developer to enable the development to be deliverable.’  

3.7 Paragraph 174 further states that local planning authorities, ‘should assess the 

likely cumulative impacts on development in their area of all existing and 

proposed local standards, supplementary planning documents and policies that 

support the development plan, when added to nationally required standards. In 

order to be appropriate, the cumulative impact of these standards and policies 

should not put implementation of the plan at serious risk, and should facilitate 

development throughout the economic cycle.’ 
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3.8 In respect of planning conditions and obligations (paragraphs 203-206) of the 

NPPF states, ‘where obligations are being sought or revised, local planning 

authorities should take account of changes in market conditions over time and, 

wherever appropriate, be sufficiently flexible to prevent planned development 

being stalled.’ 

Updates to National Planning Policy – Consultation (2015) 

3.9 At present the Government is proposing changes to National Planning Policy 

which are currently under-going consultation. The document titled ‘Consultation 

on proposed changes to national planning policy’’, was published December 

2015 and highlights the changes proposed.  

3.10 In relation to affordable housing the Consultation document states that the 

Government is looking to change the definition of affordable housing to include 

a wider range of products. This is detailed in the following paragraph:   

“We propose to amend the national planning policy definition of affordable 

housing so that it encompasses a fuller range of products that can support 

people to access home ownership. We propose that the definition will continue 

to include a range of affordable products for rent and for ownership for 

households whose needs are not met by the market, but without being 

unnecessarily constrained by the parameters of products that have been used in 

the past which risk stifling innovation. This would include products that are 

analogous to low cost market housing or intermediate rent, such as discount 

market sales or innovative rent to buy housing. Some of these products may not 

be subject to ‘in perpetuity’ restrictions or have recycled subsidy.1”  

3.11 The main change to National Planning Policy which may affect the emerging ‘Our 

Plan’ is the potential introduction of starter homes as an affordable housing 

product to promote affordable home ownership which is touched upon in the 

paragraph above.  

3.12 Starter homes are currently being defined as the following: 

“The Bill defines starter homes as new dwellings for first time buyers under 40, 

sold at a discount of at least 20% of market value and at less than the price cap 

of £250,000 (or £450,000 in London). Support is available through the Help to 

buy ISA to help purchasers save for a deposit”.  

3.13 It is currently unclear how starter homes could be implemented into affordable 

housing policy and if they are a replacement for affordable rented and/or shared 

ownership units of if they will be in addition, however this may be something to 

include in the stage 2 viability assessment.  

National Planning Policy Guidance (NPPG) 

3.14 On 6th March 2014, the Government published National Planning Policy 

Guidance (NPPG). This replaces a number of older guidance notes and 

complements the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). The new guidance 

is not intended to provide further policy but instead is meant to help clarify 

issues relevant to the planning regime. 

                                                           
1 Consultation on proposed changes to national planning policy , Paragraph 9, Page 7 
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3.15 Paragraph 006 of the NPPG states that, ‘Local Plans and neighbourhood plans 

should be based on a clear and deliverable vision of the area. Viability 

assessments can be used as a tool to assist with the developments of plans and 

plan policies. It should ensure that visions and policies are realistic and provide 

high level assurance that the plan policies are viable. Development of plan 

policies should be iterative – with draft policies tested against evidence of the 

likely ability of the market to deliver the plan’s policies, and revised as part of a 

dynamic process. ‘2 

  

3.16 The NPPG also notes that, ‘assessing the viability of plans does not require 

individual testing of every site or assurance that individual sites are viable; site 

typologies may be used to determine viability at policy level. Assessment of 

samples of sites may be helpful to support evidence and more detailed 

assessment may be necessary for particular areas or key sites on which the 

delivery of the plan relies.’3 

3.17 The NPPG notes that, ‘plan makers should not plan to the margin of viability but 

should allow for a buffer to respond to changing markets and to avoid the need 

for frequent plan updating. Current costs and values should be considered when 

assessing the viability of plan policy. Policies should be deliverable and should 

not be based on an expectation of future rises in values at least for the first five 

years of the plan period.  This will help to ensure realism and avoid complicating 

the assessment with uncertain judgements about the future.  Where any 

relevant future change to regulation or policy (either national or local) is known, 

any likely impact on current costs should be considered.’4 

3.18 The NPPG also indicates that, ‘evidence should be proportionate to ensure plans 

are underpinned by a broad understanding of viability. Greater detail may be 

necessary in areas of known marginal viability or where the evidence suggests 

that viability might be an issue – for example in relation to policies for strategic 

sites which require high infrastructure investment’5.  

2015 Ministerial Statement 

3.19 In March 2015 the government published the Ministerial Statement which stated 

that new developments which included 10 dwellings or less or 1,000 square 

meters or less would not be required to provide any affordable housing 

contribution. 

3.20 However since the publishing of the 2015 Ministerial Statement, the 10 unit 

threshold was challenged by Reading Borough Council and West Berkshire 

District Council. The High Court ruling in July 2015 over turned the 10 unit 

threshold and the Government retracted the national threshold. However a 

statement by DCLG dated 28th September 2015, included that the Government 

was permitted to appeal this High Court decision in the following quote: 

                                                           
2 Paragraph 005 Reference ID: 10-006-20140306 

3 Paragraph: 006 Reference ID: 10-006-20140306 

4 Paragraph: 008 Reference ID: 10-008-20140306 

5 Paragraph 005 Reference ID: 10-006-20140306 
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"We can confirm we have been granted permission to appeal against the judge’s 

decision on the West Berkshire and Reading court case"6. 

3.21 The 2015 Ministerial Statement also included that the zero carbon standards 

which are proposed in 2016, and will not impact on developments of 10 units or 

less to prevent significant additional costs to smaller developers.   

Viability Testing Local Plans – Advice for Planning Practitioners 

3.22 The other viability evidence document known as the Harman Report, was 

published in June 2012. It is the result of a cross industry group of stakeholders, 

all with interests in home building in England and was chaired by Sir John 

Harman. The group aims, in part, to support growth and high standards in 

homebuilding to assist local authorities and developers to find agreed ways to 

fulfil their obligations under the NPPF. This report contains practical advice for 

planners on developing viable Local Plans in the context of the NPPF. The 

methodology used within this South Hams report is consistent with the 

recommendations made by the Harman Report. In particular it follows the points 

below: 

 Makes use of a cash flow in order properly to address the passage of time 

and the cost of finance; 

 Uses appropriate assumptions in respect of costs and values which have 

been widely consulted upon; 

 Assesses the viability of development both now and (on the basis of three 

different market projections) in the future in order to provide an 

understanding of how viability may change over time; 

 Assumes that, for the first five years of the study, costs and values 

remain steady, except where known changes in costs arise from the 

anticipated changes to building regulations. 

Local Policy and Guidance 

Our Plan 

3.23 ‘Our Plan – South Hams’ will be an overarching strategic plan for the whole 

District to 2031.  It will cover a wide range of topics, from issues such as 

community wellbeing, energy needs and landscape protection through to 

employment growth, housing and infrastructure.  Our Plan will include planning 

policies for the part of South Hams outside of the Dartmoor National Park who 

have their own plans and policies for their area. 

3.24 The figure below (3.1) includes the current timetable for ‘Our Plan – South 

Hams’. The timetable has been taken from the most recent South Hams, Latest 

News’ paper, Issue 9, dated February 2015. The timetable shows the stages of 

the plan process from January 2014 to the potential adoption date April 2016.  

                                                           
6 http://www.planningresource.co.uk/article/1366052/court-appeal-gives-dclg-permission-appeal-affordable-homes-

threshold-ruling 
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Figure 3.1 – Our Plan - South Hams submission timetable (Source: 

http://www.southhams.gov.uk/ourplan)   

3.25 Figure 3.1 demonstrates that South Hams District Council has already 

undertaken the Regulation 18 (this ended in June 2014) consultation on the 

scope of the plan and this proved useful in terms of gathering local knowledge.  

The Council is currently writing policies and strategies with Regulation 19 

consultation on the proposed our plan timetabled to start in November/ 

December 2015.  

3.26 The Council aims to make a positive contribution towards sustainable 

development by balancing the economic, environmental and social benefits of 

proposals coming forward. These proposals will be assessed in regards to 

various economic, environmental and social policy adopted by the Council. 

South Hams Local Development Framework – Core Strategy December 

2006 

3.27 Policy CS2 Housing Provision:  This Core Strategy identifies a target of 6,000 

new dwellings by 2016, distributed as follows: 

Settlement/Area Approximate Number of 

Dwellings 

South Hams part of the PPUA 

Sherwood New Community 4,000 

Elsewhere in the PPUA 500 

Outside of the PPUA 

Dartmouth 200 

Ivybridge 100 

Kingsbridge 200 

Totnes 400 

Chillinton/Stokenham 50 

Modbury 50 

Salcombe 50 

Yealmpton 50 

Villages Listed in Policy CS1 400 

Table 3.1 – Housing target breakdown in South Hams from the 

Core Strategy, Policy CS2, page 24 (PPUA – Part of the Plymouth 

Principal Urban Area) 

3.28 Policy CS6 identifies the overall strategic target for affordable housing provision 

as 50% from all sources. The affordable housing should have appropriate regard 

to the identified local need, nature and scale of the location and the 

development proposed, characteristics of the site and the economics of 

provision.  

http://www.southhams.gov.uk/ourplan
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Affordable Housing Development Plan Document (AHDPD) – Adopted in 

September 2008 

3.29 The Council’s adopted LDF Core Strategy sets a strategic affordable housing 

target of 50% from all sources. The Affordable Housing Development Plan 

Document (AHDPD) was adopted in September 2008.  On allocated sites, the 

affordable housing targets across the District are: 

 50% on the Plymouth Urban Fringe 

 55% in the Area Centres (Dartmouth, Ivybridge, Kingsbridge and Totnes 

and Local Centres (Chillington/Stokenham, Modbury, Salcombe and 

Yealmpton) 

 60% in the rural areas 

3.30 On unallocated sites, a sliding scale will be used to calculate affordable housing 

provision, as follows: 

 Capacity for 2 to 5 dwellings – 20% (off site) 

 Capacity for 6 to 14 dwellings – 35% (on site) 

 Capacity for 15 or more dwellings – 50% (on site) 

3.31 Any part of the resulting requirement making up less than a whole unit of 

affordable housing shall be provided as a financial contribution, where this 

would not compromise the overall viability of the development.  

Planning Obligations Supplementary Planning Document – December 

2008 

3.32 The Planning Obligations Supplementary Planning Document (POSPD) was 

adopted in December 2008 and sets out the Council’s objectives, approach and 

requirements for planning obligations.  

3.33 The objective of the POSPD is to provide clarity to developers, the Local 

Authority, local residents and other stakeholders regarding the basis on which 

planning obligations will be sought. It explains the process the Council will follow 

and sets out the management costs and legal fees it will charge in respect of 

dealing with planning obligations.  

Facilitating Economic Growth in South Hams and West Devon (May 

2014) 

3.34 An economic strategy for growth in South Hams and West Devon was published 

in May 2014 by JOHT Resources Limited. The strategy is referred to by two 

names; ‘Facilitating Economic Growth in South Hams and West Devon’ and 

‘Economic Growth Advisor Study (EGAS)’.  

3.35 This work was commissioned to undertake research to bring together evidence 

to create an economic growth strategy that could be led through the shared 

Economy function of West Devon and South Hams. It aims to maximise the 

Councils’ potential to support economic growth within the resources available to 

them and to assist them to consider how strategic employment land allocations 
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through the planning process could support business development, including in 

key sectors for growth.  

3.36 The EGAS suggested 3 strategic objectives for the Councils to follow in order to 

facilitate a supportive economic environment for employment and productivity 

growth in South Hams and West Devon. These are; 

 Maximise the contribution of Council functions to support economic 

growth e.g. through use of procurement processes; strategic planning 

tools and a proactive development management approach. 

 Develop relationships with local businesses to identify business needs and 

signpost business development opportunities for local businesses to 

participate in. 

 Develop strategic partnerships with key economic development 

organisations and their programmes and strategies, making these as 

available and relevant to businesses in South Hams and West Devon as 

possible, in support of economic growth. 

Strategic Housing Market Needs Assessment (October 2013) 

3.37 The Strategic Housing Market Needs Assessment (2013) which covers West 

Devon, Plymouth, South Hams, Cornwall and the Dartmoor National Park sub-

regional area, provides an overview of the areas current and future housing 

needs and conditions. The South Hams Overview Report which is contained 

within the SHMNA was prepared in order to support the development of ‘Our 

Plan’ and includes the following findings:  

 Number of households is forecast to grow over the period 2011 and 2031 

by between 3,930 and 15,630.  

 Internal migration has represented a fundamental driver of change in 

population over recent years. The trend based projections assume that 

this migration pattern will continue in the future.  

 Economic forecasts predict an increase in employment of between 5,870 

(Experian forecast) and 13,165 jobs (LEFM forecast) or between 295 and 

660 new jobs per annum on average between 2011 and 2030.  

 An annual need of 242 affordable properties is calculated as being 

required to meet the future needs over the next five years and the 

existing backlog (with 22 of these required within the Dartmoor Fringe 

sub-market in the Dartmoor National Park).  

 Affordable housing makes up 11% of the overall stock in South Hams; 

well below the national average of 17%. 

 Sustained need for family housing within the authority. 

 Higher demand for smaller properties, 1-2 bed, with need for this size of 

property making up 78% of total need (in the sub-markets excluding the 

Dartmoor National Park). Importantly, however, the lower levels of 

turnover in larger properties also suggests that in order to address future 



 
 
 
 
 

Page 27 of 146 

 

need and the current backlog new larger affordable properties will also be 

required.  

 The SHMNA analysis has indicated that whilst a notable proportion of 

households in need will require social housing, other affordable products 

including intermediate tenure properties will be able to address the needs 

of some households and should therefore form part of any new provision 

delivered across South Hams.  

 The tenure requirements of South Hams from the SHMA are set out in the 

table below; 

  Intermediate Social Rented 

 Supply 
Net Need 
(Total) 

Net Need 
(%) Supply 

Net Need 
(Total) 

Net Need 
(%) 

South 

Hams  
79 -26 -12% 146 246 112% 

Table 3.2 – Housing Tenure requirements in South Hams (Source: SHMA, figure 7.7) 

South Hams Housing Position Statement March 2014 

3.38 The South Hams Housing Position Statement was published by the Council in 

March 2014. The statement has been prepared; 

 To set out the current planning policy context in relation to the District’s 

housing land supply; 

 To confirm the Council’s position in terms of the district’s five year 

housing land supply and the delivery of allocated sites; 

 To show how the Council intends to positively respond to the 

requirements of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and its 

implications on decision making for housing application; and  

 To explain key areas of future work to be undertaken as part of the 

housing strategy to inform the new Local Plan and provide a timetable for 

this work.  

3.39 The statement estimates a current housing land supply of 5.1 years from 2013 

until 2018.  
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4.0 Methodology and Assumptions 

Levvel Development Viability Methodology 

4.1 Residual Land Value (RLV) assessment is a recognised practice within the 

development industry for evaluating costs and incomes associated with 

development.  In essence, such appraisals consider the income from a 

development in terms of sales or rental returns and compare this with the costs 

associated with developing that scheme.  The amount left over, or residual, is 

what is left for land acquisition, i.e. the RLV.  

4.2 The residual amount contained within the appraisal is assessed using the 

following formula: 

Gross Development Value LESS Gross Development Cost  

=  

  Residual  Land Value 

 

4.3 Levvel has developed a dynamic model to determine the RLV that has been used 

in negotiation with over 300 Local Authorities and used at appeal hearings on 

numerous occasions.  From this, a toolkit to assess viability on a District wide 

level has been developed, this is known as the Levvel Development Viability 

Model (DVM).    

4.4 Robust assumptions are then required to be inputted into this model.  

Development assumptions such as build costs, profit and development finance 

are arrived at through research as well as our experience and through 

consultation with the development industry and Council Officers.  Sensitivity 

testing of variables such as affordable housing percentage, tenure requirements 

and sales rates will ensure the validity of the study outputs and demonstrate the 

impact upon viability across the range of study scenarios.   

The Wider Economic Picture – Informing the Scenarios 

4.5 Whilst it is, obviously, impossible to project the future path of the housing 

market over a period of nearly 20 years, it must be possible to make some 

broad assumptions. In doing so, we start from an analysis of past trends in 

order to assess how the housing market may perform in the future.  While 

recent history shows specific characteristics which may be relevant to the period 

in question, there are still discernible medium and long term cyclical trends.  

This will not inform a single assessment of how the market will perform but will 

give us the main parameters within which we can test possible scenarios. 

4.6 Included at Appendix 3 is a consideration of the housing market over the past 

20 years, including the wider economic context. Appendix 3 outlines the 

evidence which has informed our dynamic assessment of viability over time and 

market scenario testing. 
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Viability Threshold Land Values 

4.7 There is a minimum land value which schemes need to achieve in order to be 

viable and therefore brought forward for development, otherwise it becomes 

more economic for the site to continue in its existing (or alternative) use.   

4.8 To inform the TLV used in the first assessment of viability, Levvel has carried 

out the following: 

 Sought feedback from stakeholders through the stakeholder engagement 

process (see Appendix 2); 

 Engaged Colliers International and Estate Agents to provide information 
on land values and recent land transactions undertaken in the District 
(see Appendix 5).  

4.9 The following figures are recommended by Colliers International as the ‘Current 

TLV’.  A more detailed assessment of the TLV can be found in the Colliers 

International Report in Appendix 5 (Appendix 1 in the Colliers International 

Report).   

4.10 Colliers International undertook an analysis of transactions in the land market 

which have informed the applied TLV.  Appendix 5 demonstrates that Colliers 

International recommend average TLV of the District which will allow 

development to come forward across the range of Value Areas tested.  The 

recommended threshold land values include: 

 Greenfield Threshold Land Value 1: £400,000 per hectare (sites of 2 

hectares, or less):  In respect of development occurring on greenfield 

land, Colliers have assessed comparable data in the South Hams District 

resulting in an overall Greenfield TLV. This figure has been applied in the 

testing across all the value areas due to the limited number of comparable 

sites in South Hams.  

 Greenfield Threshold Land Value 2: £345,000 per hectare (Sites of 2 

hectares, or more): In respect of development occurring on Greenfield 

land on larger sites, Colliers have assessed comparable data in South 

Hams. This TLV applied to larger Greenfield sites also had limited 

comparable data.  

 Small Sites of 10 Dwelling and Less:  A land value uplift of 20% has 

been applied to the above land values when assessing smaller sites of 10 

units and less.  Generally, it was found that a premium is applicable on 

smaller sites where land assembly and market values proved to be more 

expensive.  

 Brownfield Threshold Land Value 1: £395,000 per hectare has been 

applied to Brownfield land as per the Colliers report. Due to the limited 

number of comparables this TLV in the Colliers report applies to sites 

smaller than 2ha, however due to the limited data on Brownfield sites 

above this figure Levvel has applied this land values to all sites tested.  

 ‘Honey Pot’ Higher Threshold Land Value: £495,000 per hectare has 

been applied to land values in the ‘honey pot’ area which includes Value 

Area 4 and has also been tested on Value Area 3 to provide a complete 
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view of the higher values areas. This higher TLV is based on the Collier’s 

report findings as property prices are so high especially in Value Area 4 

that it is very likely land values will be affected by this.  Colliers 

International have recommended that this higher TLV is applied to both 

the greenfield and brownfield sites.  

Site Identification Methodology 

4.11 Using relevant information provided by the Council, a range of notional 

development sites likely to represent development over the life of the Plan (in 

respect of site size, density and unit numbers) were identified.  

4.12 Stakeholder consultation was also undertaken on the initial range of site 

typologies and densities and the feedback from stakeholders informed the 

selection of the notional sites.  However it is important to note that the Council’s 

development strategy is still subject to formal consultation, therefore the site 

typologies may change when ‘Our Plan’ is finalised.  Therefore, the sites may 

need a future test of development viability, and/or a Stage 2 Viability  

Assessment. 

4.13 Based upon information provided by the Council, 7 site typologies (included in 

table 4.1 below) have been tested at a site density of 30dph.  The larger 

development categories of 100, 200 and 500 units have also been tested at a 

higher net development density of 45 dph.  The notional site typologies tested 

are outlined below in table 4.1.  A detailed breakdown of unit composition for 

each notional development site can be found in Appendix 4. 

             

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Number of Units At 30 dph At 45 dph 

5 x  

10 x  

20 x  

50 x  

100 x x 

250 x x 

500 x x 

Table 4.1: Notional sites and net densities tested 
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4.14 In order to reflect the relationship between gross and net site density the 

following ratios have been assumed. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4.15 The table above provides the ratio for the gross to net calculation on 

development sites.  The gross site area takes into account the entire site which 

would include open space, roads, recreational space etc. However, the net 

developable area would only take into account the overall foot print of the 

properties built on the site, for example off road car parking, garden space and 

the house footprint itself.  

4.16 Understandably larger strategic sites will have a smaller percentage of net 

developable area (on average 60% as included in table 4.2) as these schemes 

would be expected to provide more open space. The information on site 

typologies tested is being provided for the purposes of informing the Strategic 

Viability Assessment. Please note that the information provided is based on the 

Council’s emerging strategy which has not yet been tested through any formal 

consultation or examination processes. 

Value Areas 

4.17 It is reasonable to assume that within a Local Authority boundary there will be 

variations in property values across the district. Property value research 

confirmed this and using the values identified from Land Registry data (values 

from 2013-2014) the district was separated into 4 areas. 

Value Area 
Value Area and 

Postcode 
Value Area Description 

1 
PL5 4, TQ11 0, PL6 7, 

PL21 9, TQ12  5, PL7 5 

Plymouth North Eastern Fringe, 

Buckfastleigh and South Newton 

Abbot Urban Fringe.  

2 

TQ3 1, TQ7 1, PL21 0, 

TQ9  5, TQ13 7, TQ10 9, 

TQ5 0, PL8 2, PL9 0 

Plymouth South Eastern Fringe, 

Ivybridge Urban Area, Ashburton 

Urban Area, Kingsbridge Urban 

Area, Totnes Urban Area, 

Northern and Southern Torbay 

3 

TQ7 4, TQ6 9, TQ9 7, 

TQ9 6, TQ7 2, TQ7 3, 

TQ6 0 

Rural South Eastern Area 

including Dartmouth Urban Area  

4 PL8 1, TQ 8 8 
‘honey pot’ area including 

Salcombe and Newton Ferrers 

Table 4.3: Postcode Sectors as they relate to Value Areas 

Site gross to net ratio 

0 ha 100% 

0.65 ha 75% 

6 ha 60% 

Table 4.2: Site gross to net ratio 
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4.18 The map on the following page illustrates the four ‘Value Bands’ which are 

labelled in the Legend 1, 2, 3 and 4’ within the South Hams District Council 

area: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Fig 4.1: Map of the District (*NB – The above map is for internal purposes 

and applies only to the area of West Devon which has been assessed in this 

study)  

 

4.19 Detailed research on achieved sales values across the District has been 

undertaken using Land Registry data at a Postcode Sector level (e.g. TQ9 7) for 

each type of property (detached, semi-detached, terraced and 

flats/maisonettes). This analysis resulted in the formation of sales values on a 

pound per square metre basis for detached, semi-detached, terraces and 

flats/maisonettes for four different value areas across the District.  Appendix 1 

to this report outlines in detail the sales values for each property type and each 

value area that have been used within this study. 

4.20 We are confident that the range of sales values used for the purposes of this 

assessment cover the range of sales values that could be achieved from new 

build development in the District.  There may however be certain, high profile 

luxury developments where sales values may be in excess of those tested within 

the study, and equally postcodes such as those adjacent to the Dartmoor 

National Park may have limited numbers of new build properties to provide 
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comparables, and therefore any approach to considerations of viability in 

respect of schemes such as this should be carefully considered. 

4.21 We also recognise that even within the same Value Area there is likely to be 

pockets where sales values may be higher or lower than the average values 

assessed for the purposes of this study, especially in the larger postcode sectors 

such as TQ9 7 and PL21 0 which cover a wider area. The Council may find it 

appropriate and beneficial to look more closely at the range of sales values used 

rather than focus specifically upon the value areas(s) they represent.   

Study Variables 

Affordable Housing Targets and Tenure Assumptions 

4.22 Affordable housing was tested in all value areas at 50%, 40%, 30% and 20% 

affordable housing targets on all the site typologies included in the study.  

4.23 As the Community Fund is not charged on affordable housing, a degree of care 

is required in considering the headline community fund rates presented in this 

paper. However, in the case of the Community Fund, the cost will vary 

depending upon the percentage of affordable housing delivered.   

4.24 Following consultation with the Council the following tenure mixes have been 

tested in which the figures below represent a percentage of the total affordable 

housing delivered: 

 70:30 (Affordable Rent: Shared Ownership) – Baseline Assumption; 

 

 60:40 (Affordable Rent: Shared Ownership); and 

 

 50:50 (Affordable Rent: Shared Ownership). 

Affordable Housing Assumptions  

4.25 Affordable rents used are based upon 90% of Local Housing Allowance (LHA) for 

the BRMA (Broad Rental Market Area) of Plymouth BRMA, and South Devon 

BRMA7. As the Local Housing Allowance figures differ between these BRMAs, we 

have used 90% of LHA based on the average figure of Plymouth and South 

Devon BRMA taken the average figure. The figures used in the model are 

included in table 4.4 below.  

House Type Plymouth BRMA South Devon BRMA 90% of LHA 

Shared £70.50 £63.50 £60.30 

1 Bed £93.23 £95.95 £85.13 

2 Bed £121.15 £126.92 £111.63 

3 Bed £139.84 £151.50 £131.10 

4 Bed £180.64 £190.34 £166.94 

Table 4.4 – BRMA rates for Plymouth and South Devon (including 90% of 

LHA based on the average of Plymouth and South Devon LHA rates) – 

Dated: December 2014 

                                                           
7 https://lha-direct.voa.gov.uk/search.aspx  

https://lha-direct.voa.gov.uk/search.aspx
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4.26 A yield of 5.5% is assumed on affordable rents. A management cost of £400 per 

annum, a maintenance cost of £400 per annum, a void percentage of 2.5% and 

a major repairs allowance of 0.8% is also assumed.   

4.27 Shared ownership is assumed as a 40% initial equity purchase with rent 

charged at 2.5% on the unsold equity.  A management cost of £150 per annum 

has also been assumed, these are considered to be reasonable assumptions for 

viability testing of this type.    

 

Section 106 Costs  
 

4.28 Baseline S106 costs have been applied across all the different sites as £2,000 

per unit. Levvel acknowledge that the Council has yet to make a formal decision 

to implement a CIL charge.  Typically, in cases where a CIL charge is adopted, 

charging Authorities maintain a lower Section 106 cost in the region of £1,000 

to £2,000 per unit.  Should the Council wish to explore the feasibility of a CIL 

charge in more detail, the mandatory Regulation 123 List8 will allow a more 

detailed analysis of the interaction of a CIL Levy and Section 106 costs.  If a 

higher Section 106 cost is required, this will need to be tested further.   

4.29 Chapter 8 of this study also considers a number of ‘Sensitivity Tests’ which 

examine the viability of higher Section 106 costs with lower rates tested for 

schemes below 250 units including £2,000 per unit (baseline) in comparison to 

£4,000 per unit and £6,000 per unit. On larger sites higher rates of S106 were 

tested including £2,000 per unit (baseline) in comparison to £6,000 per unit and 

£12,000 per unit.    

 

Lifetime Homes/Building for Life Requirements 

4.30 South Hams District Council may be looking to implement a policy to include 

Lifetime Homes, across an appropriate proportion of units.  

4.31 As a starting point, the viability tests have included a proportion of 25% of all 

homes on a site to be to Lifetime Homes standard and allowance of £750 per 

Lifetime Home is included for this.   

4.32 Chapter 8 includes the results of viability testing when Lifetime Home costs are 

not assumed.  The results of the sensitivity analysis indicate that the impact of 

Lifetime Homes has a marginal effect upon development viability.  

Sustainability Costs 

4.33 The baseline viability test included an allowance of £3,200 per unit above BCIS 

to allow for increased building standards as part of amalgamating Code for 

Sustainable homes into mandatory Building regulations in 2015. This figure is 

derived from the work completed by Davis Langdon and Element Energy for CLG 

in 2012 and then a further update by Element Energy on behalf of Brighton, 

Swindon, Wiltshire, Bath and North East Somerset) in September 2013.   

                                                           
8 Regulations 122 and 123  of the CIL Regs place limits on the use of planning obligations in three respects (1) they put the 

Government’s policy tests on the use of planning obligations (also found in paragraph 204 of the National Planning Policy 

Framework) on a statutory basis, for developments that are capable of being charged the levy (2) they ensure the local use of 

the levy and planning obligations does not overlap; and (3) they impose a limit on pooled contributions from planning 

obligations towards infrastructure that may be funded by the levy. 

 

http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2010/948/part/11/made
http://planningguidance.planningportal.gov.uk/blog/policy/achieving-sustainable-development/decision-taking/#paragraph_204
http://planningguidance.planningportal.gov.uk/blog/policy/achieving-sustainable-development/decision-taking/#paragraph_204
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4.34 A further sensitivity to accommodate the change in Building Regulation 

Standards proposed for 2016 for all housing to be ‘Carbon Neutral’ has been 

tested. These increased sustainability costs associated with increasing the 

efficiency of new build homes has been sensitivity tested in Chapter 8.  

Build Costs
9
  

4.35 Base build costs have been assessed with reference to the Build Cost 

Information Service (BCIS) at the levels set out below. These are per metre 

square costs and are based on median costs for gross internal floor area and do 

not include any uplift, for example for external build cost such as link roads etc. 

Base Costs BCIS South Hams - 27th December10
 

Estate Housing £981/m2 

Flats (apartments) £1161/m2 

Table 4.5 Assumed Base Build Costs 

 

4.36 Build costs have then been uplifted by 15% to account for external works.  

External works include; secondary and tertiary distribution roads, onsite 

services infrastructure, layout and landscaping of open spaces, street furniture, 

boundary treatments, etc.   

4.37 It is also important to note BCIS also includes a contract sum study which 

applies a reduction in build costs based on the total base build costs applied to 

the development, for example contract values of £4,900,000 could be subject to 

a 4% reduction. This is not applicable in all cases and therefore has not been 

applied in this phase 1 study as the area wide study does not test at the 

margins of viability, however it is something that could be applied in the viability 

testing of a development on a site by site basis or more local level study.     

4.38 Finally build cost contingency of 5% of total build costs was added.   

On-Site Infrastructure 

4.39 It has been assumed that sites within South Hams will be required to deliver a 

substantial amount of infrastructure and other planning requirements to provide 

a ‘worst case scenario’ approach associated with development. To reflect this we 

have assessed viability against a range of infrastructure costs.  The sums that 

have been assessed on a per unit basis are:   

 Sites of 5, 10, 20, 50, 100 Units: Infrastructure costs on smaller sites 

are considered to be included in the external works uplift applied to BCIS 

build costs (15% of build cost and specified above); and 

 

 Sites of 250, 500 and 1,500 Units: £5,000 per unit. 

4.40 Section 8 of this report examines the viability of lower/higher infrastructure 

costs. 

                                                           
9 The Build Costs included are Median figures taken from RICS BCIS figures. 

10 Levvel note that BCIS build costs have decreased in the intervening period.   
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Developer Profit  

4.41 In terms of the private dwellings tested, we have undertaken our testing on the 

basis of 20% developer profit (as a percentage of Gross Development Value), 

this is considered an industry accepted method for testing area wide viability. In 

line with other appraisals of this nature we have taken a long-term assumption 

as to the necessary profit to encourage development.  We have also sensitivity 

tested the higher profit/ internal overhead assumption in Section 8 of this 

report.  

4.42 The sensitivities included in chapter 8 also test a lower developer profit at 

17.5% and higher developer profit at 22.5% to allow for other factors such as 

increased or reduced risk of a site or lending caveats which banks may introduce 

related to risks with the developer, site and current economic market. 

4.43 For affordable housing, developer profit is around 6% of construction costs to 

reflect the contractor’s return. The lower level of profit reflects the much 

reduced risk associated with affordable housing since a known buyer is generally 

in place with a formal agreement to purchase at a fixed price prior to the 

commencement of works. 

Absorption rates 

4.44 A range of absorption rates have been assessed against each notional 

development site. For notional developments of 5-100 units, baseline absorption 

rates of 60 sales per annum have been assessed.  Additional sensitivities for 

absorption rates of 40 units per annum and 80 units per annum are also tested. 

These figures are based on our experience of assessing development viability 

submissions in the local area. 

4.45 On notional sites of 250 units and above, baseline absorption rates of 70 units 

per annum have been assumed, additional sensitivity tests with annual 

absorption rates at between 50 units per annum and 90 units per annum have 

been carried out. This reflects the different delivery approach taken for a larger 

site. 

4.46 In all cases the development timetables assume periods for: 

 enabling phases (for large scale developments); 

 

 planning application; 

 

 site acquisition; 

 

 construction period; 

 

 sales period. 

Other costs of development 

4.47 Other costs of development have been applied.  These costs are based on 

industry accepted values and provide a realistic view of development viability, 

these costs are included as follows: 

 Charged Interest Rate – 6.5%.  This is the long-term cost of 
development finance. Whilst the Bank of England Base Rate is currently at 
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0.5%, developers are not able to access finance at this level. Therefore a 

6.5% figure has been used; 

 Earned Interest Rate – 0.5%.  Again, a long term view of the earned 
interest rate has been taken; 

 Professional Fees – between 8% - 10% of Build Costs (8% is assumed 
for schemes at or above 250 units, 10% for schemes below 250 units).  
This allowance is intended to cover architects, consultants and engineers 

fees etc.  

 Marketing and Sales Fees – 3.5% of Gross Development Value; 

 Legal Fees on sales - £500 per unit; 

 Stamp Duty Land Tax – ranges between 0% and 4.0% depending on 
residual land value. 
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Levvel of Community Fund Available 

4.48 The main purpose of this study is to establish land values and standard costs 

and to consider the balance of policy priorities between CIL, site specific 

infrastructure, sustainability, affordable housing and other S106 requirements 

on residential sites.  Please note that the Council has yet to make a formal 

decision to implement a CIL, but the viability work will provide evidence to 

inform a future decision. 

4.49 The Strategic Assessment also considers the impact of different affordable 

housing and sustainability costs on the level of Community Fund (for definition – 

see below) available in 4 identified Value Areas across South Hams.   

What does the Community Fund Include? 

As the Our Plan Development Options and levels of Section 106 payments/ on-

site infrastructure have yet to be fully finalised, the results produced in this 

study of residential development provide evidence of the “residual surplus” 

over and above threshold land values.  This residual surplus is labelled a 

‘Community Fund’ and includes contributions (on a £ per m2 basis for private 

units only) towards: 

 The Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL):  CIL costs have not been 

assumed as a cost to development and instead form part of the 

Community Fund.  

 Section 106 Costs:  Section 106 costs have been assumed as a cost to 

development (at an applied level of £2,000 per unit) as part of the 

development appraisals.  The Community Fund sets out the residual 

surplus that is available for potential additional Section 106 costs; 

 On-Site Infrastructure:  This includes on-site infrastructure in 

addition to assumed on-site infrastructure costs.  On-site infrastructure 

of £5,000 per unit has been assumed on the 250, 500 and 1,000 unit 

developments; and 

 Sustainability Costs: In addition to current sustainability standards, 

zero carbon standards have also been tested separately on each 

notional site. 

This report has examined the impact of varying levels of affordable 

housing upon the level of Community Fund available.  For the purposes 

of the study, we have been able to assume affordable housing costs and 

revenues.  For this reason, the affordable housing has been assumed in 

the viability appraisals and is not assumed to form part of the 

Community Fund.  In lower value areas, it was generally found that 

lowering the level of affordable housing can improve viability and 

increase the level of Community Fund.  Given that there are a greater 

number of private dwellings to cross-subside the affordable units, 

schemes become more viable.  
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Sensitivity Tests 

4.50 Chapter 8 of this report examines the impact of changes to the following 

variables on viability and the achievable level of Community Fund.  Variables 

tested include alternative Developer Profit, Affordable Housing Tenure, 

Absorption Rates and Infrastructure Costs which are listed above.  
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5.0 Stakeholder Engagement and Questionnaire Results 

 

5.1 A stakeholder questionnaire (see Appendix 2) was forwarded to a circulation list 

of over 120 key stakeholders provided to Levvel by South Hams District Council.  

Nine responses to the stakeholder questionnaire were received and a review of 

these responses is included in Appendix 2.   

5.2 Levvel also took part in a Developer Forum with Local Stakeholders on 14th 

November 2014 and discussed local issues, cost/value assumptions and the 

objective of the Viability Assessment with local stakeholders.  

5.3 A PowerPoint was also presented to the stakeholders in order to fully explain the 

purpose of CIL and how a viability study arrives at its conclusions. This helped 

clarify any aspects of the study which may not have previously been fully 

understood by stakeholders.  

5.4 A number of topics were discussed at this Developer Forum, ranging from ‘the 

preparation of ‘Our Plan’ and the Plan Process, the purpose, main assumptions 

and methodology of the Viability Study, S106 obligations and the CIL context.  

5.5 An additional Developer Forum will be arranged to discuss the findings of report. 

This will also offer another opportunity to those who did not originally respond 

to the questionnaire to be involved within the stakeholder engagement.  

5.6 As would be expected a range of responses were received from stakeholders. 

The responses received and outcomes of the developer forum meeting have 

been considered and our report has attempted to test variables taking the views 

of respondents into account.   

5.7 Appendix 2 outlines how the views and local knowledge of stakeholders helped 

to shape the viability study. It is an integral part of our business to ensure that 

we are up to date on market conditions in the project area.  Planning on the 

basis of viability requires a credible and robust evidence base.  Stakeholder 

engagement has thus allowed Levvel to consider relevant local data.    
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6.0 Viability Results Analysis -Residential Developments of 20 

to 500 Units 

 

6.1 This section sets out the results from each notional development scheme 

of 20 to 500 units assessed in accordance with the assumptions outlined in 

Chapter 4 of this report. Full details of the unit composition for each 

notional development type can be found in Appendix 4.   

6.2 The viability appraisals consider the impact of affordable housing on the 

level of Community Fund available in the 4 identified value areas across 

South Hams district. Due to the volume of information we have shown key 

‘baseline’ results within the main report which includes greenfield, 

brownfield and higher TLV results. Further sensitivity tests have also been 

undertaken and these are presented separately at Chapter 8.   

6.3 We have compared the RLV’s produced for each site tested against the 

TLV’s (Greenfield and Brownfield) which are based on the findings of the 

separate land value assessment by Colliers International. More details 

from the Colliers report can be found in Appendix 5 of this paper.  

6.4 In cases where a development scenario shows a viable result we have also 

shown a table which sets out (in £ per m2) for private units only the 

surplus value, that is the amount that could be used to form a contribution 

towards the Community Fund (please see table 1.1 for a full definition of 

the Community Fund).   

6.5 We have assumed an average density of 30dph (net) on sites of 5 to 500 

units. On sites of 100-500 units, a density of 45dph has also been tested 

in addition to 30dph. This is based on information provided by the Council 

which indicates that the majority of sites will be delivered at this density. 

These density assumptions have been based upon the Emerging 

Development Strategy provided by the Council. 

6.6 The residential viability analysis assumes that there will be a requirement 

to provide affordable housing on each site tested.  Affordable housing 

proportions of 50%, 40%, 30%, 20% have been tested in different parts 

of the District.   

6.7 We have assessed viability initially against what we have termed the 

‘baseline assumptions’. These have been determined following consultation 

with South Hams District Council.  Bearing this in mind, we report here on 

the following baseline assumptions, (the details of which have been 

outlined previously within this report): 
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Assumptions 20 to 100 Units 250 to 500 units 

Tenure 

70:30 affordable rent: 

shared ownership affordable 

housing mix 

70:30 affordable rent: 

shared ownership 

affordable housing 

mix 

Developer Profit for 

Private Residential 

Development 

Developer Profit at 20% of 

gross development value. 

Developer Profit at 

20% of gross 

development value 

Economic Conditions Middle Economic Scenario 
Middle Economic 

Scenario 

Infrastructure Costs 

Infrastructure Costs allowed 

for within the 15% external 

build works allowance.11 

£5,000 per unit. 

Section 106 Costs £2,000 per unit £2,000 per unit 

Professional Fees 10% 8% 

Table 6.1 - Baseline Testing Assumptions 

6.8 The viability results indicate that the Council will need to strike a balance 

between maximising the level of affordable housing and the revenue 

required to deliver infrastructure in the form of a Community Fund  

6.9 The following results section analyses each notional site size individually, 

as we do not at present, know where each of these sites will be specifically 

located we have assessed the schemes on Greenfield and Brownfield land 

in all the 4 Value Areas in the South Hams.  

6.10 In addition to the Greenfield and Brownfield sites we have also tested a 

higher ‘honey pot’ TLV due to the high property values found in Value Area 

4 and parts of Values Area 3. This higher TLV has only been tested in 

schemes in Value Area 3 and 4 as these are the areas where the higher 

TLV is most likely.  

6.11 The results of viability testing for the 20 to 500 unit schemes are 

summarised to indicate the range of Community Fund rates chargeable 

against each site type and Existing Use Value (EUV) throughout the first 

five years of the study period 2015-2019.   

6.12 For the smaller scale developments (20-100 units), on-site infrastructure 

and servicing costs have been assumed within the external build cost 

allowance which is set at 15% of base build costs.   

6.13 Larger scale developments (250 to 500 units) will certainly face higher 

infrastructure and servicing costs. Although we have no way to predict the 

scale of such costs at present it seems reasonable to assume that they will 

be higher than the cost in respect of the smaller notional sites. Our 

baseline on-site infrastructure cost on the larger sites in this respect has 

therefore been raised to £5,000 per unit order to reflect this.  

                                                           
11 Additional Infrastructure Costs have been sensitivity tested, please see Chapter 6. 
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6.14 It is clear from our stakeholder consultation that assessing large schemes 

on a generic basis (as we must here) raises a number of issues as there 

are likely to be many factors that will affect land coming forward for 

development.  These will include land assembly issues as well as 

infrastructure issues.  Also, there may be other uses on the site that will 

affect overall viability. It has not been possible to incorporate all of these 

variables in what must be seen as a generic study to inform general policy 

positions.  Rather, our assessment of larger sites must be seen as a 

preliminary part of the process that establishes the general starting point 

for negotiations and that establishes the likely potential for these sites.  

6.15 Developer appraisals on these large sites are unlikely to take the form of a 

policy assessment model such as this as different factors and their timing 

will have to be carefully considered.  However, in our experience the long 

term sales profiles of these sites can help viability somewhat especially in 

a rising market and where short term losses to pay for infrastructure 

requirements can be offset later in the development period by rising sales 

values.   

6.16 We understand that the Council is considering a number of larger 

development sites, which are likely to be on a strategic scale. It goes 

beyond the scope of this study to make a specific assessment of these 

sites with all their complex servicing requirements and the particular 

package of planning gain required of them. Even if the data to carry out 

such an appraisal were available, some of that information is likely to be 

commercially sensitive. Moreover, we are not seeking to make a valuation 

of such sites.  

6.17 As explained in the methodology section, the viability results consider the 

deliverability of a community fund rate on a £ per m2 basis against the 

following TLV’s which have been assumed for each scheme type and 

proportion of affordable housing tested (Further information on the 

Threshold land values is presented in Chapter 4): 

 Greenfield Threshold Land Value 1: £400,000 per hectare (sites of 2 

hectares, or less):  In respect of development occurring on greenfield 

land, Colliers have assessed comparable data in the South Hams District 

resulting in an overall Greenfield TLV. This figure has been applied in the 

testing across all the value areas due to the limited number of comparable 

sites in South Hams.  

 Greenfield Threshold Land Value 2: £345,000 per hectare (Sites of 2 

hectares, or more): In respect of development occurring on Greenfield 

land on larger sites, Colliers have assessed comparable data in South 

Hams. This TLV applied to larger Greenfield sites also had limited 

comparable data.  

 Small Sites of 10 Dwelling and Less:  A land value uplift of 20% has 

been applied to the above land values when assessing smaller sites of 10 

units and less.  Generally, it was found that a premium is applicable on 

smaller sites where land assembly and market values proved to be more 

expensive.  

 Brownfield Threshold Land Value 1: £395,000 per hectare has been 

applied to Brownfield land as per the Colliers report. Due to the limited 
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number of comparables this TLV in the Colliers report applies to sites 

smaller than 2ha, however due to the limited data on Brownfield sites 

above this figure Levvel has applied this land values to all sites tested.  

 ‘Honey Pot’ Higher Threshold Land Value: £495,000 per hectare has 

been applied to land values in the ‘honey pot’ area which includes Value 

Area 4 and has also been tested on Value Area 3 to provide a complete 

view of the higher values areas. This higher TLV is based on the Collier’s 

report findings as property prices are so high especially in Value Area 4 

that it is very likely Land Values will be affected by this.  Colliers 

International have recommended that this higher TLV is applied to both 

the greenfield and brownfield sites.  
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20 Units at 30 dph 

Greenfield Threshold Land Value 1 - £400,000 per hectare  

6.18 The table below summarises the results from the viability assessments with the 

level of Community Fund rate that can be viably delivered on a notional scheme 

of 20 units at 30 dph (net) on greenfield land, with a TLV of £400,000 per ha in 

the identified value areas across the District.  

6.19 The results included in the table below indicate that all the affordable housing 

targets tested included of 50%, 40%, 30% and 20% are viable will varying rates 

of Community Fund rate in Value Areas 3 and 4, with the lower rates of viable 

Community Fund rate identified at 50% affordable housing and the highest 

Community Fund rate identified at 20% affordable housing.  

 

6.20 In Value Area 1 the scheme at 50%, 40% and 30% affordable housing is unable 

to viably provide any rate of Community Fund. Reducing the affordable housing 

20% the 20 unit scheme is able to provide a Community Fund rate of between 

£138-£153 per m2. Value Area 2 is also not viably able to provide any 

Community Fund rate at 50% and 40% affordable housing, however the scheme 

is able to provide some level of Community Fund rate at 30% affordable housing 

(between £4-£44 per m2) and 20% affordable housing (between £181-£198 per 

m2). In Value Area 3 and 4 the scheme is able to provide some level of 

Community Fund rate at all the affordable housing percentages tested.  

 

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

6.21 Value Area 1: In Value Area 1, current tests using ‘baseline’ assumptions, have 

identified that the scheme is unviable at and above 30% affordable housing on 

the 20 unit scheme. At 20% affordable housing the scheme is potentially able to 

provide a Community Fund rate of between £138-£153 per m2.      

6.22 Value Area 2:  Value Area 2 is similar to Value Area 1 and is also unable to 

provide any viable Community Fund rate at 50% and 40% affordable housing.  

However, some Community Fund rate is deliverable at 30% affordable housing 

(between £4-£44 per m2). The level of viable Community Fund rate increases to 

between £181-£198 per m2 when the affordable housing is reduced to 20%.  

6.23 Value Area 3: In Value Area 3, the 20 unit scheme is able to provide a 

Community Fund rate at all the affordable housing percentages tested. The 

Community Fund ranges from the lowest rate at 50% affordable housing 

(between £419-£448 per m2), increasing to between £523-£570 per m2 at 40% 

affordable housing, between £581-£658 per m2 at 30% affordable housing and 

Greenfield 20 Units   (30 dph) 

 
50% AH 40% AH 30% AH 20% AH 

 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 

Value Area 1 £0 £0 £0 £138-£153 

Value Area 2 £0 £0 £4-£44 £181-£198 

Value Area 3 £419-£448 £523-£570 £581-£658 £703-£812 

Value Area 4 £1448-£1655 £1472-£1709 £1489-£1748 £1568-£1851 

Table 6.2 - Greenfield Threshold Land Value (£400,000 per gross hectare) – 

Community Fund Rate (£ per m2) in Value Area 1 to 4 at a Net Density of 30 dph) 
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finally the highest level of potentially viable Community Fund rate is identified at 

20% affordable housing with a rate of between £703-£812 per m2. 

6.24 Value Area 4: The table above shows Value Area 4 is potentially able to provide 

considerable levels of Community Fund rate at all the affordable housing levels 

tested. The Community Fund rate ranges from a minimum potential viable 

Community Fund rate of between £1448-£1655 per m2 at 50% affordable 

housing to between £1,568 and £1,851 per m2 at 20% affordable housing.  

20 Units at 30 dph 

Brownfield Threshold Land Value - £395,000 per hectare  

6.25 The table below summarises the level of Community Fund rate that can be 

viably applied to a 20 Unit development at 30 dph (net) on brownfield land, with 

a TLV of £395,000 per ha. The results show a considerable level of contrast 

between Value Areas 1 and 2 compared with Value Areas 3 and 4, with far 

higher Community Fund rates potentially achievable in Value Areas 3 and 4.  

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

6.26 Value Area 1: In Value Area 1, the notional scheme is unable to provide any 

Community Fund rate at 50% and 40% affordable housing, with only between 

£0 and £1 per m2 able deliverable at 30%. When the affordable housing 

percentage is decreased to 20% the scheme delivers a Community Fund rate of 

between £141 and £155 per m2.     

6.27 Value Area 2: In Value Area 2, the scheme is also unable to provide any 

Community Fund rate at 50% and 40% affordable housing. When the affordable 

housing percentage is dropped down to 30% some level of contribution can be 

viably provided at between £7 and £47 per m2, which then increases to between 

£184 and £224 per m2 when affordable housing is lowered to 20%. 

6.28 Value Area 3: In Value Area 3, the scheme is viable at all the affordable 

housing targets tested with a considerable rate of Community Fund rate able to 

be provided. Between £424-£453 per m2 deliverable at 50% affordable housing, 

with the viable Community Fund rate increasing to between £526 and £574 per 

m2 at 40% affordable housing and between £584 and £661 per m2 at 30% 

affordable housing.  The Community Fund rate increases further to between 

£705 and £815 per m2 at 20% affordable housing.   

6.29 Value Area 4: Value Area 4 is also able to provide a considerable level of 

Community Fund rate at all the affordable housing percentages tested, with 

between £1,452-£1,659 per m2 viable with 50% affordable housing, between 

Brownfield 20 Units   (30 dph) 

 
50% AH 40% AH 30% AH 20% AH 

 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 

Value Area 1 £0 £0 £0-£1 £141-£155 

Value Area 2 £0 £0 £7-£47 £184-£224 

Value Area 3 £424-£453 £526-£574 £584-£661 £705-£815 

Value Area 4 £1452-£1659 £1475-£1712 £1492-£1751 £1570-£1854 

Table 6.3 - Brownfield Threshold Land Value (£395,000 per gross hectare) – 

Community Fund rate (£ per m2) in Value Area 1 to 4 at a Net Density of 30 dph) 
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£1,475-£1,712 per m2 viable at 40% affordable housing, between £1,492-

£1,751 per m2 viable at 30% affordable housing, increasing to between £1,570-

£1,854 per m2 viable at 20% affordable housing.  

20 Units at 30 dph 

‘Honey Pot’ Higher Threshold Land Value - £495,000 per hectare 

6.30 The following table summarises the level of Community Fund rate that can be 

viably applied to a 20 Unit development at 30 dph (net) on land with a higher 

TLV of £495,000 applied to Value Areas 3 and 4 (the areas with the highest 

property values in the District.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

6.31 Value Area 3: Value Area 3 is able to provide varying levels of Community Fund 

rate at all the affordable housing percentages tested with a higher TLV applied. 

The deliverable Community Fund rates start at £338-£373 per m2 with an 

affordable housing percentage of 50%, increasing to between £528-£574 per m2 

at 40% affordable housing, between £530-£595 per m2 at 30% affordable 

housing, and up to a maximum level of viable Community Fund rate of between 

£660-£717 per m2 at 20% affordable housing.        

6.32 Value Area 4: Viable Community Fund rates start between £1,378-£1,568 per 

m2 at 50% affordable housing, continually increasing as the affordable housing 

percentage is reduced. Reducing the affordable housing percentage to 40% 

allows a viable contribution of between £1,413-£1,636 per m2, between £1,438-

£1,685 per m2 at 30% affordable housing and between £1,525-£1,798 per m2 at 

20% affordable housing.  

  

Higher TLV 20 Units   (30 dph) 

 
50% AH 40% AH 30% AH 20% AH 

 

2015 to 

2019 

2015 to 

2019 

2015 to 

2019 

2015 to 

2019 

Value Area 3 £338-£373 £528-£574 £530-£595 £660-£717 

Value Area 4 £1378-£1568 £1413-£1636 £1438-£1685 £1525-£1798 

Table 6.4 - Higher Threshold Land Value test (£495,000 per gross hectare) – 
Community Fund rate (£ per m2) in Value Area 1 to 4 at a Net Density of 30 
dph) 
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50 Units at 30 dph 

Greenfield Threshold Land Value 2 – £345,000 per hectare  

6.33 The table below shows the level of Community Fund rate that can be viably 

delivered on a notional scheme of 50 units at 30 dph (net) on greenfield land 

with a TLV of £345,000 per ha applied in the identified Value Areas across the 

South Hams District.  

6.34 The results indicate that when affordable housing targets of 30% and 20% are 

applied to the scheme, varying levels of Community Fund rate are viable in 

Value Areas 1, 2, 3 and 4. At 40% and 50% affordable housing in Value Areas 1 

and 2 the scheme is not viably able to provide any level of Community Fund 

rate. However, in Value Areas 3 and 4 the scheme is potentially able to provide 

a significant level of Community Fund rate, between £402-£431 per m2 at 50% 

affordable housing in Value Area 3 and between £1,415-£1,641 per m2 in Value 

Area 4.  

 

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

6.35 Value Area 1: In Value Area 1, the notional 50 unit scheme on Greenfield Land 

at 30dph is unable to provide any level of Community Fund rate above 40% 

affordable housing.  At 30% affordable housing between £17-£48 per m2 and at 

20% affordable housing a Community Fund rate of between £102-£124 per m2 

is potentially viable.  

6.36 Value Area 2:  In Value Area 2, there is a similar trend to Value Area 1, with no 

viable Community Fund rate able to be provided at or above 40% affordable 

housing. At 30% affordable housing a Community Fund rate of between £85-

£109 per m2 is able to be provided, increasing to a Community Fund rate of 

between £182-£158 per m2 when the affordable housing percentage is 

decreased to 20%.  

6.37 Value Area 3: The 50 unit scheme in Value Area 3 is able to provide a 

significant level of Community Fund rate even at 50% affordable housing, with a 

Community Fund rate of between £402-£431 per m2 found to be viable by the 

study. As the level of affordable housing decreases, the potentially viable rate of 

Community Fund rate increases, with between £491-£548 per m2 viable at 40% 

affordable housing, increasing to between £578-£665 per m2 at 30% affordable 

housing, and increasing further to the highest level of viable Community Fund in 

Value Area 3 at between £621-£728 per m2 with 20% affordable housing.   

6.38 Value Area 4: The scheme in Value Area 4 shows a highly viable scenario using 

50%, 40%, 30% and 20% affordable housing. When 50% affordable housing is 

Greenfield 50 Units   (30 dph) 

 
50% AH 40% AH 30% AH 20% AH 

 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 
2015 to 

2019 

Value Area 1 £0-£0 £0-£0 £17-£48 £102-£124 

Value Area 2 £0-£0 £0-£0 £85-£109 £182-£158 

Value Area 3 £402-£431 £491-£548 £578-£665 £621-£728 

Value Area 4 £1415-£1641 £1462-£1718 £1516-£1793 £1512-£1800 

Table 6.5 - Greenfield Threshold  Land Value 2 (£345,000 per gross hectare) – 
Community Fund rate (£ per m2) in Value Area 1 to 4 at a Net Density of 30 
dph) 
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applied to the scheme between £1,415-£1,641 per m2 is considered potentially 

viable. The viable Community Fund rate increases to between £1,462-£1,718 

per m2 when 40% affordable housing is applied, increasing to between £1,516-

£1,793 per m2 when 30% affordable housing is applied to the study and 

increases further to between £1,512-£1,800 per m2 when 20% affordable 

housing is applied to the scheme. 

50 Units at 30 dph 

Brownfield Threshold Land Value - £395,000 per hectare  

6.39 The following table summarises the level of Community Fund that can be viably 

applied to a 50 Unit development at 30 dph (net) on brownfield land, with a 

Residual Land Value of £395,000 per hectare with ‘baseline’ assumptions applied 

to the model. In Value Areas 1 and 2, the results show some level of viable 

Community Fund rate is able to be provided at 30% and 20% affordable 

housing, however when more than 40% affordable housing is applied to these 

value areas, no level of viable Community Fund rate is able to be provided.  

 

6.40 In Value Areas 3 and 4 varying levels of Community Fund rate are viable at, 

50%, 40%, 30% and 20% affordable housing. With understandably the highest 

rates of Community Fund potentially achievable at 20% affordable housing and 

the lowest levels of viable Community Fund rate achievable at 50% affordable 

housing.  
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6.41 Value Area 1: The notional scheme of 50 units on brownfield land in Value Area 

1 when tested results shows at or above 40% affordable housing no viable 

Community Fund rate is able to be applied to the scheme. At 30% a small level 

of Community Fund rate is considered viable on the scheme of between £0-£23 

per m2 increasing to between £78-£97 per m2 when the affordable housing 

target is reduced to 20%.  

 

6.42 Value Area 2: In Value Area 2, the notional scheme of 50 units on brownfield 

land scenario, shows a similar trend to Value Area 1, with no viable Community 

Fund rate able to be provided on schemes with more then 40% affordable 

housing. When the level of affordable housing is reduced to 30% a Community 

Fund rate of between £58-£84 per m2 is able to be provided, this increases to 

between £134-£155 per m2 when affordable housing is reduced to 20%.  

 

6.43 Value Area 3: In Value Area 3 at 50% affordable housing a viable Community 

Fund rate of between £350-388 per m2 is viable, increasing to between £461-

£512 per m2 at 40% affordable housing. Decreasing the affordable housing 

contribution further to 30% affordable housing allows a potential Community 

Brownfield 50 Units   (30 dph) 

 
50% AH 40% AH 30% AH 20% AH 

 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 

Value Area 1 £0-£0 £0-£0 £0-£23 £78-£97 

Value Area 2 £0-£0 £0-£0 £58-£84 £134-£155 

Value Area 3 £350-£388 £461-£512 £554-£634 £599-£701 

Value Area 4 £1380-£1598 £1433-£1682 £1491-£1762 £1490-£1774 

Table 6.6 - Brownfield Threshold Land Value 2 (£395,000 per Gross Hectare) – 

Community Fund rate (£ per m2) in Value Area 1 to 4 at a Net Density of 30 dph) 
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Fund rate of between £554-£634 per m2, with a highest Community Fund rate of 

between £599-£701 per m2 considered viable with 20% affordable housing.  

 

6.44 Value Area 4: At 50% affordable housing a viable Community Fund rate is 

potentially between £1,380-£1,598 per m2, increasing to between £1,433-

£1,682 per m2 at 40% affordable housing, increasing further to between 

£1,491-£1,762 per m2 at 30% affordable housing, and between £1,490-£1774 

per m2 at 20% affordable housing 

 

50 Units at 30 dph 

‘Honey Pot’ Higher Threshold Land Value - £495,000 per hectare 

6.45 The following table summarises the level of Community Fund rate that can be 

viably applied to a 50 Unit development at 30 dph (net) on land with a higher 

TLV of £495,000 per ha, still using the ‘baseline’ assumptions as applied to the 

above models.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

6.46 Value Area 3: In Value Area 3 the site is viably able to provide some level of 

Community Fund rate at all of the affordable housing targets tested. With the 

lowest level of viable Community Fund rate able to be provided at 50% 

affordable housing being between £273-£305 per m2, increasing to between 

£397-£440 per m2 at 40% affordable housing, between £504-£572 per m2 at 

30% affordable housing and finally the highest rate of viable Community Fund 

rate at between £556-£647 per m2 at 20% affordable housing.  

 

6.47 Value Area 4: In Value Area 4 the site is viably able to provide a significant 

rate of Community Fund at all the affordable housing targets tested, ranging 

from a minimum of £1,311-£1,513 per m2 at 50% affordable housing, to a 

maximum of £1,447-£1,720 per m2 at 20% affordable housing. 

 

100 Units at 30 dph 

Greenfield Threshold Land Value 1 - £345,000 per hectare  

6.48 The following tables show the level of Community Fund that can be viably 

delivered on a notional scheme of 100 units at 30 dph (net) on greenfield land in 

the identified Value Areas across the South Hams District.  

 

6.49 The results included in the table below indicate that the level of viable 

Community Fund when affordable housing targets of 50%, 40%, 30% and 20% 

are applied to the scheme using ‘baseline’ assumptions. Overall, this scheme 

type is able to provide some level of Community Fund rate in Value Area 1 and 2 

at 30% and 20% affordable housing with Community Fund rates of £34-£52 per 

m2 and £104-£130 per m2 respectively. However, in Value Areas 3 and 4 the 

Higher TLV 50 Units   (30 dph) 

 
50% AH 40% AH 30% AH 20% AH 

 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 

Value Area 3 £273-£305 £397-£440 £504-£572 £556-£647 

Value Area 4 £1311-£1513 £1375-£1610 £1441-£1700 £1447-£1720 

Table 6.7 - Higher  Threshold  Land Value Test (£495,000 per Gross Hectare) – 
Community Fund rate (£ per m2) in Value Area 1 to 4 at a Net Density of 30 dph) 
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scheme is able to provide some level of Community Fund rate at 50%, 40%, 

30% and 20% affordable housing detailed in table 6.8 below. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

6.50 Value Area 1: In Value Area 1, the 100 unit scheme on Greenfield Land at 

30dph is unable to provide any viable level of Community Fund at or above 40% 

affordable housing. However, the site is able to provide a viable level of 

Community Fund rate at 30% and 20% affordable housing with values of £34-

£52 per m2 and £104-£130 per m2 respectively.  

 

6.51 Value Area 2:  In Value Area 2, the notional 100 unit scheme is unable to 

provide any Community Fund rate at or above 40% affordable housing. When 

the affordable housing percentage is decreased to 30% the scheme is able to 

provide a Community Fund rate of between £61-£82 per m2,  further decreasing 

the affordable housing to 20% the scheme is able to viably support a 

Community Fund rate of £133-£162 per m2. 

 

6.52 Value Area 3: The 100 unit scheme in Value Area 3 is found to be significantly 

more viable than in Value Area 1 and 2, with the lowest Community Fund rate 

potentially achievable at £327-£377 per m2 with 50% affordable housing. As the 

level of affordable housing decreases the viable Community Fund rate increases, 

with £437-£509 per m2 viable at 40% affordable housing, between £509-£604 

per m2 viable at 30% affordable housing, and £550-£660 per m2 viable at 20% 

affordable housing.  

 

6.53 Value Area 4: The 100 unit notional scheme in the small ‘honey pot’ zone, is 

even more viable then Value Area 3, with Community Fund rates starting at 

between £1,259-£1,490 per m2 at 50% affordable housing, increasing to 

£1,295-£1,545 per m2 at 40% affordable housing, £1,320-£1,585 per m2 at 

30% affordable housing, and finally increasing to a rate of £1,342-£1,618 per 

m2 at the lowest affordable housing target tested of 20%. 

100 Units at 30 dph 

Brownfield Threshold Land Value - £395,000 per hectare  

6.54 The following table summarises the level of Community Fund rate that can be 

viably applied to a 100 Unit development at 30 dph (net) on brownfield land, 

with 4 different levels of affordable housing applied to the scheme, with 

‘baseline’ assumptions (detailed in Section 4). 

 

Greenfield 100 Units   (30 dph) 

 
50% AH 40% AH 30% AH 20% AH 

 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 

Value Area 1 £0 £0 £34-£52 £104-£130 

Value Area 2 £0 £0 £61-£82 £133-£162 

Value Area 3 £327-£377 £437-£509 £509-£604 £550-£660 

Value Area 4 £1259-£1490 £1295-£1545 £1320-£1585 £1342-£1618 

Table 6.8 - Greenfield Threshold  Land Value 1 (£345,000 per Gross Hectare) – 
Community Infrastructure Levy Rate (£ per m2) in Value Area 1 to 4 at a Net Density 
of 30 dph) 
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6.55 In summary the results show at 40% and 50% affordable housing Value Area 1 

and 2 are unable to viably provide any level of Community Fund rate, whilst 

Value Area 3 and 4 are able to provide a Community Fund contribution at all the 

affordable housing percentages tested. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

6.56 Value Area 1: In Value Area 1, the scheme is unable to provide any level of 

Community Fund rate at 50% and 40% affordable housing. When the affordable 

housing contribution is lowered to 30% the scheme is able to provide between 

£9-£29 per m2, when the affordable housing target is further decreased to 20%, 

the scheme is able to potentially support a Community Fund rate of between 

£82-£106 per m2.  

  

6.57 Value Area 2:  In Value Area 2, the notional 100 unit scheme shows a similar 

trend to Value Area 1, with no Community Fund contribution being viable at 

50% and 40% affordable housing. At 30% affordable housing the potentially 

viable Community Fund rate increases to between £36-£54 per m2. The viable 

Community Fund rate increases further to between £111-£137 per m2 when the 

affordable housing applied to the model is decreased to 20%.   

 

6.58 Value Area 3: In Value Area 3 the scheme is able to provide some level of 

Community Fund rate at all the affordable housing targets tested. Starting at 

50% affordable housing, which is potentially able to provide between £292-£338 

per m2, increasing to a potential Community Fund rate of between £410-£476 

per m2 at 40% affordable housing and between £486-£576 per m2 at 30% 

affordable housing, with the highest potential Community Fund rate of between 

£530-£636 per m2 viable with 20% affordable housing applied to the model. 

 

6.59 Value Area 4: In Value Area 4 the potential Community Fund rate are 

significantly higher than any of the other value areas, starting at £1,227-£1,450 

per m2 at 50% affordable housing increasing to a maximum Community Fund 

rate of between £1,322-£1,692 per m2 at 20% affordable housing. 

 

100 Units at 30 dph 

‘Honey Pot’ Higher Threshold Land Value - £495,000 per hectare 

6.60 The table below (6.10) breaks down the potential amount of viable Community 

Fund rate able to be sought from the notional 100 unit scheme, implementing a 

higher TLV of £495,000 per ha, with 4 varying rates of affordable housing target 

applied to the scheme in Value Area 3 and 4 as these Value Areas are most 

likely to be able to achieve higher Land Values such as £495,000 per ha. 

Brownfield 100 Units   (30 dph) 

 
50% AH 40% AH 30% AH 20% AH 

 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 

Value Area 1 £0 £0 £9-£29 £82-£106 

Value Area 2 £0 £0 £36-£54 £111-£137 

Value Area 3 £292-£338 £410-£476 £486-£576 £530-£636 

Value Area 4 £1227-£1450 £1268-£1513 £1298-£1557 £1322-£1692 

Table 6.9 - Brownfield Threshold Land Value (£395,000 per Gross Hectare) – 
Community Fund rate (£ per m2) in Value Area 1 to 4 at a Net Density of 30 dph) 
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6.61 Overall the results show a much less viable scenario that the two scenarios 

above.  However the 100 unit site with higher TLV applied in both Value Area 3 

and 4 is still able to provide a high level of Community Fund rate at all the 

affordable housing targets tested.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

6.62 Value Area 3: In Value Area 3, the scheme is able to provide a viable 

Community Fund rate for all the affordable housing targets tested, starting from 

a viable rate of £222-£259 per m2 at 50% affordable housing, increasing to a 

maximum viable Community Fund rate of between £490-£586 per m2 at 20% 

affordable housing provision.  

 

6.63 Value Area 4: The notional 100 unit scheme even with a higher TLV shows 

potentially considerable rates of viable of Community Fund rate at all the 

affordable housing targets tested. At 50% affordable housing the viable 

Community Fund rate ranges from £1,164-£1,371 per m2, increasing to 

between £1,216-£1,447 per m2 at 40% affordable housing, to £1253-£1501 per 

m2 at 30% affordable housing and to £1283-£1545 per m2 at 20% affordable 

housing. 

 

100 Units at 45 dph 

Greenfield Threshold Land Value 2 (£345,000 per Hectare)  

6.64 The table below (6.11) shows the level of Community Fund rate that can be 

viably delivered on a notional scheme of 100 units at 45 dph (net) on greenfield 

land in the identified Value Areas across the South Hams District. The results in 

the table below indicate the level of viable Community Fund rate at 4 different 

levels of affordable housing applied to the mode, in the South Hams district 

when broken down into 4 different value areas.  

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Higher TLV 100 Units   (30 dph) 

 
50% AH 40% AH 30% AH 20% AH 

 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 

Value Area 3 £222-£259 £355-£411 £441-£520 £490-£586 

Value Area 4 £1164-£1371 £1216-£1447 £1253-£1501 £1283-£1545 

Table 6.10 - Higher Threshold Land Values (£495,000 per Gross Hectare) – 
Community Fund rate (£ per m2) in Value Area 1 to 4 at a Net Density of 30 
dph) 

Greenfield 100 Units   (45 dph) 

 
50% AH 40% AH 30% AH 20% AH 

 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 

Value Area 1 £0 £0 £24-£45 £90-£115 

Value Area 2 £5-£36 £105-£130 £186-£220 £242-£288 

Value Area 3 £554-£634 £617-£721 £659-£783 £691-£830 

Value Area 4 £1533-£1813 £1531-£1826 £1530-£1836 £1529-£1843 

Table 6.11 - Greenfield Threshold Land Value 2 (£345,000 per gross hectare) – 
Community Fund rate (£ per m2) in Value Area 1 to 4 at a Net Density of 30 dph) 
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6.65 Value Area 1: In Value Area 1 the 100 unit scheme on Greenfield Land at 

45dph is considered unable to viably provide any Community Fund rate at or 

above 40% affordable housing. At 30% affordable housing the scheme is able to 

provide a Community Fund rate between £24-45 per m2, and between £90-£115 

per m2 at 20% affordable housing, with understandably the highest potential 

Community Fund rate at the lowest tested level of affordable housing.  

 

6.66 Value Area 2:  In Value Area 2 the notional 100 unit scheme at 45 dph is able 

to provide some level of Community Fund rate at all the affordable housing 

targets implemented into the model. At 50% affordable housing the scheme is 

able to provide a Community Fund rate of between £5-£36 per m2, increasing to 

between £105-£130 per m2 at 40% affordable housing, increasing further to a 

viable Community Fund rate of between £186-£220 per m2 at 30% affordable 

housing and finally to the highest level of Community Fund rate in Value Area 2 

and 20% affordable housing of between £242-£288 per m2.  

 

6.67 Value Area 3: In Value Area 3 the scheme is able to provide a significant level 

if Community Fund rate across all the affordable housing targets tested. Starting 

at a potential Community Fund rate of between £554-£634 per m2 at 50% 

affordable housing, increasing to a maximum Community Fund rate at 20% 

affordable housing of between £691-£830 per m2. 

 

6.68 Value Area 4: The scheme in Value Area 4 shows a viable scenario using 50%, 

40%, 30% and 20% affordable housing. When 50% affordable housing is 

applied to the scheme between £1,533-£1,813 per m2 is viable, this Community 

Fund rate increases to between £1,531-£1,826 per m2 when 40% affordable 

housing is applied, the Community Fund rate further increases to between 

£1,530-£1,836 per m2 and 30% affordable housing, and increases to a 

maximum level of £1,529-£1,843 per m2 when 20% affordable housing is 

applied to the study.  

 

100 Units at 45 dph 

Brownfield Threshold Land Value (£395,000 per hectare)  

6.69 The following table summarises the level of Community Fund contribution that 

can be viably applied to a notional 100 Unit scheme at 45 dph (net) on 

brownfield land in the South Hams district.  

 

6.70 Overall, the results showed Value Area 1 is unable to provide any level of 

Community Fund at or above 40% affordable housing.  However, the results 

show at 30% and 20%, Value Area 1 is able to provide some level of 

Community Fund contribution. The other Value Areas (2, 3 and 4) are able to 

provide some level of contribution towards the Community Fund at all the 

affordable housing percentages tested. 
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6.71 Value Area 1:  The study found that on brownfield land with values of 

£400,000 per hectare a notional site of 100 Units at a density of 45 dph scheme 

in Value Area 1 the scheme is viable at 30% and 20% affordable housing. The 

potential level of Community Fund rate achievable at 30% affordable housing is 

between £4-£27 per m2, which increases to between £74-£96 per m2 when the 

affordable housing percentage is lowered to 20% affordable housing. At or 

above 40% affordable housing the scheme is unable to provide any level of 

Community Fund. 

 

6.72 Value Area 2:  In Value Area 2 the scheme is able to provide some level of 

Community Fund rate at all the affordable housing percentages tested, starting 

between £0-£12 per m2 at 50% affordable housing. The viable level of 

Community Fund rate then increases to between £83-£108 per m2 at 40% 

affordable housing. Lowering the affordable housing percentage to 30% allows a 

viable rate of between £167-£199 per m2, and lowering the affordable 

percentage further to 20% allows a potentially viable Community Fund rate of 

between £226-£269 per m2.  

 

6.73 Value Area 3: In Value Area 3 the level of viable Community Fund rate 

increases dramatically from Value Area 2, with viable Community Fund rates 

starting at £523-£604 per m2 at 50% affordable housing. This viable rate 

increases to between £597-£696 per m2 at 40% affordable housing and further 

increases to between £642-£762 per m2 and £676-£811 per m2 at 30% and 

20% affordable housing respectively. 

 

6.74 Value Area 4: In Value Area 4 the level of viable Community Fund drastically 

increases from the levels shown in Value Area 3 with viable rates starting 

between £1508-£1783 per m2 at 50% affordable housing. The viable 

Community Fund rates understandably increase as the affordable housing 

percentage is lowered, with rates at 40% affordable housing ranging from 

between £1511-£1801 per m2, increasing to £1513-£1814 per m2 at 30% 

affordable housing, rising to a maximum viable level of £1514-£1824 per m2 at 

20% affordable housing.    

100 Units at 45 dph 

‘Honey Pot’ Higher Threshold Land Value - £495,000 per hectare 

6.75 The following table summarises the level of Community Fund that can be viably 

applied to a 100 Unit development at 45 dph (net) on Greenfield land with an 

increased TLV to £495,000 per ha. In Value Area 3 and 4 the results show at 

Brownfield 100 Units   (45 dph) 

 
50% AH 40% AH 30% AH 20% AH 

 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 

Value Area 1 £0 £0 £4-£27 £74-£96 

Value Area 2 £0-£12 £83-£108 £167-£199 £226-£269 

Value Area 3 £523-£604 £597-£696 £642-£762 £676-£811 

Value Area 4 £1508-£1783 £1511-£1801 £1513-£1814 £1514-£1824 

Table 6.12 - Brownfield Threshold Land Value (£400,000 per gross hectare) – 
Community Infrastructure Levy Rate (£ per m2) in Value Area 1 to 4 at a Net 
Density of 30 dph) 
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‘baseline’ assumptions, the scheme is viably able to provide come level of 

Community Fund at 50%, 40%, 30% and 20% affordable housing.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

6.76 Value Area 3: In Value Area 3 the scheme is able to provide some level of 

Community Fund at all the percentages of affordable housing tested, and shows 

a significant increase on the values achievable in Value Area 1 and 2. The viable 

Community Fund values start at £478-£544 per m2 at 50% affordable housing, 

increasing to between £556-£646 per m2 at 40% affordable housing, £607-£719 

per m2 at 30% and £646-£774 per m2 at 20% affordable housing.   

 

6.77 Value Area 4: In Value 4 the scheme is able to provide significant levels of 

Community Fund levels throughout all the affordable housing percentages 

tested, however it is important to note that Value Area 4 is considered as a 

small ‘honey pot’ zone and is far smaller in comparison to the other value areas. 

At 50% affordable housing Value Area 4 is able to provide between £1460-

£1723 per m2, increasing to a Community Fund rate of £1470-£1751 per m2 at 

40% affordable housing, the viable Community Fund rate further increases to 

£1478-£1771 per m2 at 30% affordable housing, which further increases to 

£1484-£1786 per m2 at 20% affordable housing. 

 

  

Higher TLV 100 Units   (45 dph) 

 

50% AH 40% AH 30% AH 20% AH 

 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 

Value Area 3 £478-£544 £556-£646 £607-£719 £646-£774 

Value Area 4 £1460-£1723 £1470-£1751 £1478-£1771 £1484-£1786 

Table 6.13 - Higher Threshold Land Value test - (£495,000 per gross hectare) – 
Community Fund rate (£ per m2) in Value Area 1 to 4 at a Net Density of 30 dph) 



 
 
 
 
 

Page 57 of 146 

 

250 Units at 30 dph 

Greenfield Threshold Land Value 2 - £345,000 per hectare  

6.78 The table below shows the level of Community Fund that can be viably delivered 

on a notional scheme of 250 units at 30 dph (net) on greenfield land in the 

identified Value Areas across the South Hams District. The results in the table 

below indicate the level of viable Community Fund Rate at 4 different levels of 

affordable housing applied to the different Value Areas in the South Hams 

district.  

  

 

 

 

 
 
 

 
 

6.79 Value Area 1: In Value Area 1 the scheme is unable to provide any viable 

Community Fund rate at or above 40% affordable housing, with only £0-£2 per 

m2 viable at 30% affordable housing. Dropping the affordable housing 

percentage down to 20% the scheme is able to support between £48-£84 per 

m2 Community Fund rate.  

 

6.80 Value Area 2:  In Value Area 2 the scheme is unable to viably provide any 

Community Fund rate at or above 40% affordable housing. The scheme is able 

to provide a Community fund rate of £0-£21 per m2 at 30% affordable housing 

which increases to £62-£101 per m2 when the affordable housing percentage is 

lowered to 20%.    

 

6.81 Value Area 3: In Value Area 3 the scheme is able to provide some level if 

Community Fund rate across all the affordable housing targets tested. Starting 

at a potential Community Fund rate of between £197-£264 per m2 at 50% 

affordable housing, increasing to a maximum viable Community Fund rate at 

20% affordable housing of between £417-£532 per m2. 

 

6.82 Value Area 4: The scheme in Value Area 4 shows viable levels of Community 

Fund rate at 50%, 40%, 30% and 20% affordable housing. Assuming 50% 

affordable housing the model, shows the scheme can support a viable 

Community Fund rate of between £946-£1174 per m2, this rate increases to 

between £994-£1233 per m2 when 40% affordable housing is applied, the viable 

Community Fund rate increases to between £1032-£1280 per m2 at 30% 

affordable housing, and increases to a maximum level of £1057-£1311 per m2 

when 20% affordable housing is applied to the study, showing small increases in 

viable Community fund rates as the affordable housing percentage is reduced.  

 

 

 

Greenfield 250 Units   (30 dph) 

 
50% AH 40% AH 30% AH 20% AH 

 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 

Value Area 1 £0-£0 £0-£0 £0-£2 £48-£84 

Value Area 2 £0-£0 £0-£0 £0-£21 £62-£101 

Value Area 3 £197-£264 £295-£383 £468-364 £417-£532 

Value Area 4 £946-£1174 £994-£1233 £1032-£1280 £1057-1311 

Table 6.14 - Greenfield Threshold Land Value 2 (£345,000 per gross hectare) – 
Community Fund Rate (£ per m2) in Value Area 1 to 4 at a Net Density of 30 dph) 
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250 Units at 30 dph 

Brownfield Threshold Land Value - £395,000 per hectare  

6.83 The following table summarises the level of Community Fund contribution that 

can be viably applied to a notional 250 Unit scheme at 30 dph (net) on 

brownfield land in the South Hams district.  

 

6.84 Overall the results show in Value Area 1 and 2 the scheme is unable to provide 

any level of Community Fund at or above 30% affordable housing, however the 

results show at 20% affordable housing Value Area 1 and 2 are able provide 

between £26-£57 per m2 and £41-£74 per m2 respectively. Value Area 3 and 4 

is able to provide some level of Community Fund contribution across all the 

affordable housing percentages tested, which will be discussed further in detail 

below. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

6.85 Value Area 1: In Value Area 1 the scheme is unable to support any level of 

Community Fund contribution at or above 30% affordable housing. Reducing the 

affordable housing percentage down to 20% allows the site to potentially be 

able to support a Community Fund rate of between £26-£57 per m2.   

 

6.86 Value Area 2: Value Area 2 shows a similar trend to Value Area 1, with the 

scheme being unable to support any Community Fund Contribution at or above 

30% affordable housing. Once the affordable housing percentage is reduced to 

20% the scheme is able to support between £41-£74 per m2.  

 

6.87 Value Area 3: The scheme is able to support some level of Community Fund 

contribution at all the affordable housing percentages tested. Starting at a 

viable rate of £163-£221 per m2 at 50% affordable housing, £266-£347 per m2 

at 40% affordable housing, £339-£437 per m2 at 30% affordable housing, and 

finally the highest viable rate of between £395-£505 per m2 with the lowest 

tested affordable housing percentage of 20%.     

 

6.88 Value Area 4: Value Area 4 shows a similar trend to Value Area 3, with the 

scheme being able to support some level of Community Fund contribution at all 

the affordable housing percentages tested. However the viable levels of 

Community Fund contribution are considerably higher than Value Area 3, with 

viable values starting out at £911-£1131 per m2 at 50% affordable housing, and 

increasing to £1,036-£1,284 per m2, showing a relatively modest increase in 

viable Community Fund rates between 50% - 20% affordable housing.   

 

 

Brownfield 250 Units   (30 dph) 

 

50% AH 40% AH 30% AH 20% AH 

 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 

Value Area 1 £0-£0 £0-£0 £0-£0 £26-£57 

Value Area 2 £0-£0 £0-£0 £0-£0 £41-£74 

Value Area 3 £163-£221 £266-£347 £339-437 £395-£505 

Value Area 4 £911-£1131 £965-£1197 £1007-1250 £1036-£1284 

Table 6.15 - Brownfield Threshold Land Value (£395,000 per gross hectare) – 
Community Fund rate (£ per m2) in Value Area 1 to 4 at a Net Density of 30 dph) 
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250 Units at 30 dph 

‘Honey Pot’ Higher Threshold Land Value - £495,000 per hectare 

6.89 The following table summarises the level of Community Fund that can be viably 

applied to a 250 Unit development at 30 dph (net) on Greenfield land with an 

increased TLV to £495,000 per ha, in Value Area 3 and 4 where a higher TLV is 

most likely (as per the Colliers Valuation Report which accompanies this study) 

the results show at ‘baseline’ assumptions, the scheme is viably able to provide 

come level of Community Fund at 50%, 40%, 30% and 20% affordable housing.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

6.90 Value Area 3: The results show the scheme is viably able to provide some level 

of Community Fund contribution at all the levels of affordable housing tested. 

The levels of viable Community Fund rate start at £92-£135 per m2 at 50% 

affordable housing, increasing to £208-£276 per m2 at 40% affordable housing, 

£290-£376 per m2 at 30% affordable housing and finally increasing to the 

highest viable value of £352-£451 per m2.  

 

6.91 Value Area 4: In Value Area 4 the scheme is also able to support some level of 

viable Community Fund rate across all the affordable housing percentages 

tested, however the viable values are significantly higher than Value Area 3. 

Viable rates start at a value of £841-£1,045 per m2 at 50% affordable housing 

and increasing in relatively even increments up to a maximum viable level of 

between £992-£1,231 per m2 at 20% affordable housing.   

 

  

Higher TLV 250 Units   (30 dph) 

 
50% AH 40% AH 30% AH 20% AH 

 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 

Value Area 3 £92-£135 £208-£276 £290-£376 £352-451 

Value Area 4 £841-£1045 £907-£1,125 £958-£1188 £992-£1231 

Table 6.16 - Higher Threshold Land Values (£495,000 per gross hectare) – 
Community Fund rate (£ per m2) in Value Area 1 to 4 at a Net Density of 30 
dph) 
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250 Units at 45 dph 

Greenfield Threshold Land Value 2 - £345,000 per hectare 

6.92 The table below shows the level of Community Fund that can potentially viably 

delivered on a notional scheme of 250 units at 45 dph (net) on greenfield land 

in the identified Value Areas across the South Hams District. The results in the 

table below indicate the level of viable Community Fund Rate segregated into 4 

different levels of affordable housing applied to the 4 different Value Areas in 

the South Hams district.  

 

6.93 Overall the results in the table below show in Value Area 1 and 2 the scheme is 

unable to support any level of Community Fund contribution at 50% affordable 

housing and over. The scheme in Value Area 1 is also unable to support any 

viable level of Community Fund rate at 40% affordable housing. Value Area 3 

and 4 however are able to support some level of Community Contribution at all 

the affordable housing percentages tested.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

6.94 Value Area 1: In Value Area 1 the scheme is unable to provide any viable 

Community Fund rate at or above 40% affordable housing, with £3-£20 per m2 

viable at 30% affordable housing. Decreasing the affordable housing percentage 

further to 20% the scheme is able to support a Community Fund rate of 

between £58-£96 per m2.  

 

6.95 Value Area 2: In Value Area 2 the scheme is unable to viably provide any 

Community Fund rate at or above 50% affordable housing. The scheme however 

is able to provide a Community fund rate of £67-£105 per m2 at 40% 

affordable, £131-£184 per m2 at 30% affordable housing, the viable Community 

Fund rate further increases to £62-£101 per m2 when the affordable housing 

percentage is lowered to 20%.    

 

6.96 Value Area 3: In Value Area 3 the scheme is able to provide some level if 

Community Fund rate across all the affordable housing targets tested. Starting 

at a potential Community Fund rate of between £416-£527 per m2 at 50% 

affordable housing, increasing to a maximum viable Community Fund rate at 

20% affordable housing of between £554-£700 per m2. 

 

6.97 Value Area 4: The scheme in Value Area 4 shows significantly viable levels of 

Community Fund rate at all the different levels of affordable housing tested. 

Applying 50% affordable housing the model, the results show the scheme can 

viably support a Community Fund rate of between £1,239-£1,527 per m2, this 

rate increases to between £1,244-£1,536 per m2 when 40% affordable housing 

is applied, the viable Community Fund rate increases to between £1,256-£1,552 

Greenfield 250 Units   (45 dph) 

 
50% AH 40% AH 30% AH 20% AH 

 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 

Value Area 1 £0-£0 £0-£0 £3-£30 £58-£96 

Value Area 2 £0-£0 £67-£105 £131-£184 £178-£242 

Value Area 3 £416-£527 £477-£603 £522-£659 £554-£700 

Value Area 4 £1239-£1527 £1244-1536 £1256-£1552 £1257-£1555 

Table 6.17 - Greenfield Threshold Land Value 2 (£345,000 per Gross Hectare) – 
Community Fund Rate (£ per m2) in Value Area 1 to 4 at a Net Density of 45 dph) 



 
 
 
 
 

Page 61 of 146 

 

per m2 at 30% affordable housing, and increases to a maximum level of £1,257-

£1,555 per m2 when 20% affordable housing is applied to the study. This shows 

an even increase in small increments as the affordable housing percentage is 

lowered.  

 

250 Units at 45 dph 

Brownfield Threshold Land Value - £395,000 per hectare 

6.98 The following table summarises the level of Community Fund contribution that 

can be viably applied to a notional 250 Unit scheme at 45 dph (net) on 

brownfield land in the South Hams district, with a TLV of £395,000 per ha 

applied to the model.  

 

6.99 In summary the results show in Value Area 1 and 2 the scheme is unable to 

provide any level of Community Fund at or above 50% affordable housing. 

Reducing the affordable housing percentage to 40% and Value Area 1 is still 

unable to provide an Community Fund contribution however it does allow Value 

Area 2 to provide some level of viable Community Fund contribution (£49-£83 

per m2). At 30% and 20% affordable housing Value Area 1 and 2 are able to 

provide some viable Community Fund contribution. The results show in Value 

Area 3 and 4 the scheme is able to provide some level of Community Fund 

contribution across all the affordable housing percentages tested. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

6.100 Value Area 1: In Value Area 1 the scheme is unable to support any level of 

Community Fund contribution at or above 40% affordable housing. Reducing the 

affordable housing percentage down to 30% allows the site to potentially be 

able to support a small level Community Fund rate of between £0-£11 per m2, 

and further increasing the affordable housing allows a rate of between £44-£79 

per m2 to be supported by the scheme.   

 

6.101 Value Area 2: In Value Area 2 the scheme is unable to support any Community 

Fund Contribution at or above 50% affordable housing. Once the affordable 

housing percentage is reduced to 40% the scheme is able to support between 

£49-£83 per m2, which increases to £116-£188 per m2 at 30% affordable 

housing and between £165-£225 per m2 at 20% affordable housing.  

 

6.102 Value Area 3: The scheme is able to support some level of Community Fund 

contribution at 50%, 40%, 30% and 20% affordable housing, starting at a 

viable rate of £395-£500 per m2 at 50% affordable housing, £459-£581 per m2 

at 40% affordable housing, £506-£640 per m2 at 30% affordable housing, and 

Brownfield 250 Units   (45 dph) 

 

50% AH 40% AH 30% AH 20% AH 

 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 

Value Area 1 £0-£0 £0-£0 £0-£11 £44-£79 

Value Area 2 £0-£0 £49-£83 £116-£188 £165-£225 

Value Area 3 £395-£500 £459-£581 £506-£640 £541-£683 

Value Area 4 £1217-£1501 £1226-£1514 £1240-£1533 £1244-£1538 

Table 6.18 - Brownfield Threshold Land Value (£395,000 per gross hectare) – 
Community Fund rate (£ per m2) in Value Area 1 to 4 at a Net Density of 45 dph) 
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finally the highest viable rate of between £541-£683 per m2 with the lowest 

tested affordable housing percentage of 20%.   

 

6.103 Value Area 4: Value Area 4 shows a similar trend to Value Area 3, with the 

scheme being able to support some level of Community Fund contribution at all 

the affordable housing percentages tested. However the viable levels of 

Community Fund contribution are considerably higher than Value Area 3, with 

viable values starting out at £1,217-£1,501 per m2 at 50% affordable housing, 

and increasing to £1,244-£1,538 per m2 at 20% affordable housing.   

 

250 Units at 45 dph 

‘Honey Pot’ Higher Threshold Land Value - £495,000 per hectare 

6.104 The following table summarises the level of Community Fund that can be viably 

applied to a 250 Unit development at 45 dph (net) on Greenfield land with an 

increased TLV to £495,000 per ha. In summary the results below show that the 

higher TLV is able to be supported at all the affordable housing rates assumed 

and are able to support a relatively significant Community Fund rate across the 

board. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

6.105 Value Area 3: The results show the scheme is viably able to provide some level 

of Community Fund contribution at all the levels of affordable housing tested. 

The levels of viable Community Fund rate start at £352-£447 per m2 at 50% 

affordable housing, increasing to £424-£537 per m2 at 40% affordable housing, 

£476-£602 per m2 at 30% affordable housing and finally increasing to the 

highest viable value in Value Area 3 of £514-£650 per m2.  

 

6.106 Value Area 4: In Value Area 4 the scheme is also able to provide a significant 

level of viable Community Fund rate across all the affordable housing 

percentages tested. Viable Community Fund rates start at a value of £1,239-

£1,527 per m2 at 50% affordable housing and increasing in relatively small even 

increments up to a maximum viable level of between £1,257-£1,255 per m2 at 

20% affordable housing.   

 

 

  

Higher TLV 250 Units   (45 dph) 

 
50% AH 40% AH 30% AH 20% AH 

 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 

Value Area 3 £352-£447 £424-£537 £476-£602 £514-£650 

Value Area 4 £1239-£1527 £1244-£1536 £1256-£1552 £1257-£1555 

Table 6.19 - Higher Threshold Land Values - (£495,000 per gross hectare) – 
Community Fund rate (£ per m2) in Value Area 1 to 4 at a Net Density of 30 
dph) 
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500 Units at 30 dph 

Greenfield Threshold Land Value 2 (£345,000 per Hectare) 

6.107 The table below shows the level of Community Fund rate that can be viably 

delivered on a notional scheme of 500 units at 30 dph (net) on greenfield land in 

the identified value areas across the South Hams District. The results in the 

table below illustrate the level of viable Community Fund rate at 4 different 

levels of affordable housing applied to the different value areas in the South 

Hams District.  

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

6.108 Value Area 1: In Value Area 1 the 500 unit scheme on Greenfield Land at 

30dph is considered unable to viably provide any Community Fund rate at or 

above 30% affordable housing. Reducing the affordable housing percentage to 

20% allows the scheme to be able to provide a potential Community Fund rate 

of between £39-56 per m2.  

6.109 Value Area 2:  In Value Area 2 the scheme is unable to provide any level of 

contribution towards the Community Fund at or above 40% affordable housing. 

Lowering the affordable housing percentage to 30% allows the scheme to be 

able to provide a small Community Fund rate of between £0-£12 per m2, 

increasing to between £50-£69 per m2 at 20% affordable housing.  

6.110 Value Area 3: In Value Area 3 the scheme is able to provide some level of 

Community Fund rate at all the affordable housing percentages tested. The 

viable ranges of contribution start at £147-£184 per m2 at 50% affordable 

housing, increasing the between £224-£270 per m2 at 40% affordable housing, 

between £279-£331 per m2 at 30% affordable housing, and finally the highest 

viable Community Fund contribution in Value Area 3 is between £320-£379 per 

m2 at 20% affordable housing.    

6.111 Value Area 4: The scheme in Value Area 4 is able to provide a rate of 

Community Fund contribution at 50%, 40%, 30% and 20% affordable housing. 

When 50% affordable housing is applied to the scheme between £715-£846 per 

m2 is potentially viable, the viable Community Fund rate increases to between 

£756-£894 per m2 when 40% affordable housing is applied, the potential viable 

contribution further increases to £786-£928 per m2 at 30% affordable housing, 

and increases to a maximum level of £808-£953 per m2 when 20% affordable 

housing is applied to the study.  

 

 

Greenfield 500 Units   (30 dph) 

 
50% AH 40% AH 30% AH 20% AH 

 
2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 

Value Area 1 £0-£0 £0-£0 £0-£0 £39-£56 

Value Area 2 £0-£0 £0-£0 £0-£12 £50-£69 

Value Area 3 £147-£184 £224-£270 £279-£331 £320-£379 

Value Area 4 £715-£846 £756-£894 £786-£928 £808-£953 

Table 6.20 - Greenfield Threshold  Land Value 2 (£345,000 per gross hectare) – 
Community Fund Rate (£ per m2) in Value Area 1 to 4 at a Net Density of 30 dph) 
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500 Units at 30 dph 

Brownfield Threshold Land Value (£395,000 per hectare) 

6.112 The following table summarises the level of Community Fund contribution that 

can be viably applied to a notional 500 Unit scheme at 30 dph (net) on 

brownfield land across the 4 Value Areas in the South Hams District when 4 

different levels of affordable housing are applied (50%, 40%, 30% and 20% of 

the overall development).  

6.113 Overall the results showed Value Area 1 and 2 are unable to provide any level of 

Community Fund at or above 30% affordable housing, and can only be found 

viable at 20% affordable housing in Value Area 1 ad 2. The other Value Areas (3 

and 4) are able to provide some level of contribution towards the Community 

Fund across all the affordable housing percentages tested. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

6.114 Value Area 1: As shown the in results table above Value Area 1 is unable to 

viably provide any level of Community Fund rate at or above 30% affordable 

housing. Reducing the affordable housing to 20%, allows the scheme to 

potentially provide a Community Fund rate of £22-£37 per m2.    

6.115 Value Area 2: In Value Area 2 the scheme shows similar traits to the scheme in 

Value Area 1, with no viable rates of Community Fund able to be provided at or 

above 30% affordable housing. As with Value Area 1, when the affordable 

housing percentage is reduced to 20% the scheme is able to viable provide 

between £32-£49 per m2, assuming ‘baseline’ assumptions.  

6.116 Value Area 3: In Value Area 3 the scheme is able to provide some level of 

Community Fund rate at all the affordable housing percentages tested, starting 

at a value of £119-£151 per m2 when 50% affordable housing is applied to the 

model, increasing to £201-£243 per m2 when 40% affordable housing is applied, 

£259-£308 per m2 with 30% affordable housing and between £302-£357 per m2 

when 20% affordable housing is applied to the model.   

6.117 Value Area 4: In Value Area 4 as with Value Area 3, the scheme is able to 

provide some level of Community Fund contribution at 20%, 30%, 40% and 

50% affordable housing. Starting at £687-£812 per m2 at 50% affordable 

housing, and increasing by fairly even increments to £733-£865 per m2 (40% 

affordable housing) and £766-£903 per m2 (30% affordable housing) to a 

maximum level of £790-£932 per m2 at 20% affordable housing.   

 

 

Brownfield 250 Units   (30 dph) 

 
50% AH 40% AH 30% AH 20% AH 

 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 

Value Area 1 £0-£0 £0-£0 £0-£0 £22-£37 

Value Area 2 £0-£0 £0-£0 £0-£0 £32-£49 

Value Area 3 £119-£151 £201-£243 £259-£308 £302-£357 

Value Area 4 £687-£812 £733-865 £766-£903 £790-£932 

Table 6.21 - Brownfield Development (£395,000 per gross hectare) – Community 
Fund rate (£ per m2) in Value Area 1 to 4 at a Net Density of 30 dph) 
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500 Units at 30 dph 

‘Honey Pot’ Higher Threshold Land Value - £495,000 per hectare 

6.118 The following table summarises the level of Community Fund that can be viably 

applied to a notional 500 unit scheme at a density of 30 dph (net) with an 

increased TLV of £495,000 per gross ha. In Value Area 3 and 4 the results show 

with ‘baseline’ assumptions, the scheme is viably able to provide some level of 

Community Fund at 50%, 40%, 30% and 20% affordable housing. It is unlikely 

this level of Land Value would be sought in Value Area 1 and 2 therefore only 

Value Area 3 and 4 have been included in the table below.   

 

 

 

 

 

6.119 Value Area 3: The results show above that even with an increased TLV the 

scheme is still able to provide some level of Community Fund contribution. The 

viable contribution rate starts at £63-£86 per m2 at 50% affordable housing, 

£154-£188 per m2 at 40% affordable housing, £219-£261 per m2 at 30% 

affordable housing, and finally £267-£316 per m2 at 20% affordable housing.   

6.120 Value Area 4: In Value Area 4 the results shows the scheme is able to still 

provide a considerably higher Community Fund rate then Value Area 3, with 

viable values starting at £630-£742 per m2 at 50% affordable housing, and 

steadily increasing to a maximum viable rate of £755-£888 per m2 at 20% 

affordable housing.   
 

500 Units at 45 dph 

Greenfield Threshold Land Value 2 - £345,000 per hectare 

6.121 The table below shows the level of Community Fund rate that can be viably 

delivered on a notional scheme of 500 units at 45 dph (net) on greenfield land in 

the identified Value Areas across the South Hams District. The results in the 

table below illustrate the level of viable Community Fund rate at 4 different 

levels of affordable housing applied to the different value areas across South 

Hams.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Higher TLV 500 Units   (30 dph) 

 
50% AH 40% AH 30% AH 20% AH 

 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 

Value Area 3 £63-£86 £154-£188 £219-£261 £267-£316 

Value Area 4 £630-£742 £686-£807 £726-£853 £755-£888 

Table 6.13 - Higher Threshold Land Values - (£495,000 per gross hectare) – 
Community Fund rate (£ per m2) in Value Area 1 to 4 at a Net Density of 30 dph) 

Greenfield 500 Units   (45 dph) 

 
50% AH 40% AH 30% AH 20% AH 

 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 

Value Area 1 £0-£0 £0-£0 £0-£0 £30-£46 

Value Area 2 £0-£0 £28-£45 £81-£105 £121-£151 

Value Area 3 £285-£341 £340-£404 £379-£450 £408-£484 

Value Area 4 £908-£1,075 £924-£1093 £935-£1105 £944-£1114 

Table 6.14 - Greenfield Threshold Land Value 2 - Greenfield Development (£345,000 

per gross hectare) – Community Fund rate (£ per m2) in Value Area 1 to 4 at a Net 
Density of 45 dph) 
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6.122 Value Area 1: In Value Area 1 the 500 unit scheme on Greenfield Land at 

45dph is considered unable to viably provide any Community Fund rate at or 

above 30% affordable housing. Reducing the affordable housing percentage to 

20% allows the scheme to be able to provide a potential Community Fund rate 

of between £30-46 per m2.  

 

6.123 Value Area 2:  In Value Area 2 the scheme is unable to provide any level of 

contribution towards the Community Fund at or above 50% affordable housing. 

Lowering the affordable housing percentage to 40% allows the scheme to viably 

provide a small Community Fund rate of between £28-£45 per m2, increasing to 

between £81-£105 per m2 at 30% affordable housing, and further increasing to 

between £121-£151 per m2 at 20% affordable housing.  

 

6.124 Value Area 3: In Value Area 3 the scheme is able to provide some level of 

Community Fund rate at all the affordable housing percentages tested. The 

viable levels of contribution start at £285-£341 per m2 with 50% affordable 

housing applied to the model, increasing to between £340-£404 per m2 at 40% 

affordable housing, between £379-£450 per m2 at 30% affordable housing, and 

finally between £408-£484 per m2 with 20% affordable housing applied to the 

model.    

 

6.125 Value Area 4: The scheme in Value Area 4 is able to provide a significant rate 

of Community Fund contribution at all the affordable housing percentages 

tested. At 50% affordable housing the scheme is able to provide between £908-

£1,075 per m2 is potentially viable, this figure increases to between £924-

£1,093 per m2 when 40% affordable housing is applied, the potential viable 

contribution further increases to £935-£1,105 per m2 at 30% affordable 

housing, and increases to a maximum level of £944-£1,1114 per m2 when 20% 

affordable housing is applied to the study.  

 

500 Units at 45 dph 

Brownfield Threshold Land Value - £395,000 per hectare 

6.126 The following table summarises the level of Community Fund contribution that is 

potentially viable on a notional 500 Unit scheme at 45 dph (net) on brownfield 

land across the 4 Value Areas in the South Hams District when 4 different levels 

of affordable housing are applied to the model including; 50%, 40%, 30% and 

20% of the overall development.  

 

6.127 In summary the results show Value Area 1 and 2 are unable to provide any level 

of Community Fund at or above 50% affordable housing, with Value Area 1 only 

being able to provide some level of contribution at 20% affordable housing. 

Value Area 2 however is able to provide some level on contribution at 40%, 30% 

and 20% affordable housing. As with the majority of the schemes Value Areas 3 

and 4 are able to provide some level of contribution towards the Community 

Fund across all the affordable housing percentages tested. 
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6.128 Value Area 1: As shown the in results table above Value Are 1 is unable to 

viably provide any level of Community Fund rate at or above 30% affordable 

housing. Reducing the affordable housing to 20%, allows the scheme to 

potentially provide a Community Fund rate of £16-£30 per m2. 

    

6.129 Value Area 2: In Value Area 2 the scheme is unable to provide any level of 

viable Community Fund rate at or above 50% affordable housing. Reducing the 

affordable housing down to 40% the scheme is able to provide between £10-£25 

per m2, reducing the affordable housing further to 30% allows a potential 

contribution of between £66-£87 per m2, and lowering the affordable housing 

percentage further to 20% allows a viable Community Fund rate of potentially 

£108-£135 per m2 to be provided. 

 

6.130 Value Area 3: In Value Area 3 the scheme is able to provide some level of 

Community Fund rate at all the affordable housing percentages tested, starting 

at a value of £264-£316 per m2 at 50% affordable housing, increasing to £322-

£382 per m2 at 40% affordable housing, £363-£431 per m2 with 30% affordable 

housing and finally the highest potential contribution of between £395-£468 per 

m2 when 20% affordable housing is applied to the model.  

  

6.131 Value Area 4: In Value Area 4 as with Value Area 3, the scheme is able to 

provide some level of Community Fund contribution at 20%, 30%, 40% and 

50% affordable housing. Starting at £886-£1,048 per m2 at 50% affordable 

housing, and increasing by fairly even increments as the affordable housing 

percentage is lowered, equating to a level of between £906-£1,070 per m2 (40% 

affordable housing) and £920-£1,086 per m2 (30% affordable housing) to a 

maximum level of £930-£1,098 per m2 at the lowest tested affordable housing 

percentage of 20% affordable housing.   

 

500 Units at 45 dph 

‘Honey Pot’ Higher Threshold Land Value - £495,000 per hectare 

6.132 The table below summarises the level of Community Fund that can be viably 

applied to a notional 500 unit scheme at a density of 45 dph (net) with an 

increased TLV of £495,000 per gross ha. The table includes results from Value 

Area 3 and 4 with ‘baseline’ assumptions. It is unlikely that a Land Value of 

£495,000 per ha would be sought in Value Area 1 and 2 therefore only the 

results for Value Area 3 and 4 have been included in the table below. The results 

show the scheme in both value areas are able to provide some level of 

Community Fund at 50%, 40%, 30% and 20% affordable housing.  

 

 

Brownfield 500 Units   (45 dph) 

 
50% AH 40% AH 30% AH 20% AH 

 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 

Value Area 1 £0-£0 £0-£0 £0-£0 £16-£30 

Value Area 2 £0-£0 £10-£25 £66-£87 £108-£135 

Value Area 3 £264-£316 £322-£382 £363-£431 £395-£468 

Value Area 4 £886-£1048 £906-£1070 £920-£1086 £930-£1098 

Table 6.15 - Brownfield  Threshold  Land Value (£395,000 per gross hectare) – 
Community Fund Rate (£ per m2) in Value Area 1 to 4 at a Net Density of 45 dph) 
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6.133 Value Area 3: The results show above that even with an increased TLV the 

scheme is still able to provide a rate of Community Fund contribution. The viable 

contribution rate starts at £843-£995 per m2 at 50% affordable housing, 

increasing to £870-£1,026 per m2 at 40% affordable housing, £889-£1,048 per 

m2 at 30% affordable housing, and finally £903-£1,064 per m2 at 20% 

affordable housing. The results show as the affordable housing percentage is 

decreased the level of viable Community Fund steadily increases as the 

affordable housing percentage is lowered.   

 

6.134 Value Area 4: In Value Area 4 the results shows the scheme is able to still 

provide a considerably higher Community Fund rate then Value Area 3, with 

viable values starting at £843-£995 per m2 at 50% affordable housing, and 

steadily increasing to a maximum viable rate of £903-£1,064 per m2 at 20% 

affordable housing.   
 

  

Higher TLV 500 Units   (30 dph) 

 
50% AH 40% AH 30% AH 20% AH 

 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 

Value Area 3 £221-£266 £286-£339 £333-£393 £368-£434 

Value Area 4 £843-£995 £870-£1026 £889-£1048 £903-£1064 

Table 6.16 - Higher Threshold Land Value (£495,000 per gross hectare) – 
Community Fund Rate (£ per m2) in Value Area 1 to 4 at a Net Density of 30 dph) 
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7.0 Viability Results Analysis -Residential Developments of 

Small Schemes 5 to 10 Units 

 

5 Units at 30 dph 

Greenfield Threshold Land Value 1 (+ 20% uplift for a small site) - 

£480,000 per hectare  

8.1 The table below shows the level of Community Fund that can be viably delivered 

on a theoretical scheme of 5 units at 30 dph (net) on greenfield land across the 

4 different Value Areas identified in the South Hams District. The results 

included in the table below indicate that In Value Area 1 is unable to provide any 

viable level of contribution towards the Community Fund at or above 40% 

affordable housing, with Value Area 2 unable to provide any viable contribution 

at or above 50% affordable housing. Other than this all the other tested 

affordable housing percentages in the 4 Value Areas are able to provide some 

level of Community Fund rate.  

 

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

8.2 Value Area 1: In Value Area 1 the 5 unit scheme on Greenfield Land at 30dph 

is unable to provide any level of Community Fund rate at or above 40% 

affordable housing. Below this level the scheme is able to provide between £13-

£68 per m2 at 30% affordable housing and between £105-£134 per m2 at 20% 

affordable housing.  

8.3 Value Area 2:  In Value Area 2 the 5 unit site is unable to provide any viable 

Community Fund contribution at or above 50% affordable housing. Reducing the 

affordable housing percentage to 40% results in the 5 unit scheme being able to 

provide a viable Community Fund rate at between £0-£59 per m2, increasing to 

between £107-£150 per m2 at 30% affordable housing, the viable Community 

Fund rate increases further to a viable rate of between £207-£224 per m2 at 

20% affordable housing.   

8.4 Value Area 3: In Value Area 3 the Community Fund rates are considerably 

higher than Value Area 1 and 2, with viable Community Fund rates starting 

between £409-£458 per m2 with 50% affordable housing applied to the model, 

increasing to a viable contribution of between £495-£529 per m2 at 40% 

affordable housing, increasing further to between £598-£659 per m2 at 30% 

affordable housing with the highest viable Community Fund rate understandably 

at 20% affordable housing with a potential viable contribution of between 

£1798-£2112 per m2. 

8.5 Value Area 4: Value Area 4 in this study is considered to be a small ‘honey pot’ 

area of the South Hams District, with overall very viable levels of Community 

Greenfield 5 Units   (30 dph) 

 
50% AH 40% AH 30% AH 20% AH 

 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 

Value Area 1 £0-£0 £0-£0 £13-£68 £105-£134 

Value Area 2 £0-£0 £0-£59 £107-£150 £207-£224 

Value Area 3 £409-£458 £495-£529 £598-£659 £647-£734 

Value Area 4 £1679-£1903 £1810-£2084 £1769-£2062 £1798-£2112 

Table 7.1 - Threshold Land Value 1 - Greenfield Development (£480,000 per gross 
hectare) – Community Fund rate (£ per m2) in Value Area 1 to 4 at a Net Density of 
30 dph) 
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Fund identified by the modelling process. The Community Fund rates potentially 

achievable starts at between £1,679-£1,903 per m2 with 50% affordable 

housing, increasing as the affordable housing percentage is lowered levels of 

Community Fund rate viable at 40% (£1810-£1879 per m2), 30% (£1769-£2062 

per m2) and 20% (£1798-£2112 per m2) affordable housing. 

5 Units at 30 dph 

Brownfield Threshold Land Value (+ 20% uplift for a small site) - 

£474,000 per hectare  

8.6 The following table summarises the level of Community Fund rate that can be 

viably applied to a 5 Unit scheme at 30 dph (net) on brownfield land with a 

Residual Land Value of £474,000 per ha.  In Value Area 1 the scheme is able to 

support some level of Community Fund rate at 30% and 20% affordable 

housing. In Value Area 2 the scheme is able to support some level of 

Community Fund rate at 40%, 30% and 20% affordable housing. However in 

Value Area 3 and 4 the results show, using ‘baseline’ assumptions, the scheme 

is able to support some level of Community Fund rate with 50%, 40%, 30% and 

20% affordable housing targets.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

8.7 Value Area 1:  The study found that on brownfield land with values of 

£474,000 per hectare in Value Area 1 the scheme is able to provide some level 

of Community Fund rate at 30% and 20% affordable housing. However the 

scheme is unable to provide any contribution above 40% affordable housing. 

The viable contribution able to be provided by the scheme is between £16-£70 

per m2 at 30% affordable housing and between £107-£136 per m2 at 20% 

affordable housing.  

8.8 Value Area 2:  In Value Area 2 the scheme is unable to provide any 

Community Fund rate at 50% affordable housing and over. Lowering the 

affordable housing the scheme is potentially able to contribute rates of between 

£0-£63 per m2 at 40% affordable housing, between £110-£152 per m2 at 30% 

affordable housing and between £209-£229 per m2 at 20% affordable housing.  

8.9 Value Area 3: In Value Area 3 the scheme shows a significant increase in 

viable Community Fund rates in relation to the viable Community Fund values 

potentially achievable in Value Area 1 and 2. In Value Area 3 the viable 

Community Fund rates start from between £413-£461 per m2 at 50% affordable 

housing and reach a maximum Community Fund rate of between £649-£737 per 

m2 at 20% affordable housing.  

Brownfield 5 Units   (30 dph) 

 
50% AH 40% AH 30% AH 20% AH 

 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 

Value Area 1 £0-£0 £0-£0 £16-£70 £107-£136 

Value Area 2 £0-£0 £0-£63 £110-£152 £209-£229 

Value Area 3 £413-£461 £499-£533 £600-£662 £649-£737 

Value Area 4 £1682-£1908 £1813-£2088 £1772-£2065 £1800-£2115 

 Table 7.2 - Brownfield Threshold Land Value (£474,000 per Gross Hectare) –        

Community Fund rate (£ per m2) in Value Area 1 to 4 at a Net Density of 30 dph) 
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8.10 Value Area 4: Value Area 4 shows considerable potential rates of viable 

Community Fund rate at 50%, 40%, 30% and 20% affordable housing. Viable 

Community Fund rates start at between £1,682-£1,908 per m2 at 50% 

affordable housing, increasing to between £1,813-£2,088 per m2 at 40% 

affordable housing, between £1,772-£2,065 per m2 at 30% affordable housing, 

and the highest potential Community Fund rate of between £1,800-£2,115 per 

m2 at 20% affordable housing. 

5 Units at 30 dph 

‘Honey Pot’ Higher Threshold Land Value (+ 20% uplift for a small site) 

- £594,000 per hectare  

8.11 The following table summarises the potentially viable level of Community Fund 

rate that could be applied to a 5 Unit development at 30 dph (net) on land with 

a TLV of £594,000 per ha, using ‘baseline’ assumptions (further detailed in 

Chapter 4).   

8.12 Analysing the results below the 5 unit scheme is viably able to provide some 

level of Community Fund rate at all the affordable housing percentages tested 

within Value Area 3 and 4 where the higher Threshold Land Values are likely to 

be sought. 

 

 

 

 
  

8.13 Value Area 3: In Value Area 3 applying 50% affordable housing to the model 

the results show the scheme is potentially able to provide a Community Fund 

rate of between £329-£389 per m2, increasing to between £427-£456 per m2 at 

40% affordable housing, between £552-£598 per m2 at 30% affordable housing, 

with the highest viable rate of Community Fund contribution at 20% affordable 

housing with a potentially viable rate of between £604-£680 per m2.  

 

8.14 Value Area 4: In Value Area 4, the model identified significant levels of viable 

Community Fund rate, starting at £1,610-£1,818 per m2 at 50% affordable 

housing, to the highest level of viable Community Fund contribution of between 

£1,755-£2,059 per m2 at 20% affordable housing. 

  

Higher TLV 5 Units   (30 dph) 

 
50% AH 40% AH 30% AH 20% AH 

 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 

Value Area 3 £329-£389 £427-£456 £552-£598 £604-£680 

Value Area 4 £1610-£1818 £1751-£2011 £1720-£2001 £1755-£2059 

 Table 7.3 - Higher  Threshold Land Values (£594,000 per gross hectare) –  

Community Fund Rate (£ per m2) in Value Area 1 to 4 at a Net Density of 30 dph) 
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10 Units at 30 dph 

Greenfield Threshold Land Value 1 (+ 20% uplift for a small site) - 

£480,000 per hectare  

8.15 The table below shows the level of Community Fund that can be viably delivered 

on a notional scheme of 10 units at 30 dph (net) on greenfield land in the 

identified Value Areas across the District. The results included in the table below 

indicate that when affordable housing targets of 50%, 40%, 30% and 20% are 

viable will varying rates of Community Fund in Value Areas 1, 2, 3 and 4 with 

understandably the lowest rates of Community Fund viable at 50% affordable 

housing and the highest Community Fund rate supported by 20% affordable 

housing. However the results do show that all the Value Areas are viable at all 

the different levels of affordable housing tested in the South Hams district on a 

10 unit site.  

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

8.16 Value Area 1: In Value Area 1 the 10 unit scheme on Greenfield Land at 30dph 

is considered viable at all the affordable housing percentages tested with 

varying rates of Community Fund rate. The lowest level of Community Fund 

viably achievable at 50% affordable housing is between £0-£18 per m2. 

Decreasing the level of affordable housing the level of viable Community Fund 

rate increases. In Value Area 1 at 40% affordable housing between £36-£92 per 

m2 is viable, increasing to between £67-£107 per m2 at 30% affordable housing, 

with the highest level of Community Fund rate viable at 20% affordable housing 

with a rate of between £195-£213 per m2.  

8.17 Value Area 2:  In Value Area 2 the 10 unit site at 30dph is again viable at 

50%, 40%, 30% and 20% affordable housing. At 50% affordable housing the 

10 unit site is able to provide a viable Community Fund rate at between £0-£33 

per m2, increasing to between £70-£115 per m2 at 40% affordable housing, the 

viable Community Fund rate increases further to a viable rate of between £141-

£171 per m2 at 30% affordable housing and between £221-£227 per m2 at 20% 

affordable housing.   

8.18 Value Area 3: In Value Area 3 the Community Fund rates are considerably 

higher than Value Area 1 and 2, with viable Community Fund rates starting at 

between £605-£648 per m2 with 50% affordable housing, increasing to a viable 

contribution of between £651-£717 per m2 at 40% affordable housing, 

increasing further to between £697-£786 per m2 at 30% affordable housing with 

the highest viable Community Fund rate understandably at 20% affordable 

housing with a potential viable contribution of between £723-£837 per m2. 

8.19 Value Area 4: Value Area 4 is considered to be some very small ‘honey pot’ 

areas of the South Hams District, however it is very viable with all the tested 

Greenfield 10 Units   (30 dph) 

 
50% AH 40% AH 30% AH 20% AH 

 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 

Value Area 1 £0-£18 £36-£92 £67-£107 £195-£213 

Value Area 2 £0-£33 £70-£115 £141-£171 £221-£227 

Value Area 3 £605-£648 £651-£717 £697-£786 £723-£837 

Value Area 4 £1575-£1804 £1620-£1879 £1656-£1936 £1622-£1914 

Table 7.4 - Greenfield  Threshold  Land Value 1 (£480,000 per gross hectare) –     
Community Fund rate (£ per m2) in Value Area 1 to 4 at a Net Density of 30 dph) 
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levels of affordable housing with the Lowest Community Fund rate starting at 

between £1,575-£1,804 per m2 at 50% affordable housing, with increasing 

levels of Community Fund rate viable at 40% (£1620-£1879 per m2), 30% 

(£1656-£1936 per m2) and 20% (£1622-£1914 per m2) affordable housing. 

10 Units at 30 dph 

Brownfield Threshold Land Value (+ 20% uplift for a small site) - 

£474,000 per hectare  

8.20 The following table summarises the level of Community Fund rate that can be 

viably applied to a 10 Unit development site at 30 dph (net) on brownfield land 

with a Residual Land Value of £474,000 per ha.  In Value Area 1, 2, 3 and 4 the 

results show, using ‘baseline’ assumptions, the scheme is able to support some 

level of Community Fund rate with 50%, 40%, 30% and 20% affordable 

housing targets.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

8.21 Value Area 1: The study found that on brownfield land with values of £474,000 

per hectare a notional site of 10 Units at a density of 30 dph scheme in Value 

Area 1 is able to provide some level of Community Fund rate at 50%, 40%, 

30% and 20% affordable housing looking at the minimum and maximum viable 

Community Fund values. The value of Community Fund rate potentially 

achievable varies from £0-£21 per m2 at 50% affordable housing increasing to 

between £39-£94 per m2 at 40% affordable housing, £70-£109 per m2 at 30% 

affordable housing and between £197-£215 per m2 at 20% affordable housing.  

8.22 Value Area 2:  In Value Area 2 the study found a small increase on viable 

Community Fund rates from Value Area 1, with potentially achievable 

contribution rates of between £0-£36 per m2 at 50% affordable housing. The 

study shows the level of viable Community Fund rate increases as the affordable 

housing percentage is increased, with viable rates of between £73-£118 per m2 

at 40% affordable housing, £143-£174 per m2 at 30% affordable housing and 

£224-£244 per m2 at 20% affordable housing respectively.  

8.23 Value Area 3: Value Area 3 shows a significant increase in viable Community 

Fund rates in comparison to Value Area 1 and 2, a similar trend to the 

Greenfield site results. The viable Community Fund rates start from between 

£608-£652 per m2 at 50% affordable housing up to the maximum Community 

Fund rate of between £725-£839 per m2 at 20% affordable housing.  

8.24 Value Area 4: The 10 unit notional scheme on Brownfield land in Value Area 4 

shows potentially considerable rates of viable Community Fund rate at 50%, 

40%, 30% and 20% affordable housing. Viable rates start at between £1,578-

Brownfield 10 Units   (30 dph) 

 
50% AH 40% AH 30% AH 20% AH 

 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 

Value Area 1 £0-£21 £39-£94 £70-£109 £197-£215 

Value Area 2 £0-£36 £73-£118 £143-£174 £224-£244 

Value Area 3 £608-£652 £654-£721 £699-£789 £725-£839 

Value Area 4 £1578-£1808 £1622-£1882 £1658-£1939 £1624-£1917 

Table 7.5 - Brownfield Threshold Land Value (£474,000 per gross hectare) – 
Community Fund rate (£ per m2) in Value Area 1 to 4 at a Net Density of 30 dph) 



 
 
 
 
 

Page 74 of 146 

 

£1,808 per m2 with 50% affordable housing applied to the model, increasing to 

between £1,622-£1882 per m2 at 40% affordable housing, between £1,658-

£1939 per m2 at 30% affordable housing, and the highest potential Community 

Fund rate of between £1,624-£1,917 per m2 at 20% affordable housing. 

10 Units at 30 dph 

‘Honey Pot’ Higher Threshold Land Value (+ 20% uplift for a small site) 

- £594,000 per hectare  

8.25 The following table summarises the level of Community Fund rate that can be 

viably applied to a 10 Unit development at 30 dph (net) on land (not specified 

as Greenfield or Brownfield) with a higher TLV of £594,000 per ha applied, still 

using the ‘baseline’ assumptions as applied to the above models.   

8.26 Overall the results show the 10 unit scheme is viably able to provide some level 

of Community Fund rate at all the affordable housing percentages tested within 

Value Areas 3 and 4, with the viable Community Fund rate steadily increasing as 

the affordable housing percentage is lowered. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

8.27 Value Area 1: In Value Area 1 with the higher TLV implemented into the 

model, the site is viably able to provide some level of Community Fund rate at 

40%, 30% and 20% affordable housing, however at 50% affordable housing 

and above the site is able to provide any level of contribution. Applying 40% 

affordable housing to the model allows a viable contribution of between £0-£42 

per m2, this increases to between £15-£62 per m2 at 30% affordable housing, 

and between £150-£165 per m2 at 20% affordable housing.   

8.28 Value Area 2: In Value Area 2, similar to Value Area 1, the scheme is unable to 

provide any level of Community Fund contribution at or above 50% affordable 

housing. Lowering the affordable housing to 40%, the scheme is able to provide 

between £12-£65 per m2, increasing to a potentially viable contribution rate of 

between £88-£126 per m2 at 30% affordable housing, with the highest rate of 

viable Community Fund understandably at 20% affordable housing with a rate 

of between £177-£194 per m2 identified by the model.  

8.29 Value Area 3: In Value Area 3 the rate of viable Community Fund rate 

drastically increases from Value Areas 1 and 2. At 50% affordable housing the 

model identified the scheme is potentially able to provide a Community Fund 

rate of between £540-£576 per m2, increasing to between £601-£656 per m2 at 

40% affordable housing, between £652-£731 per m2 at 30% affordable housing, 

with the highest viable rate of Community Fund contribution at 20% affordable 

housing with a potentially viable rate of between £718-£830 per m2.  

Higher TLV 10 Units   (30 dph) 

 
50% AH 40% AH 30% AH 20% AH 

 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 

Value Area 3 £540-£576 £601-£656 £652-£731 £685-£789 

Value Area 4 £1517-£1731 £1570-£1817 £1611-£1881 £1583-£1866 

Table 7.6 - Higher Threshold Land Value (£594,000 per gross hectare) – Community 
Fund rate (£ per m2) in Value Area 1 to 4 at a Net Density of 30 dph) 
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8.30 Value Area 4: In Value Area 4, the smaller ‘honey pot’ zone, the model 

identified significant levels of viable Community Fund rate, starting at between 

£1517-£1731 per m2 at 50% affordable housing, to the highest level of viable 

Community Fund contribution between £1583-£1866 per m2 at 20% affordable 

housing. 
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8.0 Sensitivity Testing 

 

8.1 Sections 6 and 7 of this viability report assess the viability of the identified 

development categories using baseline assumptions for sites of 5 to 500 units.  

Sensitivity tests are compared to the baseline position, as set out in Section 4 of 

this paper.   

8.2 As explained in the Section 4, the viability results consider the deliverability of a 

Community Fund rate on a £ per m2 basis against a number of TLV’s which have 

been assumed for each scheme type and proportion of affordable housing 

tested.  The sensitivity tests in this section are all based upon the greenfield TLV 

of £345,000 per hectare in Value Area 1 and 2 and £495,000 per ha on site in 

Value Area 3 and 4. 

8.3 The following sensitivity tests have all been tested on the same schemes to 

ensure the results are easily comparable across the sensitivity tests, details of 

the schemes tested are included below: 

1) All Sensitivity tests include the following site: 

 50 unit scheme at 30dph (dwellings per hectare) at 20%, 30%, 40% 

and 50% affordable housing. 

2) Some sensitivity tests including the following sites: 

 250 unit scheme at 30dph at 20%. 30%, 40% and 50% affordable 

housing.  

8.4 This section examines the impact of changes to the following variables on 

viability and the achievable level of Community Fund Rate: 

 Developer Profit; 

 Affordable Housing Tenure Mix; 

 Infrastructure Costs 

 Absorption Rates 

 Lifetime Homes; 

 Carbon Neutral Standards and 

 Section 106 Costs. 
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8.5 The following table shows the sensitivity tests carried out for the assumptions 

listed above: 

Scheme Type 50 unit Scheme at 30dph 250 unit Scheme at 30dph 

Affordable 

Housing 

Percentage (%) 

20 30 40 50 20 30 40 50 

Developer Profit             

Affordable 

Housing Tenure 

Mix 

            

Infrastructure 

Costs 
                

Absorption Rates                 

Lifetime Homes             

Carbon Neutral 
Standards (Code 
5 Building 
Regulations) 

            

Section 106 Costs                 

Figure 8.1 – Detailing the sensitivity tests carried out for the small sites (50 

units) and large sites (250 units) 

 

8.6 The results of the sensitivity tests are set out in delta tables, with an example of 

a delta table included below (figure 8.2). The delta table shows the change in 

viable Community Fund rate when the sensitivity test is applied in comparison to 

the baseline cost.     

8.7 The example delta table (figure 8.2) below uses a traffic light system to 

illustrate the impacts of the sensitivity tests on the viable level of Community 

Fund rate that can be applied to a 50 unit or 250 unit scheme, across 20%, 

30%, 40% and 50% Affordable Housing in all 4 value areas tested.  

Delta table - Green results  

8.8 If the sensitivity test results in a positive impact in relation to the baseline, the 

level of change in viable Community Fund rate will be shown in green as 

detailed in the example table below in the 20% affordable housing column. 

Delta table - Red results  

8.9 If the impact from the sensitivity test is negative in comparison to the baseline 

the difference in Community Fund rate will be included in red, as detailed in the 

30% and 40% affordable housing column in the example table below.    
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Greenfield 50 Units   (30 dph) - Delta Table 

  50% AH 40% AH 30% AH 20% AH 

  2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 
2015 to 

2019 

Value Area 1 £0 -£5 -£10 £4 

Value Area 2 £0 -£5 -£10 £4 

Value Area 3 £0 -£5 -£10 £4 

Value Area 4 £0 -£5 -£10 £4 
Figure 8.2 – Delta table example 

 

Delta table - Yellow results  

8.10 Finally if the impact from the delta table is shown in yellow this illustrates that 

there is no quantifiable change identified between the sensitivity test and 

baseline assumptions. The yellow illustrates the sensitivity test is unable to 

show the impact on the Community Fund rate from the sensitivity test as the 

difference in Community Fund rate can only be shown if there are viable levels 

of Community Fund rate identified with the baseline assumptions. This is 

generally due to the fact that no viable Community Fund rate can be provided at 

the baseline assumption. It is important to note that the delta tables only show 

differences in viable levels of Community Fund rate.  
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Effect of Different Profit Assumptions  

8.11 The impact of different developer profit levels have been tested on a 50 unit site 

at 20%, 30%, 40% and 50% affordable housing. The testing has simulated the 

impacts of two different figures of Developer Profit which are outlined below: 

 Sensitivity 1: Developer profit at 17.5% of Gross Development Value. 

 Sensitivity 2: Developer profit at 22.5% of Gross Development Value. 

8.12 The impact of Developer Profit has been analysed by comparing the residual 

viable Community Fund contribution between the baseline developer 

contribution and two differing levels of developer profit, as listed above (17.5% 

and 22.5%). Table 8.1 below includes results from sensitivity 1, and shows the 

difference in viable Community Fund values between the reduced level of 

Developer profit at 17.5% and the baseline of 20%. 

Developer Profit 17.5% 

Greenfield 50 Units   (30 dph) - Delta Table 

  50% AH 40% AH 30% AH 20% AH 

  2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 

Value Area 1 £0 £0 £47 £44 

Value Area 2 £0 £0 £48 £47 

Value Area 3 £64 £62 £57 £57 

Value Area 4 £84 £85 £85 £85 

Table 8.1 – Delta table including the change in viable levels of Community Fund 
Contribution with a reduced Developer Profit figure of 17.5% (Value Area 1 and 
2 includes a Benchmark Land Value of £345,000 per ha and Value 3 and 4 
include a Benchmark Land Value of £495,000 per ha) 

 

8.13 The following table shows the level of change in Community Fund rate if 

Developer profit is increased to 22.5% in the model compared to the baseline of 

20% developer profit.   

Developer Profit 22.5% 

Greenfield 50 Units   (30 dph) - Delta Table 

  50% AH 40% AH 30% AH 20% AH 

  2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 

Value Area 1 £0 £0 -£17 -£47 

Value Area 2 £0 £0 -£48 -£48 

Value Area 3 -£63 -£63 -£57 -£58 

Value Area 4 -£85 -£85 -£86 -£86 
Table 8.2 – Delta table including the change in viable levels of Community Fund 
Contribution with increased Developer Profit figure of 22.5% (Value Area 1 and 
2 includes a Benchmark Land Value of £345,000 per ha and Value 3 and 4 

include a Benchmark Land Value of £495,000 per ha) 

 

8.14 Overall it is clear from table 8.1 above that the level of viable Community Fund 

rate increases if the level of Developer Profit is decreased even by only 2.5% 
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from the baseline. The results show a consistent increase in viable levels of 

Community Fund rate of between £44-£85 per m2, with the highest increase in 

viable Community Fund rate in Value Area 4 (£85 per m2 at 20%, 30% and 40% 

affordable housing).  

8.15 The figures also show a relatively similar level of change in viable Community 

Fund rate if Developer profit is increased to 22.5%. The decrease in viable 

Community Fund rate equates to between £17-£86 per m2, with the highest 

reductions in viable Community Fund rates seen in Value Area 4. There is 

however little difference across the affordable housing percentages applied in 

value area 2, 3 and 4.  

8.16 However the difference in Value Area 1 at 30% affordable housing only shows a 

reduction in £17 per m2 in Community Fund rate. This is because applying the 

additional 2.5% to developer profit results in the scheme becoming unable to 

viably provide any Community Fund rate. Therefore the impact on Community 

Fund rate cannot be completely quantified.   

8.17 The results show that the largest impact on viable Community Fund rates 

resulting from a change in Developer profit is seen in Value Area 4, with the 

smallest change seen in Value Area 1 and minimal difference seen across the 

varying affordable housing percentages tested.     

Effect of Affordable Housing Tenure Mix 

8.18 Table 8.2 below shows the impact upon the residual land value of two different 

affordable housing tenure mixes compared against the baseline. The results are 

based on the change in values from a site of 50 units at 30 dph with a tenure 

split of 70:30 Affordable Rent to Shared Ownership (based on a 40% equity 

share at 2% interest).  

8.19 The two sensitivity tests are included as follows: 

 Sensitivity 1: Based on a tenure mix of 60:40 Affordable Rented to 

Shared Ownership. 

 Sensitivity 2: Based on a tenure mix of 50:50 Affordable Rented to 
Shared Ownership. 

8.20 Table 8.3 below shows the difference in viable Community Fund rate associated 

with the baseline tenure mix of 70:30, in comparison with the tenure mix tested 

in sensitivity 1 with a tenure mix of 60:40. This is based on the notional 50 unit 

scheme and tests 4 different levels of affordable housing percentage (20%, 

30%, 40% and 50% affordable housing).  
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Tenure Mix – 60:40 Affordable Rented to Shared Ownership 

Greenfield 50 Units   (30 dph) - Delta Table 

  50% AH 40% AH 30% AH 20% AH 

  2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 

Value Area 1 £0 £0 £24 £13 

Value Area 2 £0 £0 £24 £15 

Value Area 3 £93 £63 £34 £21 

Value Area 4 £147 £99 £61 £37 

Table 8.3 – Delta table including the change in viable levels of Community 
Fund Contribution with a different tenure mix of 60:40 Affordable Rented to 
Shared Ownership (Value Area 1 and 2 includes a Benchmark Land Value of 
£345,000 per ha and Value 3 and 4 include a Benchmark Land Value of 
£495,000 per ha) 

 

Tenure Mix – 50:50 Affordable Rented to Shared Ownership 

Greenfield 50 Units   (30 dph) - Delta Table 

  50% AH 40% AH 30% AH 20% AH 

  2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 

Value Area 1 £0 £0 £47 £27 

Value Area 2 £0 £32 £48 £30 

Value Area 3 £186 £119 £68 £42 

Value Area 4 £295 £133 £122 £74 

Table 8.4 – Delta table including the change in viable levels of Community 
Fund Contribution with a different tenure mix of 50:50 Affordable Rented to 
Shared Ownership (Value Area 1 and 2 includes a Benchmark Land Value of 
£345,000 per ha and Value 3 and 4 include a Benchmark Land Value of 
£495,000 per ha) 

 

8.21 The results in both delta tables above show the increase in tenure mix results in 

an increase in viable Community Fund rate. Analysing the sensitivity test for the 

60:40 tenure mix initially shows the highest increase in viable Community Fund 

rate is most apparent in Value Area 3 and 4 at 50% and 40% affordable 

housing. The lowest rates of increase can be seen at 20% and 30% affordable 

housing in Value Area 1 and 2.  

8.22 This is due to the fact that changing the tenure mix on a 20% affordable 

housing scheme will have far less impact then changing the tenure mix on a 

50% affordable housing scheme. The increased value from a higher number of 

Shared Ownership units will be less apparent if only 10 units on the site are 

affordable (based on 20% affordable housing), especially when compared to 25 

affordable units (based on 50% affordable housing).  

8.23 This trend is even more apparent in table 8.4 with an even high percentage of 

shared ownership properties applied to the tenure mix at 50:50 affordable 

rented to shared ownership. This results in significant increases in viable 

Community Fund contribution, especially at 40% and 50% affordable housing. 

Applying the 50:50 tenure split even results in Value Area 2 being able to 

provide some level of viable Community Fund rate at 40% affordable housing, 

where previously it was unable to.       
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Effect of Different Infrastructure Assumptions 

8.24 The following tables identify the level of change in viable values of Community 

Fund rate testing two different levels of Infrastructure Costs, in comparison to 

the baseline costs (detailed below). The following sensitivity tests include the 

smaller notional site of 50 units and larger site of 250 units.  

8.25 These have been included separately as different infrastructure costs have been 

applied to smaller schemes (5-100 units) and larger schemes (250-500units). 

This is apparent in the baseline costs and sensitivity costs which are outlined 

below; 

 Baseline Infrastructure Costs on 5, 10, 20, 50 and 100 unit sites: £0 

per unit, as the infrastructure costs are included in external build 
costs. The model instead assumes an allowance of 15% build cost 
externals on the smaller sites. 

 Baseline Infrastructure Costs on 250 and 500 units sites:  £5,000 per 
unit on the greenfield sites (the results from the sensitivity tests on 
larger sites is included in the following section). 

8.26 The results for the larger and smaller sites have been separated with the results 

for the smaller sites included in tables 8.5 and 8.6, with the results for the 

sensitivity tests on the larger sites included in tables 8.7 and 8.8.  

Infrastructure Costs for small sites based on a 50 unit site at 30dph  

8.27 The sensitivity tests below have tested two different levels of infrastructure 

costs on the ‘smaller’ sites (including 5, 10, 20, 50 and 100 unit sites). 

 Sensitivity 1: For the smaller sites sensitivity 1 includes an 
infrastructure cost of £10,000 per unit.  

 Sensitivity 2: For the smaller sites sensitivity 2 includes an 
infrastructure cost of £15,000 per unit. 

8.28 The results on the smaller sites (5, 10, 20, 50 and 100 units) are included in 

table 8.5 and 8.6 below. The sensitivity tests have examined the level of 

achievable Community Fund rate comparing baseline infrastructure costs (£0 

per unit), the table below includes the results comparing the baseline (£0 per 

unit) with sensitivity 1 (£10,000 per unit): 
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Infrastructure Costs – £10,000 per unit applied 

Greenfield 50 Units   (30 dph) - Delta Table 

  50% AH 40% AH 30% AH 20% AH 

  
2015 to 

2019 
2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 

Value Area 1 £0 £0 £0 -£79 

Value Area 2 £0 £0 -£85 -£78 

Value Area 3 -£123 -£104 -£89 -£78 

Value Area 4 -£123 -£103 -£89 -£78 

Table 8.5 – Delta table including the change in viable levels of Community 
Fund Contribution with increased Infrastructure Costs of £10,000 per unit 
compared to the baseline (Value Area 1 and 2 includes a Benchmark Land 
Value of £345,000 per ha and Value 3 and 4 include a Benchmark Land Value 
of £495,000 per ha) 

 

8.29 In table 8.5 above the results show a significant decrease in viable levels of 

Community Fund rate of between £78-£123 per m2. There is minimal variation 

in the change in viable Community Fund rates between the value areas in table 

8.5 above. The largest decrease in viable Community Fund rate can be seen 

when 50% affordable housing is applied to the site with a decrease of £123 per 

m2 in viable Community Fund rate.  

8.30 The following table includes the results of sensitivity 2, which is the level of 

change in the viable value of Community Fund rate that can be applied to the 

scheme with £15,000 per unit is applied to the scheme for infrastructure, in 

comparison to the baseline (£0 per unit, with infrastructure being included in 

15% build costs for externals), resulting in an increased infrastructure cost.    

Infrastructure Costs – £15,000 per unit applied 

Greenfield 50 Units   (30 dph) - Delta Table 

  50% AH 40% AH 30% AH 20% AH 

  
2015 to 

2019 
2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 

Value Area 1 £0 £0 £0 £0 

Value Area 2 £0 £0 £0 -£116 

Value Area 3 -£184 -£155 -£133 -£116 

Value Area 4 -£185 -£155 -£133 -£117 

Table 8.6 – Delta table including the change in viable levels of Community 
Fund Contribution with increased Infrastructure Costs of £15,000 per unit 
compared to the baseline (Value Area 1 and 2 includes a Benchmark Land 
Value of £345,000 per ha and Value 3 and 4 include a Benchmark Land Value 
of £495,000 per ha) 

 

8.31 In table 8.6 above the results show significant negative impacts on viable levels 

of Community Fund rate. The level of viable Community Fund rate was reduced 

by £184-£116 per m2 as a result of the increased infrastructure costs. The 

largest level of decrease was found at 50% affordable. However there is very 

little variation between the value areas in both sensitivity tests.  
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Infrastructure Costs for large sites based on a 250 unit site at 30dph  

8.32 This sensitivity test assesses the ability of sites in the 4 different value areas to 

support some level of Community Fund rate. The baseline assumptions and 

sensitivity assumptions 1 and 2 included in the sensitivity tests are detailed 

below; 

 Baseline tests on ‘larger’ sites include a value of £5,000 per unit 

(includes sites of 250 and 500 unit sites).  

8.33 The sensitivity tests below have tested two different levels of infrastructure 

costs on the ‘larger’ sites (including 250 and 500 unit sites). 

 Sensitivity 1: For the larger sites sensitivity 1 includes an 
infrastructure cost of £12,500 per unit.  

 Sensitivity 2: For the larger sites sensitivity 2 includes an 
infrastructure cost of £20,000 per unit. 

Infrastructure Costs – £12,500 per unit applied 

Greenfield 50 Units   (30 dph) - Delta Table 

  50% AH 40% AH 30% AH 20% AH 

  2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 

Value Area 1 £0 £0 £0 -£40 

Value Area 2 £0 £0 £0 -£39 

Value Area 3 -£63 -£53 -£45 -£40 

Value Area 4 -£64 -£54 -£45 -£39 

Table 8.7 – Delta table including the change in viable levels of Community 
Fund Contribution with increased Infrastructure Costs of £12,500 per unit 
compared to the baseline (Value Area 1 and 2 includes a Benchmark Land 
Value of £345,000 per ha and Value 3 and 4 include a Benchmark Land Value 
of £495,000 per ha) 
 

Infrastructure Costs – £20,000 per unit applied 

Greenfield 50 Units   (30 dph) - Delta Table 

  50% AH 40% AH 30% AH 20% AH 

  
2015 to 

2019 
2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 

Value Area 1 £0 £0 £0 -£48 

Value Area 2 £0 £0 £0 -£62 

Value Area 3 -£127 -£106 -£91 -£80 

Value Area 4 -£128 -£107 -£91 -£79 

Table 8.8 – Delta table including the change in viable levels of Community 
Fund Contribution with increased Infrastructure Costs of £20,000 per unit 
compared to the baseline (Value Area 1 and 2 includes a Benchmark Land 
Value of £345,000 per ha and Value 3 and 4 include a Benchmark Land Value 
of £495,000 per ha) 
 

8.34 In table 8.7 and 8.8 above the results show a significant decrease in viable 

levels of Community Fund rate in sensitivity 1 and 2, with understandably the 
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largest decrease in viable levels of Community Fund rate seen where the largest 

increase in infrastructure costs £20,000 per unit is applied in table 8.8 above.  

8.35 However table 8.7 and 8.8 both show the largest reduction in viable Community 

Fund rates are found at 40% and 50% affordable housing.  

8.36 In relation to variation across value areas, table 8.8 shows there is considerable 

variation between the value areas. For example at 20% affordable housing the 

reduction in Community Fund rate ranges from £48 per m2 in Value Area 1, to 

£79 per m2 in Value Area 4. This is due to the schemes in Value Areas 1 and 2 

moving from schemes viably able to provide Community Fund rate to being 

unable to viably provide any Community Fund rate. Therefore the results from 

Value Areas 1 and 2 are skewed as the exact difference in Community Fund rate 

with the additional infrastructure costs cannot be defined.  

Effect of Varying Absorption Rates 

8.37 The following sensitivity tests include varying the rates of absorption of new 

units into the existing housing market. The tables below show the impact of 

varying adsorption rates in comparison to the baseline. Two sensitivities have 

been carried out on small sites and large sites to reflect the impact of different 

issues affecting large and small sites of which absorption is one. The baseline 

rates of absorption are detailed below and have been applied to all site sizes;   

 Baseline absorption costs on 5, 10, 20 and 50 unit sites have been 

tested at 60 units per annum. 

Sensitivity results for small sites based on a 50 unit site at 30dph  

8.38 The sensitivity tests below include two different levels of absorption on the 

‘smaller’ sites (including 5, 10, 20, 50 and 100 unit sites). 

 Sensitivity 1: For the smaller sites sensitivity 1 includes an absorption 
rate of 40 units per annum.  

 Sensitivity 2: For the smaller sites sensitivity 2 includes an absorption 
rate of 80 units per annum. 

8.39 Table 8.9 below shows the impact on the viable level of Community Fund rate 

associated with the baseline absorption rate (60 units per annum), in 

comparison with sensitivity 1 (40 units per annum) on a 50 unit scheme at 

30dph.   
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Absorption Rate – 50 units per annum 

Greenfield 50 Units   (30 dph) - Delta Table 

  50% AH 40% AH 30% AH 20% AH 

  2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 

Value Area 1 £0 £0 £29 £11 

Value Area 2 £0 £0 £22 £7 

Value Area 3 £24 £0 -£7 -£7 

Value Area 4 -£18 -£17 -£16 -£16 

Table 8.9 – Delta table including the change in viable levels of Community 
Fund Contribution with an absorption rate of 50 units per annum (Value Area 
1 and 2 includes a Benchmark Land Value of £345,000 per ha and Value 3 and 
4 include a Benchmark Land Value of £495,000 per ha) 
 

8.40 The results above show the level of change in viable Community Fund rate in 

comparison to the baseline. The results in table 8.9 above show a mixed impact 

from lowering the absorption rate.  

8.41 In Value Area 1 and 2 the impact of lowering the absorption rate is in fact 

positive in relation to the baseline. In Value Area 3 the impact is somewhat 

mixed. When 50% affordable housing is applied, the impact on Community Fund 

rate is positive, whilst at 40% affordable housing there is no change. At 30% 

and 20% affordable housing the impact is actually slightly negative with a 

reduction of £7 per m2.  

8.42 In Value Area 4 the impact of decreasing the absorption rate is negative. It is 

likely this is due to the cash flow of the model, however it should be noted that 

the changes in viable Community Fund rates of between £-7 to £29 per m2 is 

minimal in comparison to the majority of other sensitivity tests.     

Absorption Rate – 80 units per annum 

8.43 Table 8.10 below shows the impact of viable Community Fund rates associated 

with the baseline absorption rate (60 units per annum), in comparison with 

sensitivity 2 (80 units per annum). The table compares the changes to the 

viable levels of Community Fund rate in Value Area 1, 2, 3 and 4 with all of the 

affordable housing percentages tested (20% - 50%) on a notional site of 50 

units.   

Greenfield 50 Units   (30 dph) - Delta Table 

  50% AH 40% AH 30% AH 20% AH 

  
2015 to 

2019 
2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 

Value Area 1 £0 £0 £33 £15 

Value Area 2 £0 £0 £26 £11 

Value Area 3 £27 £5 £6 £5 

Value Area 4 £12 £11 £10 £10 

Table 8.10 – Delta table including the change in viable levels of Community 
Fund Contribution with an absorption rate of 80 units per annum (Value 
Area 1 and 2 includes a Benchmark Land Value of £345,000 per ha and 
Value 3 and 4 include a Benchmark Land Value of £495,000 per ha) 
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8.44 The results in the delta table above show the impact on the viable levels of 

Community Fund rate that could be achieved if the absorption rate is increased 

from the baseline of 60 units per annum to 80 units per annum.  

8.45 The results show overall increasing the absorption rate also increases the value 

of viable Community Fund rate that can be applied to the 50 unit scheme. 

However the impacts of absorption rate don’t particularly follow a specific or 

clear trend. 

8.46 Overall the results show that the change in absorption rates do have an impact 

on the level of viable Community Find rate that can be applied to a smaller site, 

however the impact is somewhat limited and mixed across the different value 

areas at different levels of affordable housing. 

 

Sensitivity results for large sites based on a 250 unit site at 30dph 

8.47 The following absorption rates tested include the following; 

 Baseline absorption rates on 100, 250 and 500 unit sites unit sites 
have been tested at 70 units per annum. 
 

Sensitivity results for large sites based on a 250 unit site at 30dph  

8.48 The sensitivity tests below include two different levels of absorption on a larger 

site of 250 units at 30 dph. 

 Sensitivity 1: Includes an absorption rate of 50 units per annum.  

 Sensitivity 2: Includes an absorption rate of 90 units per annum. 

8.49 The 250 unit site at 30dph has been sensitivity tested to allow for the 

comparison of the residual viable Community Fund rate with the absorption 

rates from sensitivity 1 and 2 compared to the baseline absorption rate. The 

difference in viable Community Fund rate is shown the delta tables 8.11 and 

8.12 below. Table 8.11 compares sensitivity 1 (absorption rate of 50 units per 

annum) to the baseline absorption rate (70 units per annum). 

Absorption Rate – 50 units per annum 

Greenfield 250 Units   (30 dph) - Delta Table 

  50% AH 40% AH 30% AH 20% AH 

  2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 

Value Area 1 £0 £0 £0 -£5 

Value Area 2 £0 £0 £0 -£5 

Value Area 3 -£14 -£15 -£15 -£15 

Value Area 4 -£36 -£34 -£33 -£32 

Table 8.11 – Delta table including the change in viable levels of Community 
Fund Contribution with an absorption rate of 50 units per annum (Value 
Area 1 and 2 includes a Benchmark Land Value of £345,000 per ha and 
Value 3 and 4 include a Benchmark Land Value of £495,000 per ha) 
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8.50 The results included in the delta table 8.11 show the impact on the viable level 

of Community Fund rate is negatively impacted if the level of absorption is 

decreased. The smallest impact is seen in Value Area 1 and 2 with a £5 per m2 

decrease in viable Community Fund rate. The highest decrease shown in the 

delta table is seen in Value Area 4, with a decrease in viable Community Fund 

rate of between £32-£36 per m2.  

8.51 The percentage of affordable housing has a minimal impact on the reduction in 

Community Fund rate, with variation of up to £4 per m2 seen between 20% - 

50% affordable housing.  

Absorption Rate – 90 units per annum 

8.52 The delta table below shows the increase in viable Community Fund rates if the 

absorption rate is increased from the baseline of 60 units per annum to 90 units 

per annum. The table shows in green the positive increase in values in 

comparison to the yellow which shows no level of Community Fund rate is 

viable.  

Greenfield 250 Units   (30 dph) - Delta Table 

  50% AH 40% AH 30% AH 20% AH 

  2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 

Value Area 1 £0 £0 £0 £6 

Value Area 2 £0 £0 £4 £7 

Value Area 3 £15 £14 £14 £13 

Value Area 4 £29 £28 £27 £27 

Table 8.12 – Delta table including the change in viable levels of Community 
Fund Contribution with an absorption rate of 90 units per annum (Value 
Area 1 and 2 includes a Benchmark Land Value of £345,000 per ha and 
Value 3 and 4 include a Benchmark Land Value of £495,000 per ha) 

 

8.53 Increasing the absorption rate to 90 units per annum shows a similar trend to 

sensitivity test 1 (table 8.11), with the largest impacts on viable Community 

Fund rate seen in Value Areas 3 and 4. The largest impact is seen in Value Area 

4 with an increase of between £27-£30 per m2 when the absorption rate is 

increased. The smallest impact on viable Community Fund rate is seen in Value 

Area 1 and 2 with only a small increase of between £4-£7 per m2. 

8.54 Overall there is a clear impact seen from changing the absorption rate with in 

both cases the largest impacts of increasing and reducing the absorption rate 

felt in Value Area 4 and the smallest impact felt in Value Area 1 and 2. There 

are minimal impacts from the affordable housing with little variation between 

20%-50% affordable housing seen in all value areas. 

8.55 If the results are directly compared between Sensitivity 1 and 2 (50 units and 

90 units respectively), it shows there is a larger impact lowering the absorption 

rate rather than increasing it. This is due to the fact that decreasing the 

absorption rate by 10 units per annum results in a decrease in Community Fund 

rate of between £32-£36 per m2. However increasing the absorption rate by 30 

units per annum only had a positive impact of between £27-£30 per m2.  
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Effect of Including Lifetime homes 

8.56 The sensitivity test below compares the effect of applying lifetime homes to the 

scheme in comparison with baseline assumptions. The cost applied to the 

Lifetime homes sensitivity test is based on the Council’s original emerging policy 

of 25% Lifetime homes, however this has since been amended to the following; 

‘The Council supports the principle of lifetime homes and developers will be 

required to incorporate the principle of this into their proposals where this is 

viable’12.  

 Sensitivity 1: £750 per unit has been applied to 25% of the 

development. (This figure is based on the original emerging policy 

from the Council which included 25% of all new development to be 

lifetime homes). 

8.57 The delta table below shows the level of change in viable Community Fund rate 

if and extra cost of £750 per unit was applied to the scheme to compensate for 

the extra cost associated with Lifetime home standards. 

 

Greenfield 50 Units   (30 dph) - Delta Table 

  50% AH 40% AH 30% AH 20% AH 

  
2015 to 

2019 
2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 

Value Area 1 £0 £0 -£2 -£3 

Value Area 2 £0 £0 -£2 -£2 

Value Area 3 -£2 -£3 -£2 -£2 

Value Area 4 -£3 -£2 -£2 -£2 

Table 8.13 – Delta table including the change in viable levels of Community 
Fund Contribution with lifetime homes costs included of £750 per unit for 
25% of the new development (Value Area 1 and 2 includes a Benchmark 
Land Value of £345,000 per ha and Value 3 and 4 include a Benchmark 
Land Value of £495,000 per ha) 

 

8.58 The results above show with an additional cost of £750 per unit on 25% of the 

development, the impacts on the viable level of Community Fund rate is 

minimal, at a maximum of £3 per m2. The level of variation in Community Fund 

rate reduction across all the Value Areas tested is very minimal with a maximum 

of £1 per m2 difference across the value areas. We can therefore summarise the 

impact of lifetime homes on viability is very limited when applied to 25% of the 

development. 

The Affect of Carbon Neutral Standards on viability 

8.59 The sensitivity test below compares the effect of increased carbon level 

standards on developments. This is due to the likelihood of increased Carbon 

Standards in the near future. The baseline costs have been applied at £3,200 

per unit with the sensitivity costs set out below;   

                                                           
12 Our Plan Pre-submission version (January 2015), paragraph 7.7, page 68  
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 Sensitivity 1: For increased Carbon Standards, a cost of £10,188 per 

unit has been applied to the model.  

8.60 The table below shows the viable level of Community Fund rate able to be 

applied to the scheme comparing baseline assumptions with increased Carbon 

Neutral Standards. 

 

Greenfield 50 Units   (30 dph) - Delta Table 

  50% AH 40% AH 30% AH 20% AH 

  2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 

Value Area 1 £0 £0 -£17 -£65 

Value Area 2 £0 £0 -£74 -£64 

Value Area 3 -£101 -£85 -£66 -£58 

Value Area 4 -£92 -£77 -£66 -£58 

Table 8.14 - Delta table including the change in viable levels of Community 
Fund Contribution with increased levels of sustainability standards of £10,188 
per unit (Value Area 1 and 2 includes a Threshold Land Value of £345,000 per 
ha and Value 3 and 4 include a Threshold Land Value of £495,000 per ha) 

 

8.61 The results above show the level of viable Community Fund rate that can be 

applied to a 50 unit site at 30dph in Value Areas 1, 2, 3 and 4 with an increased 

level of cost attributed to each unit to compensate for additional Carbon 

Standards.  

8.62 The largest impact is at 50% affordable housing in Value Area 3, with a 

reduction in the viable level of Community Fund rate of £101 per m2. The 

smallest impacts from an increase in sustainability standards are seen in Value 

Areas 3 and 4 at 20% affordable housing with decreases in viable levels of 

Community Fund rate of £58 per m2. 

8.63 Looking at the trends in table 8.14 above we would expect the impacts in value 

area 1 and 2 at 50% and 40% affordable housing to also be high as the impacts 

on value area 1 and 2 at 20% affordable housing shows greater reduction in 

Community Fund rates in the lower value areas. This trend does not apply to 

value area 1 at 30% affordable housing however, with a reduction in £17 per 

m2. This value has been skewed by the fact that the increased Carbon Standard 

costs applied to the model has resulted in the scheme moving into an unviable 

range and no Community Fund being able to be provided at £30% affordable 

housing.  

The effect of varying Section 106 costs on viability 

8.64 The tables below show the impact of varying S106 costs on the viable level of 

Community Fund rate which can be viably applied to the scheme. The baseline 

S106 costs applied are £2,000 per unit (the use of £2,000 per unit is explained 

further in Section 4, and is a result of the potentially reducing S106 costs if any 

Community Fund rate is implemented). The following S106 costs have been 

implemented into the 50 unit scheme which in the case of this study is defined 

as a ‘small’ scheme, (also includes the 5, 10, 20, 50 and 100 unit sites), 

however this sensitivity test includes only the 50 unit site; 



 
 
 
 
 

Page 91 of 146 

 

 Sensitivity 1: S106 of £4,000 per unit was included in sensitivity test 

1. 

 Sensitivity 2: S106 of £6,000 per unit was applied to sensitivity test 

2.  

The effect of varying Section 106 costs on viability – 50 unit site (30 

dph) 

8.65 The results from the sensitivity tests implementing the increased S106 costs are 

summarised in the following tables, and show the viable level of Community 

Fund rate able to be applied on a 50 unit scheme in Value Area 1-4 in South 

Hams.   

Greenfield 50 Units   (30 dph) - Delta Table 

  50% AH 40% AH 30% AH 20% AH 

  2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 

Value Area 1 £0 £0 -£17 -£19 

Value Area 2 £0 £0 -£19 -£18 

Value Area 3 -£28 -£22 -£18 -£16 

Value Area 4 -£26 -£22 -£19 -£16 

Table 8.15 - Delta table including the change in viable levels of Community 
Fund Contribution on a 50 unit site with S106 payments of £4,000 per unit 
(Value Area 1 and 2 includes a Threshold Land Value of £345,000 per ha and 
Value 3 and 4 include a Threshold Land Value of £495,000 per ha) 

 

8.66 The results above show the impact of increasing S106 costs from £2,000 per 

unit (the baseline) up to £4,000 per unit. Table 8.15 above shows there is no 

impact seen in value area 1 and 2 at 50% and 40% affordable housing. This is 

due to schemes at this level of affordable housing and baseline S106 costs 

already being unable to provide and Community Fund rate.  

8.67 The impact of increasing the S106 payments is highest at 50% affordable 

housing in Value Area 3, with a reduction in viable Community Fund rate of £34 

per m2. This slightly reduces in value area 4 to a reduction of £26 per m2. The 

decrease in viable community fund rates which can be provided with the 

increased S106 payments steadily falls as the percentage of affordable housing 

decreases, with the smallest change in viable community fund rate seen in 

Value Area 3 at 20% affordable housing. 

8.68 There does not seem to be a clear pattern between value areas, for example at 

30% affordable housing there is only a difference of £2 per m2 between value 

area 1- 4 at 40%, 30% and 20% affordable housing.  

8.69 We can therefore conclude that the largest impact from increased S106 

payments will be seen when a higher affordable housing percentage is applied to 

a scheme, with limited variation seen across the 4 value areas. 
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Greenfield 50 Units   (30 dph) - Delta Table 

  50% AH 40% AH 30% AH 20% AH 

  2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 

Value Area 1 £0 £0 -£17 -£37 

Value Area 2 £0 £0 -£41 -£36 

Value Area 3 -£57 -£46 -£37 -£32 

Value Area 4 -£52 -£43 -£38 -£33 

Table 8.15 - Delta table including the change in viable levels of Community 

Fund Contribution on a 50 unit scheme with S106 payments of £6,000 per unit 

(Value Area 1 and 2 includes a Threshold Land Value of £345,000 per ha and 

Value 3 and 4 include a Threshold Land Value of £495,000 per ha) 

8.70 The results from table 8.15 above shows the impacts on the viable level of 

community fund rate when £6,000 per unit is applied for S106. The largest 

impact on the viable level of community fund rate is on the higher percentages 

of affordable housing at 50% and 40% affordable housing. The results from 

these higher levels of affordable housing can only be deduced from Value Area 3 

and 4, as Value Area 1 and 2 were already unviable with the base rate of S106 

applied to the scheme (£2,000 per unit). Therefore the relative impact on 

increasing S106 payments cannot be quantified.  

8.71 However from analysing the results the impact on the viable level of community 

fund rate between Value Area 3 and 4 at 50% affordable housing is far higher 

then the impacts on the same value areas at 20% affordable housing. In Value 

Area 3 the viable level of Community Fund rate decreases by £30 per m2 

between 50% - 20% affordable housing and by £19 per m2 in Value Are 4, 

between 50% - 20% affordable housing.  

8.72 We can also conclude that the variation in impact across the different value 

areas of increased S106 payments on viable community fund rates are minimal.  

This is shown by the difference of only £4 per m2 between values areas at 20% 

affordable housing. Although value area 1 at 30% affordable housing shows a 

difference of £24 per m2 across the value areas. However this is due to the  

reduction of £17 per m2 in Community Fund rate in Value Area 1. This is due to 

the increase in S106 resulting in making the 50 unit scheme unviable, therefore 

the impact is most likely greater than the £17 per m2. 

8.73 We can conclude from the sensitivity results that the impacts from increasing 

S106 payments has the largest impacts at 50% and 40% affordable housing 

(the same as in table 8.14 above). We can also conclude that the impacts on 

viable community fund rates seem more prevalent in value areas 1 and 2 then 

values areas 3 and 4.   

The effect of varying Section 106 costs on viability – 250 unit site 

8.74 The following S106 costs have been implemented into the 250 unit scheme 

which in the case of this study is defined as a ‘large’ scheme which includes the 

following sites 250, 500 and 1000 unit sites, however for the sensitivity test 

only the 250 unit site has been analysed; 
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 Sensitivity 1: S106 of £4,000 per unit was included in sensitivity test 

1. 

 Sensitivity 2: S106 of £12,000 per unit was applied to sensitivity test 
2.  

The effect of varying Section 106 costs on viability – 250 unit site at 

30dph 

8.75 The table below sets out the results of the sensitivity test on a 250 unit scheme 

in the 4 Value Areas with 50%, 40%, 30% and 20% affordable housing. Table 

8.16 details the impacts on viable Community Fund rates with a S106 cost of 

£4,000 per unit relative to the baseline S106 of £2,000 per unit.  

Greenfield 250 Units   (30 dph) - Delta Table 

  50% AH 40% AH 30% AH 20% AH 

  2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 

Value Area 1 £0 £0 £0 -£11 

Value Area 2 £0 £0 £0 -£11 

Value Area 3 -£18 -£15 -£13 -£12 

Value Area 4 -£19 -£16 -£13 -£11 

Table 8.16 - Delta table including the change in viable levels of Community 

Fund Contribution on a 250 unit scheme with S106 payments of £4,000 per 

unit (Value Area 1 and 2 includes a Threshold Land Value of £345,000 per ha 

and Value 3 and 4 include a Threshold Land Value of £495,000 per ha) 

8.76 The results the table 8.16 above show firstly that at 50%, 40% and 30% 

affordable housing in value are 1 and 2 result in no community fund rate being 

viable. Therefore we cannot quantify the impact on community fund rate for this 

scheme as from the outset no community Fund rate is viable.  

8.77 However the remainder of the results have not been pushed into an unviable 

range due to the increase in S106 costs. Therefore the remaining results have 

not been skewed by this. 

8.78 Therefore we are left with only the results from 20% affordable housing across 

all the value areas. Overall there is almost no difference between the changes in 

the impact on viable community fund rates between value area 1 and 4, with a 

decrease of £11 per m2 in viable community fund rates in value area 1, 2 and 4. 

Only Value Area 3 is slightly different with a decrease of £12 per m2 in viable 

Community Fund rates. 

8.79 Comparing the impacts on viable community fund rates at the different levels of 

affordable housing can only be seen in value area 3 and 4 as only these value 

areas show viable Community Fund rates across all the values areas. The impact 

of increased S106 costs result in larger impacts when a higher percentage of 

affordable housing is applied to the scheme. Resulting in a larger reduction in 

community fund rates of £18-£19 per m2 at 50% affordable housing in 

comparison with £11-£12 per m2 at 20% affordable housing. 

8.80 Overall we can conclude increasing S106 costs from £2,000 per unit to £4,000 

results in the largest impacts being seen in the higher percentages of affordable 
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housing. With the available results the impacts are similar across all the value 

areas. 

The effect of varying Section 106 costs on viability – 250 unit 

(30dph) 

8.81 The following table (8.17) shows the impacts of increasing the amount of S106 

contributions per unit to £12,000 per unit in comparison to the baseline S106 

costs of £2,000 per unit across all the values areas tested with between 50% - 

20% affordable housing onsite.   

Greenfield 250 Units   (30 dph) - Delta Table 

  50% AH 40% AH 30% AH 20% AH 

  2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 2015 to 2019 

Value Area 1 £0 £0 £0 -£46 

Value Area 2 £0 £0 £0 -£58 

Value Area 3 -£92 -£77 -£66 -£59 

Value Area 4 -£94 -£78 -£66 -£58 

Table 8.17 - Delta table including the change in viable levels of Community 

Fund Contribution on a 250 unit scheme with S106 payments of £12,000 per 

unit (Value Area 1 and 2 includes a Threshold Land Value of £345,000 per ha 

and Value 3 and 4 include a Threshold Land Value of £495,000 per ha) 

8.82 The results from the table above show, similar to table 8.16 above there is no 

viable level of community fund rate that be supplied at the baseline level of 

S106 contributions (£2,000 per unit) in value area 1 and 2 at 50%, 40% and 

30% affordable housing, therefore the results are shown as £0 per m2 in table 

8.17.  

8.83 The remaining results overall show the impacts to the viable level of community 

fund rate are similar to the previous sensitivity tests on S106 contributions, 

higher at 50% and 40% affordable housing and lower at 30% and 20% 

affordable housing. The difference in the impact to the level of viable community 

fund rates at 20% and 50% affordable housing result in a difference of 37% 

between 20% and 50% affordable housing. Therefore the impact on sites of 

20% affordable housing will be approximately 37% less then sites with 50% 

affordable housing.  

8.84 As the level of affordable housing decreases the level of impact to the viable 

community fund rate also decreases. The other interesting point is that the level 

of impact on community fund rate decreases as the level of affordable housing 

decreases. For example in value area 4 the difference in community fund rate 

between 50% and 40% affordable housing is £16 per m2, the difference 

between 40% and 30% affordable housing is £12 per m2 and the difference 

between 30% and 20% is £8 per m2. Although these are small differences on a 

site such as this tested of 250 units this could have a large impact.  

8.85 Therefore this brings us to the conclusion that a higher S106 contribution on a 

larger site would result in a more prevalent impact on the viable level of 

community fund rate especially when the level of affordable housing is higher.  
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8.86 We can also conclude that the overall impacts on the community fund rate are 

far greater with a higher percentage of affordable housing applied to a larger 

site.    

Sensitivity Conclusion 

8.87 We can conclude from the sensitivity testing that even small changes to the 

assumptions impact on the level of Community Fund rate that could be 

supported by the schemes.  

8.88 The smallest impacts shown in the sensitivity tests are from the addition of 

Lifetime Homes, which includes an additional cost of £750 per unit across 25% 

of the development. Implementing lifetime homes on the 50 unit scheme results 

in a decrease in viable Community Fund rate of between £2-£3 per m2 across all 

Value Areas.  

8.89 The sensitivities showing the highest level of impact on the viable Community 

Fund rate are the tenure mix and infrastructure sensitivity tests. The impacts on 

the viable Community Fund rate from changes to the tenure mix are more 

pronounced in sensitivity 2, with a tenure mix of 50:50 affordable rent to shared 

ownership tested. Here the increase in viable Community Fund rate ranges from 

£27-£295 per m2 (table 8.4) with the larger impacts on sites with 40% and 50% 

affordable housing. 

8.90 The sensitivity tests including increased infrastructure costs also have a 

significant impact on the viable level of Community Fund rate, more so on the 

smaller sites. The largest impact is shown in sensitivity 2 (table 8.6), which 

tests an increased infrastructure cost of £15,000 per unit on a 50 unit scheme. 

Table 8.6 shows a reduction in viable Community Fund rate of between £116-

£185 per m2, with again the largest impacts seen at 40% and 50% affordable 

housing. 

8.91 Absorption rates show a mixed impact on the viable level of Community Fund 

rate. On the 50 unit scheme, slightly reducing the absorption rate to 50 units 

per annum (table 8.9) has a fairly minimal positive impact in value area 1 and 2 

of between £7-£29 per m2. In value area 3 at 50% affordable housing also has a 

positive impact, however lowering the affordable housing percentage results in 

the impact on the viable level of Community fund rate being negative, and 

reducing by £7 per m2. Value Area 4 the lowered rate of absorption shows a 

negative impact on Community Fund rate of between £16-£18 per m2 at all 

percentages of affordable housing tested. 

8.92 Increasing the absorption rate to 80 units per annum has a small positive 

impact on a 50 unit site, of between £5-£27 per m2 (table 8.9) with very mixed 

results throughout the Value Areas and across the affordable housing 

percentages.  The results for the 250 unit scheme which tests an absorption 

rate of 90 units per annum also show a similar increase of between £6-£29 per 

m2 (table 8.12).  

8.93 The impacts across value areas is varied and in many cases there is not enough 

information available in the delta tables to form a complete view, as in the 

majority of delta tables above Value Areas 1 and 2 are unable to provide any 

Community Fund rate at 40% and 50% affordable housing.             
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9.0 Conclusion and Recommendations 

 

Overview of the Viability Results 

9.1 The results of the viability analysis undertaken indicate that there is some 

geographical differentiation in levels of value throughout the District for 

residential development.  The viability results indicate that the Council may 

need to strike a balance between maximising the level of affordable housing and 

the revenue required to deliver infrastructure in the form of a Community Fund.   

9.2 Table 9.1 (below) illustrates the different Value Areas (1-4) that have been 

tested across the District (Please see Appendix 1 for a more in-depth description 

of the Value Areas Studied).  

9.3 The Viability results are summarised in table 9.2. The results here are based 

upon development on greenfield land. The brownfield results are summarised 

separately at Appendix 6.  

Value Area Value Area and Postcode Value Area Description 

1 
PL5 4, TQ11 0, PL6 7, PL21 9, 

TQ12  5, PL7 5 

Plymouth North Eastern Fringe, 

Buckfastleigh and South Newton 

Abbot Urban Fringe. 

2 

TQ3 1, TQ7 1, PL21 0, TQ9  5, 

TQ13 7, TQ10 9, TQ5 0, PL8 2, 

PL9 0 

Plymouth South Eastern Fringe, 

Ivybridge Urban Area, Ashburton 

Urban Area, Kingsbridge Urban 

Area, Totnes Urban Area, Northern 

and Southern Torbay 

3 
TQ7 4, TQ6 9, TQ9 7, TQ9 6, 

TQ7 2, TQ7 3, TQ6 0 

Rural South Eastern Area including 

Dartmouth Urban Area 

4 PL8 1, TQ 8 8 
‘honey pot’ area including 

Salcombe and Newton Ferrers 

Table 9.1: Breakdown of Value Areas Tested 

9.4 Areas surrounding Plymouth and on the urban fringe especially to the north of 

Plymouth make up the vast proportion of Value Area 1. The northern part of the 

South Hams district as well as the urban areas of larger towns such as 

Ivybridge, Totnes and Kingsbridge make up the majority of Value Area 2.  

 

9.5 The majority of the South Hams district is made up of Value Area 3 which covers 

the more rural areas and coastal part of the district. The popular town of 

Salcombe and area surrounding Newton Ferrers make up Value Area 4. The 

Colliers report defined this as the ‘honey pot’ area as property values especially 

in Salcombe are well above values in the remainder of the district.  

9.6 The following table (9.2) summarises the prices applied to each property type in 

each value area, which have been derived from Land Registry data (2013-

2014).  
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Average 
Values – Flats 

(£ per m2) 

Average Values 
– terrace 

(£ per m2) 

Average Values 
- semi-detached 

(£ per m2) 

Average 
Values – 
detached 

(£ per m2) 

Value Area 1 £3,042 £2,093 £2,375 £2,602 

Value Area 2 £2,504 £2,931 £2,641 £2,415 

Value Area 3 £3,557 £3,945 £3,221 £3,454 

Value Area 4 £3,034 £5,938 £5,505 £4,370 

Table 9.2 – Summary of price per m2 used by Value Area and Property Type based on 

Land Registry data from 2013-2014 (*NB flats have not been included into the housing 

mix tested in the viability models as flats are in low demand in South Hams) 

 

9.7 The following table summarises the level of viable Community Fund rate 

potentially achievable using the baseline assumptions detailed in Section 4 

above. 

Value Area Baseline Position 

 

Value Area 

1 

Greenfield 

(Plymouth 

North 

Eastern 

Fringe, 

Buckfastleigh 

and South 

Newton 

Abbot Urban 

Fringe.) 

 

 

Notional Sites of 20/ 50/ 100/ 250/ 500 units (at 30dph): 

Value Area 1 

No of Units 20 50 100 250 500 

 
30dph 30dph 30dph 30dph 30dph 

20% AH £138-£153 £102-£124 £104-£130 £48-£84 £39-£56 

30% AH £0 £17-£48 £34-£52 £0-£2 £0 

40% AH £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 

50% AH £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 

Table 9.3 – Value Area 1 results (£ per m2)  for 20-500 unit schemes with 

Greenfield Threshold Land Value 1 and 2 applied to the model based on size 

(20 units: £395,000 per ha , 50-500units: £345,000 per ha)  

 

In Value Area 1, the results show that the area is unable to support any viable level of 

Community Fund contribution on all sites at 40% and 50% affordable housing.  

 

At 30% affordable housing, the 100 unit scheme is the most viable, delivering the highest 

Community fund contribution of between £34-£52 per m2 (13). The 20 unit and 500 unit 

schemes are unable to provide any Community Fund rate in Value Area 1 at 30% 

Affordable Housing14.   

 

When affordable housing is reduced to 20%, all the scheme types tested are able to 

provide some level of Community Fund contribution, starting at £39-£56 per m2 on the 500 

                                                           
13 It is likely the 100 unit scheme has the highest viable rate applicable as the scheme is still in the 

lower threshold for infrastructure costs per unit (on schemes smaller than 250 units, infrastructure costs 

are included in the external cost allowance).  
 

14 The 20 unit scheme is included in the higher Threshold Land Value band (Greenfield Threshold Land 

Value 1) which equates to £400,000 per ha, in comparison to Greenfield Threshold Land Value 2 in 

which £345,000 has been applied to schemes of 50 units or more and this partly explains why this 

scheme type produces a less viable viability result. 
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unit scheme and reaching a maximum of £138-£153 per m2 on the 20 unit scheme.  

 

Notional Sites of 100/ 250/ 500 (at 45dph): 

Value Area 1 

No of Units 100 250 500 

  45dph  45dph  45dph  

20% AH £90-£115 £58-£96 £30-£46 

30% AH £24-£45 £3-£30 £0 

40% AH £0 £0 £0 

50% AH £0 £0 £0 

Table 9.4 – Value Area 1 results (£ per m2) for 100-500 unit 

schemes with Greenfield Threshold Land Value 2 applied to the 

model (100-500units: £345,000 per ha)  

 

In Value Area 1, if the density is increased to 45dph (sites of 100 to 500 units), the 

schemes tested are still unable to provide any viable level of viable Community Fund rate 

at 40%/ 50% affordable housing.   

100/500 Unit Schemes: These schemes are actually less able to provide as much 

Community Fund rate if the density is increased. This is due to the fact that increasing the 

density overall increases the number of terraced houses on the site.  Terraced houses in 

Value Area 1 have the lowest value per m2 than any other property type in Value Area 1, 

which renders the schemes tested less viable. This is apparent in table 9.1 above which 

shows the value of terrace houses in value area 1 is £2,093 per m2, in comparison to 

£2,375 per m2 for semi-detached or £2,602 per m2 for detached properties.        

In relation to the 250 unit scheme, the level of Community Fund rate increases at the 

higher density of 45dph.  This scheme can provide higher levels of Community Fund 

contribution at 20% and 30% affordable housing. 

 

Value Area 

2 

Greenfield 

(Plymouth 

South 

Eastern 

Fringe, 

Ivybridge 

Urban Area, 

Ashburton 

Urban Area, 

Kingsbridge 

Urban Area, 

Totnes 

Urban Area, 

Northern 

and 

Southern 

Torbay) 

 

Notional Sites of 20/ 50/ 100/ 250/ 500 units (at 30dph):  

 

Value Area 2 

No of 

Units 
20 50 100 250 500 

  30dph  30dph  30dph  30dph  30dph  

20% AH 
£181-

£198 

£182-

£158 

£133-

£162 
£62-£101 £50-£69 

30% AH £4-£44 £85-£109 £61-£82 £0-£21 £0-£12 

40% AH £0-£0 £0-£0 £0-£0 £0-£0 £0-£0 

50% AH £0-£0 £0-£0 £0-£0 £0-£0 £0-£0 

Table 9.5 – Value Area 2 results for 20-500 unit schemes with Greenfield 

Threshold Land Value 1 and 2 applied to the model based on size (20 units: 

£395,000 per ha , 50-500units: £345,000 per ha)  

 

The results in the table above show the level of Community Fund rate that can be 

attributed to each scheme, based on four different rates of affordable housing tested in 

Value Area 2. When 50% and 40% affordable housing targets are applied to the scheme, 

no level of Community Fund Rate can be supported by any scheme from 20 units to 500 

units at 30 dph. 
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Lowering the affordable housing to 30% and 20% allows some level of Community Fund 

rate to be supported by all the schemes. The lowest viable Community Fund rates are 

found in the larger schemes due to higher infrastructure costs (£5,00 per unit) being 

applied to sites of 250 units and 500 units. 

At 30%, affordable housing the 20 unit scheme delivers a Community Fund Rate of 

between £4 and £44 per m2. It is important to note that the study has applied a higher 

Threshold land value to the smaller development sites, including this scheme typology.  The 

higher Threshold land values and the housing mix assumptions (in some cases) create a 

non linear relationship between the scheme sizes, change in affordable housing percentage 

and Value Areas.  

The 50 unit and 100 unit site are both able to provide some level of contribution, with the 

50 unit site able to provide the highest level of Community Fund rate at 30% affordable 

housing.  At 20% affordable housing, the results show more of a standard trend with the 

highest viable Community Fund rate on a 20 unit scheme decreasing as the size of the 

scheme increases.  

Notional Sites of 100/ 250/ 500 units (at 45dph):  

Value Area 2 

No of 

Units 
100 250 500 

  45dph  45dph  45dph  

20% AH £242-£288 £178-£242 £121-£151 

30% AH £186-£220 £131-£184 £81-£105 

40% AH £105-£130 £67-£105 £28-£45 

50% AH £5-£36 £0-£0 £0-£0 

Table 9.6 – Value Area 2 results for 100-500 unit schemes with 

Greenfield Threshold Land Value 2 applied to the model (100-

500units: £345,000 per ha)  

 

3 different scheme types were tested using a higher site density of 45dph. Overall, it is 

clear that building the schemes to a higher density dramatically increases the viable level of 

Community Fund rate that can be applied to the larger schemes in Value area 2. The 

results show a standard trend and as the size of the scheme increases, the level of viable 

Community Fund rate decreases.  For example, no Community Fund rate is viable at 50% 

affordable housing on either the 250 unit or 500 unit schemes.  The 100 unit scheme does 

achieve a Community Fund rate of between £5 and £36 per m2. 

 

 

Value Area 

3 

Greenfield 

(Rural South 

Eastern Area 

including 

Dartmouth 

Urban Area) 

 

Notional Sites of 20/ 50/ 100/ 250/ 500 units (at 30dph): 

 

Value Area 3 

No of Units 20 50 100 250 500 

  30dph  30dph  30dph  30dph  30dph  

20% AH £703-£812 £621-£728 £550-£660 £417-£532 £320-£379 

30% AH £581-£658 £578-£665 £509-£604 £468-364 £279-£331 

40% AH £523-£570 £491-£548 £437-£509 £295-£383 £224-£270 
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50% AH £419-£448 £402-£431 £327-£377 £197-£264 £147-£184 

Table 9.7 – Value Area 3 results for 20-500 unit schemes with Greenfield Threshold 

Land Value 1 and 2 applied to the model based on size (20 units: £395,000 per ha , 

50-500units: £345,000 per ha)  

 

In Value Area 3, the results show a significant increase in viable levels of Community Fund 

rate that can be applied to the sites. The drastic increase in the level of Community Fund 

rate is explained by the fact that property values (on a per m2 basis) are 30% higher than 

Value Area 2.  The results in Value Area 3 shows a clearer trend when compared to Value 

Areas 1 and 2.  For example, the deliverable Community Fund rate increases as the site 

typologies become smaller in size (the 20 unit scheme delivers the most positive results).   

    

Notional Sites of 100/ 250/ 500 units (at 45dph): 

 

Value Area 3 

No of Units 100 250 500 

  45dph  45dph  45dph  

20% AH £691-£830 £554-£700 £408-£484 

30% AH £659-£783 £522-£659 £379-£450 

40% AH £617-£721 £477-£603 £340-£404 

50% AH £554-£634 £416-£527 £285-£341 

Table 9.8 – Value Area 3 results for 100-500 unit 

schemes with Greenfield Threshold Land Value 2 applied 

to the model (100-500units: £345,000 per ha)  

 

Implementing a higher density rate on the larger schemes tested (100, 250 and 500 units) 

results in a significant increase in the level of viable Community Fund rate in Value Area 3. 

However, the results follow the same trend with the 100 unit site showing the highest 

viable rates of Community Fund rate in comparison to the 250 and 500 unit schemes.  

Comparing the results to the 30 dph table above, the highest increases in the Community 

Fund rate can be seen at 50% affordable housing rather than 20% affordable housing, with 

the viable contribution reaching £285-£341 per m2 at 50% affordable housing on a 500 unit 

site in comparison to between £147-£184 per m2 at 30 dph.   

 

 

Value Area 

4 

Greenfield 

(honey pot’ 

area 

including 

Salcombe 

and Newton 

Ferrers) 

 

Notional Sites of 20/ 50/ 100/ 250/ 500 units (at 30dph): 

Value Area 4 

No of 

Units 
20 50 100 250 500 

  30dph  30dph  30dph  30dph  30dph  

20% 

AH 

£1568-

£1851 

£1512-

£1800 

£1342-

£1618 

£1057-

1311 

£808-

£953 

30% 

AH 

£1489-

£1748 

£1516-

£1793 

£1320-

£1585 

£1032-

£1280 

£786-

£928 

40% 

AH 

£1472-

£1709 

£1462-

£1718 

£1295-

£1545 

£994-

£1233 

£756-

£894 

50% 

AH 

£1448-

£1655 

£1415-

£1641 

£1259-

£1490 

£946-

£1174 

£715-

£846 

Table 9.9 – Value Area 4 results for 20-500 unit schemes with Greenfield 



 
 
 
 
 

Page 101 of 146 

 

Threshold Land Value 1 and 2 applied to the model based on size (20 units: 

£395,000 per ha , 50-500units: £345,000 per ha)  

 

The results from Value Area 4, on Greenfield sites, demonstrate a dramatic increase in the 

level of Community Fund that is deliverable. This is partly due to property values increasing 

by up to 70% in Value Area 4, when compared to Value Area 3.  

 

Overall the 20 unit scheme is able to provide the largest amount of Community Fund rate, 

however as the site size increases the level of Community Fund rate decreases. We would 

expect the 20 unit site to be more viable as external costs included in the smaller schemes 

(5-100 units) are included as 15% of base build costs, whilst the larger schemes (250 – 

500 units) which will need more infrastructure have additional cost of £5,000 per unit 

added to provide for the additional infrastructure.  

 

However it is important to note that a higher Threshold Land Value applied to the 20 unit 

scheme of £395,000 per ha, as the smaller sites are likely to have a premium attached to 

the land value.  

 

Detached houses in Value Area 4 have a far lower value per m2 then either terraced or 

semi-detached properties. The housing mix tested does include some deviation dependant 

on the size of the scheme, with the percentage of detached properties making up 40-50% 

of the total housing mix. Therefore if there is a higher number of detached properties in the 

market housing in the model this may impact on the viability of the scheme.  

 

Notional Sites of 100/ 250/ 500 units (at 45dph): 

 

Value Area 4 

No of 

Units 
100 250 500 

  45dph  45dph  45dph  

20% AH £1529-£1843 £1257-£1555 £944-£1114 

30% AH £1530-£1836 £1256-£1552 £935-£1105 

40% AH £1531-£1826 £1244-1536 £924-£1093 

50% AH £1533-£1813 £1239-£1527 £908-£1075 

Table 9.10 – Value Area 4 results for 100-500 unit schemes with 

Greenfield Threshold Land Value 2 applied to the model (100-

500units: £345,000 per ha) 

 

In the table above, the level of Community Fund rate shows a fair level of increase on the 

30 dph results in Value Area 4. Overall as the level of affordable housing increases it 

actually shows a minor effect on the viable level of Community Fund rate. For example the 

level of viable Community Fund results (using the highest results) on the 100 unit scheme 

decreases from £1843 per m2 at 20% affordable housing to £1813 per m2 at 50% 

affordable housing, The lowest viable results almost stay stagnant even with the increase in 

affordable housing,   showing that the property values and density of the scheme have a 

larger impact on the scheme viability then affordable housing in this case in Value Area 4. 

The 250 and 500 unit scheme show a more general trend with viable Community Fund 

values decreasing as affordable housing is increased however the level of decrease is small. 
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Value Area 

3 

‘Honey Pot’ 

Higher 

Threshold 

Land Value 

 

 

Notional Sites of 20/ 50/ 100/ 250/ 500 units (at 30dph): 

Value Area 3 

No of 

Units 
20 50 100 250 500 

  30dph  30dph  30dph  30dph  30dph  

20% AH £660-£717 £556-£647 £490-£586 £352-451 £267-£316 

30% AH £530-£595 £504-£572 £441-£520 £290-£376 £219-£261 

40% AH £528-£574 £397-£440 £355-£411 £208-£276 £154-£188 

50% AH £338-£373 £273-£305 £222-£259 £92-£135 £63-£86 

Table 9.11 – Value Area 3 results for 20-500 unit schemes with the Higher 

Threshold Land Value applied to the model (20-500units: £495,000 per ha)  

 

The table above includes the results using a higher Threshold Land Value of £495,000 per 

ha which could be found in parts of Value Area 3. The results show that even with the 

higher Land Value applied to the model all the different size schemes are able to provide 

some level of Community Fund rate. The levels of viable Community Fund rate show a clear 

trend between affordable housing percentages and scheme size, whereby the value of 

viable Community Fund falls as the scheme size and affordable housing percentage is 

increase.   

 

The largest decrease in viable Community Fund rates is the decrease from 20 units to 500 

units at 20% affordable housing, decreasing by £393 per m2 (using the lowest range 

values), showing the impact of larger infrastructure costs, increases S106 etc. that are part 

of a larger scheme are highly significant in terms of viability. Understandably as the 

affordable housing increases the viable rate of Community Fund also decreases however the 

rate of decrease is not quite as significant (£322 per m2, using lowest range values) as the 

impact on scheme size.   

 
 

 

Value Area 

4 

‘Honey Pot’ 

Higher 

Threshold 

Land Value 

 

 

Notional Sites of 20/ 50/ 100/ 250/ 500 units (at 30dph): 

Value Area 4 

No of 

Units 
20 50 100 250 500 

  30dph  30dph  30dph  30dph  30dph  

20% AH 
£1525-

£1798 

£1447-

£1720 

£1283-

£1545 

£992-

£1231 

£755-

£888 

30% AH 
£1438-

£1685 

£1441-

£1700 

£1253-

£1501 

£958-

£1188 

£726-

£853 

40% AH 
£1413-

£1636 

£1375-

£1610 

£1216-

£1447 

£907-

£1,125 

£686-

£807 

50% AH 
£1378-

£1568 

£1311-

£1513 

£1164-

£1371 

£841-

£1045 

£630-

£742 

Table 9.12 – Value Area 4 results for 20-500 unit schemes with the Higher 

Threshold Land Value applied to the model (20-500units: £495,000 per ha)  

 

The results above show the viable level of Community Fund rate that can be applied to each 

size scheme at 4 different levels of affordable housing tested in Value Area 4 with a higher 

Threshold Land Value (£495,000 per ha) applied to the model. It is most likely that the 
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higher Land Value included in this test will cover the majority of Value Area 4, however it is 

important to note that Value Area 4 as a whole is considered in this study to be a small 

‘Honey Pot’ area of high value property and land and it should be taken into account 

compared to the other Value Areas tested it is a very small part of the District.  

Overall the results show that a considerable level of Community Fund is viable at all the 

affordable housing percentages tested even with the increased Threshold Land Value, 

overall the general decrease in viable Community Fund rate between the lower and higher 

Threshold Land Value is below £100 per m2 (using the lowest value in the range), which in 

relation to the levels of viable Community Fund rate that can be applied to the schemes in 

Value Area 4, this decrease is small in comparison. Even with the small increase the trend 

seen in the tests with the Lower Threshold Land Value is also seen in this test with the level 

if Viable Community Fund rate decreasing as the level of affordable housing increases and 

as the size of site increases, this results in the 500 unit scheme at 50% affordable housing 

shows the lowest level of viable Community Fund rate (£630-£742 per m2) and the 20 unit 

scheme at 20% affordable housing supporting the highest Community Fund rate (£1,525-

£1,798 per m2)    

 
9.8 Overall the above results show there is a clear divide in the levels of viable 

Community Fund rate that can be applied to a scheme in Value Area 1 and 2 in 

comparison to Value Areas 3 and 4. It is also important to note that the majority 

of South Hams district is defined as value area 3 with value area 4 making up 

the smallest amount of the district. 

9.9 It is also important to note that the majority of urban areas where development 

is most likely, for example on the edge of Plymouth, Ivybridge and Totnes are 

all in value area 2. Value area 2 in the summary table above currently shows at 

baseline assumptions the majority of sites are unable to provide any level of 

Community Fund rate at 40% and 50% affordable housing. However the results 

have shown that the schemes are able to provide a minimum of between £4-

£85 per m2 on sites of 20, 50 and 100 units. The larger sites of 250 and 500 

units are able to provide a maximum of £12-£21 per m2.  

9.10 The Council anticipate that the majority of units delivered through the Our Plan 

Period will be built on greenfield land. A review of the final version of the 

Development Strategy will be required once finalised.   

9.11 Care needs to be taken when interpreting the viability results, particularly on 

the larger sites which assume infrastructure costs of £5,000 per unit and 

external build cost set at 15%.  The infrastructure costs for short term (years 1-

5) requirements and the major physical infrastructure required to bring forward 

strategic development locations have yet to be determined.   

9.12 Viability testing cannot take into account of every exceptional circumstance and 

there may be examples of sites within a zone which produce residual values 

contrary to the model results. Hence it is inevitable that there will be some 

developments which may not come forward as a result of a charge.  This in itself 

does not mean that a charge is unreasonable or will hinder development in a 

particular zone. 

9.13 Sensitivity testing of affordable housing requirements at 30%, and 20% 

indicates that the amount of money achievable for the community fund 

increases as affordable housing percentage requirement reduces. This 

demonstrates that it will be necessary for the Council to decide what its 
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priorities for planning policy costs are, once the Stage 2 viability study has been 

completed.  

9.14 An uplift in value may be required for any future Major Development Area 

(MDA) sites which are likely to achieve greater property values and create a new 

‘Value Area’.  This level of potential property value uplift will also be further 

explored as part of the Stage 2 Viability work.  The Stage 2 work will also 

examine the potential for a new build premium across a range of site types.   

9.15 Chapter 8 of this Paper includes a number of ‘Sensitivity Tests’ in relation to 

altering affordable housing tenure mixes and the rent on unsold equity for the 

shared ownership product.  The impact of these changes has an impact on 

viability and increases the level of Community Fund available across the sites 

tested.   

9.16 The scope of works for this study is to examine the viability of residential sites 

only.  However, if significant mixed use allocations are proposed via the 

emerging Our Plan, the sample sites may need focus on a mixed use 

development in different parts of the Borough.   

9.17 It is unlikely that any future CIL charge will be set at the maximum level 

indicated by the viability assessments.  This leaves a margin to allow for market 

fluctuations and site specific viability issues.  The refinement of infrastructure 

costs and development options will help to determine how the Community Fund 

‘Pot’ is divided between Section 106 costs, on-site infrastructure and CIL.  The 

Stage 2 Study will then be able to include more accurate infrastructure and 

Section 106 costs.   

9.18 It is recommended that a review of these recommendations will be required in 

the light of any changes to the national and local policy context or to market 

conditions.   
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A1.0 Value Area Information 

a1.1 It is reasonable to assume that within the South Hams Local Authority 

area there is a range of ‘value areas’ - that is, locations where property 

values are likely to be lower or higher than the average for the district as 

a whole. In order to take into account of these ranges research of 

achieved sales values in each Postcode Sector within the district (e.g. TQ3 

1) was analysed.  Postcode Sectors were then ranked according to value 

and divided into four main value areas (labelled Value Area 1, 2, 3 and 4). 

The following table shows the value ranges that have been used for each 

Value Band.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The Value Bands are based on the overall Indexed Average from Land 

Registry data on achieved sales values from January 2013 to September 

2014 for all dwelling types, the average values for each postcode sector 

are included in the table below and are ranked by value (lowest to 

highest) and are colour coordinated by Value Band.   

Postcode Sector South Hams Indexed Average Value Band 

PL5 4 151,815.84 1 

TQ11 0 206,513.44 1 

PL6 7 210,049.52 1 

PL21 9 221,242.44 1 

TQ12 5 242,648.05 1 

PL7 5 248,893.22 1 

TQ3 1 250,954.40 2 

TQ7 1 254,900.92 2 

PL21 0 258,585.58 2 

TQ9 5 269,509.51 2 

TQ13 7 274,517.17 2 

TQ10 9 293333.72 2 

TQ5 0 293,535.86 2 

PL8 2 296,242.59 2 

PL9 0 316,837.68 2 

TQ7 4 359,388.27 3 

TQ6 9 383,635.50 3 

TQ9 7 386,945.64 3 

TQ9 6 396,185.65 3 

TQ7 2 399,351.19 3 

TQ7 3 418,597.57 3 

TQ6 0 432,124.84 3 

PL8 1 530,210.98 4 

TQ8 8 711,780.35 4 

Table A1.2: Land Registry data, overall average property prices by postcode 
sector 

 
 

Value Bands South Hams 

Value Band Minimum value Maximum value 

1 £150,000 £249,999 

2 £250,000 £349,999 

3 £350,000 £449,999 

4 £450,000 £750,000 

Table A1.1: The value Range applied to each Value Band 

 



 
 
 
 
 

Page 107 of 146 

 

a1.2 The average property values for each postcode sector, as shown in the 

table above, were then inputted into the following map, which gives a 

spatial interpretation of the Postcode sectors by Value Band. Please note 

the map below shows the boundary line for South Hams with the Dartmoor 

National Park Area excluded as this is included in a separate plan and not 

included as part of this report.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

a1.3 Land Registry data was further used for each type of dwelling (detached, semi-

detached, terraced, and flats/maisonettes) and was also assessed on a Postcode 

Sector level. Average values per unit type by Postcode Sector were then 

analysed against information regarding asking prices and achieved sales values 

on a number of property websites including Rightmove and Zoopla to establish if 

they accurately reflected properties on the market currently. The Postcode 

Sectors which formed each value area are as follows including a basic 

description of each Value Band: 

 

 

Figure A1.1: Map of South Hams including Average property values based on Land Registry 

data by Postcode sector. (*The above map is for internal purposes and applies only to 

the area of West Devon which has been assessed in this study)  
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T

able A1.3: Postcode Sectors as they relate to Value Areas 

 

a1.4 Due to the variation in dwelling sizes across the value areas, it was not 

accurate enough to assume an overall size by housing type. Therefore by 

analysing details on sold properties from sites such as ‘Zoopla’, an average 

size property by house type using the postcode sector was collated by 

Value Area. The unit sizes assumed are included in the table below. 

  
Value Area 1 

(m2) 

Value Area 2 

(m2) 

Value Area 3 

(m2) 

Value Area 4 

(m2) 

Detached 132.60 147.18 158.82 166.15 

Semi-detached 81.33 93.76 105.29 99.76 

Terraced 84.02 77.13 84.71 86.35 

Flats 55.27 78.32 76.70 89.25 

Table A1.4: Average sizes as they relate to the Value Area’s (South Hams - Average 

sizes (source: Zoopla)) 
 

a1.5 Using the average size of properties by Value Area, as included in the 

table above, this method allowed a more accurate price per square meter 

to be calculated by Value Area. The values used in the model are included 

in the table below. 

  

Value Area Value Area and Postcode Value Area Description 

1 
PL5 4, TQ11 0, PL6 7, PL21 

9, TQ12  5, PL7 5 

Plymouth North Eastern Fringe, 

Buckfastleigh and South Newton 
Abbot Urban Fringe. 

2 
TQ3 1, TQ7 1, PL21 0, TQ9  
5, TQ13 7, TQ10 9, TQ5 0, 

PL8 2, PL9 0 

Plymouth South Eastern Fringe, 
Ivybridge Urban Area, Ashburton 
Urban Area, Kingsbridge Urban 

Area, Totnes Urban Area, 
Northern and Southern Torbay 

3 
TQ7 4, TQ6 9, TQ9 7, TQ9 6, 

TQ7 2, TQ7 3, TQ6 0 
Rural South Eastern Area 

including Dartmouth Urban Area 

4 PL8 1, TQ 8 8 
‘honey pot’ area including 

Salcombe and Newton Ferrers 
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Average Values - 

Flats 

Average Values - 

terrace 

Average Values 

- semi-detached 

Average 

Values - 

detached 

Value Area 1 £3,042 £2,093 £2,375 £2,602 

Value Area 2 £2,504 £2,931 £2,641 £2,415 

Value Area 3 £3,557 £3,945 £3,221 £3,454 

Value Area 4 £3,034 £5,938 £5,505 £4,370 

Table A1.5: Postcode Sectors as they relate to Value Areas 
 

a1.6 The values shown in the previous table are those used in the viability 

modelling.  The values are determined as follows: 

 Flatted units of all sizes – flatted values used relevant to 

development location; 

 Two bedroom houses – terraced values used relevant to 

development location; 

 Three bedroom houses – semi detached values used relevant to 

development location; 

 Four bedroom houses – detached values used relevant to 

development location; 

 Five bedroom houses – detached values used relevant to 

development location. 
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A2.0 Stakeholder Engagement 

Stakeholder Methodology 

a2.1 In consultation with the Council it was agreed that the most appropriate method 

of stakeholder engagement for this study would be the use of a postal 

questionnaire.  A copy of the questionnaire can be found at the end of this 

Appendix.  

Stakeholder Questionnaire 

a2.2 The questionnaire sought to ascertain stakeholder’s views on key assumptions 

that would be modelled to assess the impact upon development of a range of 

policy options.  Thus the questionnaire outlined a range of key assumptions in 

order that development conditions within the Borough could be fairly reflected 

within the parameters of the study. 

a2.3 The Council provided a comprehensive contact list of stakeholders within the 

Borough.  These included, but not exclusively, Registered Providers (RPs), 

private developers, house builders, planning and other development consultants 

and land-owners.  

a2.4 A copy of the questionnaire and letter was sent to all stakeholders.  In total, 9 

responses were received.  The questionnaire responses were used to inform the 

modelling assumptions.    

Stakeholder Meeting 

a2.5 Levvel also took part in a Developer Forum with Local Stakeholders on 14th 

November 2014 and discussed local issues, cost/value assumptions and the 

objective of the Viability Assessment with local stakeholders. 

5.8 A PowerPoint was also presented to the stakeholders in order to fully explain the 

purpose of CIL and how a viability study arrives at its conclusions. This helped 

clarify any aspects of the study which may not have previously been fully 

understood by stakeholders.  

5.9 A number of topics were discussed at this Developer Forum, ranging from ‘the 

preparation of ‘Our Plan’ and the Plan Process, the purpose, main assumptions 

and methodology of the Viability Study, S106 obligations and the CIL context.  

5.10 An additional Developer Forum will be arranged to discuss the findings of report. 

This will also offer another opportunity to those who did not originally respond 

to the questionnaire to be involved within the stakeholder engagement.  

5.11 As would be expected a range of responses were received from stakeholders. 

The responses received and outcomes of the developer forum meeting have 

been considered and our report has attempted to test variables taking the views 

of respondents into account. 

5.12 The responses are included below. 
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Response to Specific Questions 

Q1. Scheme Types 

a2.6 Respondents were asked to select appropriate site types that reflect the 

land being brought forward for development. The questionnaire 

presented five scheme types ranging from 30 to 45 dwellings per 

hectare. Respondents were also asked to include any other scheme 

types that have not been considered. 

a2.7 One respondent felt that it is necessary to ensure sites below 5 units are 

considered in the viability appraisal. They recommend that analysis of recent 

completions/permissions and the future housing trajectory and SHLAA are used 

as the basis for selecting the appropriate levels of development schemes to 

assess.  

a2.8 One stakeholder felt that given the ageing demographic profile of the area and 

the need for sheltered retirement housing, the Council should consider a 

development appraisal for a 45 unit sheltered scheme on a 0.4 hectare 

previously developed site. 

Q2. Affordable Housing Percentages 

a2.9 Levvel reported that they will look to test an affordable housing 

percentage range from 20% up to 50%. It was also proposed through 

the questionnaire that a threshold of 2 residential dwellings be tested 

across the District.  

a2.10 One stakeholder felt that a five unit threshold should also be tested. They also 

stated that given the recent Government consultation on amending the 

affordable housing threshold to a national 10-unit standard, they would 

encourage testing of 10 as a threshold.  

Q3. Affordable Housing Tenure Mix 

a2.11 The Stakeholder Questionnaire asked if there are any specific affordable 

housing tenure mixes that the study should consider.  

a2.12 One respondent noted the study should consider a range of tenure options. A 

possible method for future proofing the Viability Assessment to take account of 

the changing policy context would be to provide purchase/transfer values for the 

range of affordable tenures, noting geographical differentiation across the 

District. This would then allow for the Council to use this as an evidence base in 

future discussions into exceptional relief or amended s106 contributions based 

upon alternate affordable tenures.  

a2.13 Another respondent noted there should be recognition of the ability to provide 

shared ownership products through private companies and not just registered 

providers. With reference to mix, the stakeholder stated that they had found it 

difficult to secure registered providers’ interest in certain elements of that 

stipulated by the LPA, such as 1 bedroomed flats.  

a2.14 A stakeholder suggested rent to buy. 
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Q4. Other means of providing Affordable Housing 

a2.15 Respondents were asked for their views on whether there are other 

means of providing more affordable housing in the District, for example 

through low cost home ownership schemes that fall outside the NPPF 

definition of affordable housing.  

a2.16 One stakeholder felt that self-build should be encouraged as a housing product. 

‘However, it is critical to note that self-build is not affordable. To be affordable 

for the purposes of the NPPF, it would require legal undertakings and market 

restrictions. Self and Customs Builds represent an alternative delivery model for 

housing, but should not be considered as an alternative to affordable delivery.’ 

a2.17 A respondent felt the Council should consider self-build/self-finish units, 

although this would need to be controlled closely by the Council. They also 

identified a number of alternatives for the provision of affordable housing such 

as provision of, or contributions to, care home places. These could be built and 

owned by house builders but managed through RPs or a third party.  

Q5. Values Required to Bring Land Forward for Development 

a2.18 Stakeholders were asked what values can be assumed to be sufficient to 

bring land forward for development in the District. The NPPF recognises 

that to ensure viability, cost of requirements applied to development 

should, when taking account of the normal cost of development and 

mitigation, provide competitive returns to a willing landowner and 

willing developer.  

 With Consent Without Consent (But 

with Potential for 

Planning). 

Serviced 
Un-

serviced 
Serviced 

Un-

serviced 

Greenfield/Agricultural 

Land 

£800,000 £650,000  £10,000 

per unit 

Previously Developed 

Residential Land 

£500,000 £450,000   

Industrial Land £150,000 £75,000   

 

a2.19 A stakeholder noted that evidence for these scenarios should be tested against 

comparable evidence, as required by the NPPF. The ‘with consent’ value would 

be the same as an allocated site but without consent. The with ‘potential for 

planning’ column is difficult to separate as most sites will be under option and 

exercised at with consent values.  

Q6. Land Value Expressed as a Percentage of the Development Value 

a2.20 Stakeholders were asked their views as to the value of land expressed 

as a percentage of development value for different land uses.  

a2.21 Greenfield/Agricultural Land – 13-20% 
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a2.22 Previously Developed Residential Land – 15-20% 

a2.23 Industrial Land – 10-15% 

Q7a. Developer Profit 

a2.24 Respondents were asked to indicate a figure expressed as a percentage of Gross 

Development Value which may represent reasonable levels of gross profit given 

the likelihood that a range of market conditions will be experienced.  

a2.25 One respondent stated that in line with practice elsewhere, reasonable levels of 

profit would be 20% for market housing and 8% for affordable homes.  

a2.26 One stakeholder indicated a profit level of 20% of GDV for sheltered/retirement 

housing. 

a2.27 One person stated 25% to 30% would be reasonable, as it should be recognised 

that a higher level of profit is likely to be required on most of the larger schemes 

where the level of risk is greatest. 

a2.28 23-25% of GDV, (assuming site has planning consent). If a site has no planning 

status this would increase to 27-30%. The percentage could be higher 

depending on the level of risk associated with a site, e.g. contaminated land or 

site with high abnormals or high sales risks.  

Q7b. Developer Profit 

a2.29 Stakeholders were asked if they felt we should be assessing profit and return on 

a different basis. 

a2.30 A stakeholder requested cash flow implications to be taken into account. For 

example, Return on Capital Employed and Internal Rate of Return. 

Q8. Build Costs  

a2.31 Stakeholders were asked for their views on an appropriate build cost per m2 on 

the basis of Gross Internal Floor Area. A variety of responses were received; 

a2.32 One respondent noted that BCIS figures should be used for sheltered housing. 

Other respondents supported BCIS, as well another respondent mentioning BCIS 

base build costs should be used but with an uplift applied £10 per m2 as well as 

an additional uplift required for costs related to renewables and lifetime homes.    

Q9a. Rent 

a2.33 This question was aimed mainly at Registered Providers (RPs). They were asked 

what rent levels the study should allow for when testing the affordable rented 

product. They were also asked if they could indicate how much of gross rent 

consisted of management, maintenance, void levels and major repair 

allowances. 

Q9b. Rent 



 
 
 
 
 

Page 115 of 146 

 

a2.34 Respondents were asked to give an indication of their view of rents at the new 

affordable levels and whether they anticipated any significant differences in the 

new allowances for management, maintenance, voids etc. 

a2.35 A stakeholder noted that the policy is up to 80% and in line with working 

practice elsewhere, consideration should be given to the potential for values at 

lower percentages.  

Q10. Planning Obligations 

a2.36 Stakeholders were asked to give an idea of the level of payments they have 

been making under Section 106 agreements to items other than affordable 

housing. The following responses were received: 

 Education: £1,365 per dwelling; 

 Open Space: £2256 per dwelling; and 

 Bus service and Highways Infrastructure: £813 per dwelling. 

Land off Exeter Road, Okehampton: 

 35% affordable housing; 

 Community Infrastructure Contribution: £700 per unrestricted dwelling; 

 Off-site highways works; 

 Transport £1,000 per unrestricted dwelling; and 

 Management of open space. 

                Further Comments 

 

a2.37 One stakeholder emphasised the importance of using property values in the 

viability testing which are truly representative of the locality. 

a2.38 It would be appropriate to give some thought to ‘base abnormals’ that may exist 

within the area. E.g. Greenfield sites are necessarily more easily developed than 

brownfield. Issues such as archaeology and topography for instance may impact 

greatly upon viability. 

a2.39 One respondent asked that any assumptions for affordable housing use the HCA 

standards as minimum, with adjustments then made to reflect local planning 

policy. 
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A3.0 Introduction 

a3.1 The Levvel analysis of viability is a dynamic one and takes into account past 

economic trends in order to assess how future residential markets might 

perform.  While past history has its own specific characteristics which may be 

peculiar to the period in question, there are still fundamental principles that can 

be seen that might suggest how markets might perform in the future.  This will 

not inform a single assessment of how the market will change but will give us 

the main parameters within which we can test possible scenarios. 

a3.2 It is important to note that our analysis is limited to the residential market.  

Where we discuss the general economy this is in the context of its action upon 

the housing market both nationally and locally.  It is not our purpose, here, to 

predict general economic conditions either locally or nationally.  However, we do 

look at the effects of the economy on the housing market both in terms of price 

trends and affordability. 

Market Trends 

a3.3 Although local housing markets are contingent upon local conditions, they are 

also subject to both the economic conditions internationally and nationally.  

More specifically, they are subject to national regulation and constraints.  In 

particular, the availability and cost, generally, of finance dictates the price that 

home owners are able to afford.  The costs of finance for individuals will be 

influenced by financial institutions’ lending practices and interest rates.  These, 

in turn, are influenced by the national economy and, increasingly, the role of 

international markets is also important. 

a3.4 Looking at past market performance can only give trends and the interpretation 

of how markets act must be considered carefully.   For instance, the housing 

market recession of the late 1980s and early 1990s has been considered to be 

due to the dramatic increase in base interest rates and the cost of finance.  

While this admittedly caused a number of home owners into financial difficulties, 

some commentators15 have pointed to the possibility that the housing market 

had already been in decline and that the fall in values had already started to 

take place.   

a3.5 The housing market recession of the 1990s is likely to have happened in any 

case notwithstanding the effect of Black Wednesday in 1992.  The housing 

market was beginning to recover just before that stage and the dramatic 

increases in the cost of borrowing immediately following Black Wednesday 

heralded a further period of house price stagnation.  However it is still not clear 

whether this was part of the general cycle in house price inflation/deflation and, 

in particular, Fred Harrison points to an approximate 18 year boom and bust 

land and property cycle that has been evident over the long-term.16  In other 

words, it may be possible that these property price fluctuations occur despite 

(not because of) general economic trends and, indeed, may be their very cause. 

                                                           
15 See especially Fred Harrison “Boom Bust: House Prices, Banking and the Depression of 2010”  Shepheard Walwyn 

2005, Andrew Oswald “The Great 2003-2005 Crash in Britain’s Housing Maket” November 2002, Cameron Muellbauer 

and Murphy “Was there a British House Price Bubble? Evidence from a Regional Panel” March 2006 

16 Gordon Brown, as Chancellor of the Exchequer, acknowledged the effect of a volatile housing market : "Most stop-go 

problems that Britain has suffered in the last 50 years have been led or influenced by the more highly cyclical and often 
more volatile nature of our housing market" - Gordon Brown, Chancellor of the Exchequer, House of Commons, June 

2003 
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a3.6 Another peculiar feature of the housing market is the positive price:transaction 

volume correlation.17  When prices inflate, the number of transactions increases; 

trading is more frequent and volume is higher when prices go up and vice 

versa.18  This means that a more dynamic approach to the assessment of the 

performance of the housing market has to be examined. 

a3.7 Rady and Ortalo-Magny19 suggest a model to explain the underlying reasons for 

“boom-bust” housing market cycles.  It assumes households will generally 

prefer home-ownership and that the incomes of young households play a critical 

role in the fluctuations in the market.  The market is sensitive to income 

“shocks” amplified by credit constraints which affect the timing of household 

moves that explains the positive price:transaction volume correlation. 

a3.8 The actions, generally, of first-time buyers is to access the market at a level 

that can be afforded but with the prospect that they will increase housing 

consumption as their means allow.  Thus, as their income increases, they are 

able to increase their ability to pay and as income increases for first-time buyers 

in turn then this will increase the capital for those wishing to make purchases 

further up the housing ladder.  Liberalisation of the finance market has a similar 

effect to increasing income especially at the bottom of the market.  Similarly, an 

increase in the cost of finance has a similar effect to reducing income. 

a3.9 Credit liberalisation coincided with the high rate of property price inflation during 

the 1980s.  Together with the increase in tax allowance in the 1983 budget for 

Mortgage Interest Tax Relief at Source (MIRAS) and the ability for couples to 

pool their resources, access to mortgages for young first time buyers helped 

many on to the housing ladder.  Right to Buy social housing (following 1980) 

also encouraged many tenants to enter the housing market and thereby 

increased the potential market for subsequent homebuyers in the latter part of 

the 1980s.  As Rady and Ortal-Magny have pointed out, all of this “prompted a 

major adjustment of the distribution of debt and housing across households, 

hence a period of exceptionally many transactions”.   They point to the rapid 

increase of transactions in the 1980s to “repeat buyers bringing forward their 

moves up the property ladder”. 

a3.10 House price growth, however, only remains sustainable in the long term while 

incomes are able to support values.  As we have pointed out, the main driver of 

this is first time buyer (starter home) purchase, typically those households in 

the 24-35 age group.  Pressure on these households is strong because, 

generally, these are the most highly geared (their loan to income ratio is the 

highest).  Subsequent movers in the late 1980s – those that had bought in the 

early 1980s – were dependent upon the generation of high levels of equity in 

order to realise their progression in the housing market.   

a3.11 The Council for Mortgage lenders (CML)20 has remarked on the supply of 

housing being unresponsive to prices being for two main reasons.  Firstly, the 

                                                           
17 The effect of the ability to borrow and asset value is discussed by Lamont and Stein where “over some regions, a fall 

in asset prices can actually lead to reduced asset demands, because it impairs the ability of potential buyers to borrow 

against the assets”.  Owen Lamont (University of Chicago) and Jeremy C Stein (MIT Sloan School of Management) 

“Leverage and House-price dynamics in US Cities” 

18 See Wenlan Qian “Heterogenous Agents, Time-varying Macro Fundamental and Asset Market Dynamics.” Haas 

School of Business University of Berkeley (2008) 

19 Rady and Ortalo-Magny “Housing Market Dynamics: On the Contribution of Income Shocks and Credit Constraints” 

Department of Economics, University of Munich (2001) 

20 Ibid pp11 - 12 
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durability of housing being such that new housing becomes only a small 

proportion of the total stock and, secondly, that bringing new housing to the 

market is both lengthy and has significant barriers. 

a3.12 Taking these factors into consideration, the inelastic supply of housing leads to 

the “demand driven” increases in price.  Any increase in demand due, say, to 

demographic changes locally or increases in incomes, will lead directly to high 

housing market inflation. 

a3.13 While certainly it is undeniable that constraints on supply, including the 

constraints imposed through the planning system, have an effect on the housing 

market, this will have different effects regionally and demand side influences 

would appear to be more easily modelled. 

a3.14 It is clear that the high interest rates of the late 1980s and early 1990s were a 

contributing factor in the unaffordability of housing but it becomes more difficult 

to prove a direct causal link to house price inflation or deflation.  Interest rates 

and the cost of money has become less during the period since 1997 when the 

government gave control of monetary policy to the Bank of England.  While this 

period coincided with the house price inflation of the mid 2000s, the control of 

interest rates has failed both to control the rapid increase in prices (2000 to 

2007) and the subsequent crash in prices.  However, interest rates have 

remained at their lowest level (0.5%) since the beginning of 2009 and although 

the cost of mortgages for new buyers has still been difficult this has undoubtedly 

meant that pressures on the cost of housing has been alleviated.  This can 

partly explain the rallying in values since that time.  

a3.15 Other economic factors, both internationally and nationally, have occurred which 

will have directly affected the housing market to some extent or another. These 

include the economic recession of 1979-1980; the abolition of exchange rate 

controls in 1979; the high unemployment rates and miners strike during the mid 

1980s; the subsequent period of strong economic recovery and income growth; 

the abolition of dual income tax relief of mortgage interest in 1988 that caused 

a sudden stimulation to the market; the discontinuation of membership of the 

ERM in 1992 (Black Wednesday); the introduction of the minimum wage by the 

incoming Labour government; the Bank of England given the power to set 

interest rates by the incoming Labour government; and the recent worldwide 

recession (“Credit Crunch”).  All of these factors have affected both supply side 

and demand side factors in the housing market.   

a3.16 Curiously, interest rates were at the lowest point ever during 2009, as shown in 

the following data series of average standard variable mortgage interest rates. 
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a3.17 The major publications detailing house price indices, including Nationwide, 

Halifax, CLG and LSL Acadametrics, have all indicated a gradually rising house 

price index from the middle of 2008, albeit with some volatility.  

a3.18 Some commentators were suggesting in the early and mid 2000s that the house 

price increases were sustainable and that the volatility of the past had been 

“due to a combination of unstable demand and unresponsive supply”.21   

a3.19 The Council for Mortgage Lenders in 2001, in line with many commentators at 

the time, were suggesting that the housing market booms and busts were a 

thing of the past for the following reasons: 

a. There are less likely to be large swings in interest rates; 

b. Large swings in financial liberalisation are less likely; 

c. There is likely to be more macroeconomic stability; 

d. Greater financial products increase the flexibility of loan conditions. 

Finally, the CML believed at that time that: 

“The risk to consumers is now lower than during the last house price boom, but 

it seems more likely that borrowers – rather than lenders – are misperceiving 

the risks”. 

a3.20 Other economic factors have been important in more recent times.  For 

example, it is clear that the sub-prime crisis in America which led to the 

worldwide recession has affected the UK economy generally and the affects 

affordability in the housing market.  This may not have been foreseen but it is 

                                                           
21 CML 2001 page 18 
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also clear that house prices generally and starter homes in particular, had 

reached an unsustainable level.  This suggests that there may be some further 

price stabilisation in property prices in order to enable affordability to return to 

the market as wages catch up.  In the interim it is expected that the proportion 

of households who are home owners may continue to decline, though there 

would be a corresponding increase in the proportion private renting.  This is 

borne out in the housing market data.  If we are return to our suggested 3.5 

times income analysis then prices in the UK may have to fall further.   

a3.21 Other factors, particularly the higher rates of unemployment post recession, are 

also relevant here for a number of further reasons: 

a. Unemployment, whilst now falling, had an impact and the effects of the 

recession are still being felt; 

b. There is pressure on incomes generally; 

c. Finance is difficult to obtain, high loan-to-value (LTV) mortgages (especially for 
first-time buyers) are difficult to obtain and, despite low base interest rates, 
finance is expensive (particularly for those wishing to enter the market for the 
first time).  The recently introduced mortgage lending rules have also had an 

effect on the ability of households to gain mortgages;  

a3.22 While these factors are influential on the market, the government has (in the 

2009 budget and with additional subsequent announcements), attempted to 

support the housebuilding industry through a number of measures.  It is not yet 

clear how these measures will affect the property market either in the medium 

or the long terms. Many of the national housebuilders report the positive 

influence such schemes have had on sales rates.  On the other hand, it is likely 

that budget constraints following the Comprehensive Spending Review of 2010 

and subsequent years in order to deal with the large deficit will have an effect 

on spending generally and the economy as a whole.  This is likely to continue to 

affect the next parliament also. 

a3.23 Therefore, a number of factors have affected and will affect the housing market 

and the affordability of housing.  These include macro-economic influences and 

the worldwide recession.  However, there are also systemic pressures from 

within the workings of the housing market which affect the affordability of 

housing and, ultimately, how the market works.  In the next section we look at 

the regional and local situation.  
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South West Regional Context 

Price/Volume correlation 

 

a3.24 The graph above demonstrates the approximate correlation between house 

prices and sales volumes across the South West region.   

a3.25 Firstly, examination of the transactions index on a quarter by quarter basis 

shows the seasonal nature in the number of transactions, with numbers falling 

typically in Q1 due to the preceding holiday period.  Overall, however, 

transactions generally remained constant to mid 2003 and represented a period 

of steady house price growth.  Transaction volumes after that period then began 

a slight decline, although prices rose steeply and then continued a steady climb 

towards the price peak in late 2007. 

a3.26 As the availability of mortgage finance became heavily restricted due to the 

global credit crunch the price correction is evidenced as the transactions fell to a 

quarter of their volume at price peak. 

a3.27 Indeed it would appear that prices are holding in current circumstances because 

of the very limited number of transactions taking place in the market at 

approximately half that of peak. 
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Affordability/Lending trends 

 

a3.28 From the plot above of Loan:income ratios of mortgages completed on, it can be 

seen that as prices rose to their peak in late 2007 the typical loan:income ratio 

remained consistently between 2 and 3 times household income.   

a3.29 It should be noted that there was a substantial peak in house price:income 

ratios in mid 2004, corresponding to the steep climb in house prices at that 

point and a rise in the loan:income ratio above its historic standard of 

approximately 2.  It is interesting to note that the corresponding period did not 

see a continuation in the loan to value (LTV) ratio but a reduction.  This would 

suggest a short term change in the way households accessed housing finance, 

drawing on other resources to fund their house purchase. 

a3.30 Subsequent to that period house price:income ratios fell suggesting that as 

housing became more expensive it was only those households with a sufficiently 

high income to access mortgage finance who were able to afford to purchase. 

a3.31 The overall trend for increasing deposits on house purchase can also been seen, 

represented by a decline in LTV ratios, most significantly since early 2006.  This 

is probably due to the dominance in later years of home movers with significant 

levels of equity.  As the mortgage market has eased in very recent times, this 

trend is starting to ease as more mortgages are becoming available at the 

higher LTV rates. 
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Long term track of house prices 

 

a3.32 Above is a long term track of published average house price data from 

Nationwide, Halifax, CLG and Acadametrics.  Available data does not cover the 

same period for all data providers and average house prices have been indexed 

to First Quarter 1997 to allow comparisons to be drawn with smoothing to 

reduce seasonal fluctuations. 

a3.33 Firstly it is apparent that, whilst the profile of all the indices is similar, there is a 

lag in the data points of CLG and Acadametrics.  This is because of the way in 

which the data is compiled using Land Registry data from completed 

transactions, rather than Halifax and Nationwide data which is collected at 

mortgage valuation stage. 

a3.34 The approximate 18 year peak to peak market cycle can be seen between 1989 

and 2007, with the very substantial price increases in the later half of the cycle, 

followed by a tailing off and then price falls as the cycle begins again. 

a3.35 Whilst all data sources are mix adjusted for property types there is an increasing 

difference between them over time.  We have therefore averaged and smoothed 

the indices to generate a single combined index which can be used for forward 

growth predictions. 
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a3.36 The graph above shows the smoothed, averaged house price index to third 

quarter 2014.  In addition the index of household incomes receiving mortgages 

is plotted as a reference.  It should be noted that this is taken from the CLG Live 

Tables which stopped recording data in mid 2011.  Extrapolating this back 

suggests that the rate of change of household income index is approximately 

constant over time and just intersects with the house price curve during periods 

of steady growth at early/mid cycle (assuming the cycle runs peak to peak).  

This is an important reference for projecting forward house price growth and 

also demonstrates the significance of price bubbles in the UK market. 
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Future House Price Growth Scenarios 

a3.37 There is clearly pressure across South Hams on affordability due to the 

relationship between household incomes, local prices generally and the demand 

for housing.     

a3.38 Our analysis of past trends, and taking into account the continuing pressures 

due to the recession, suggests that there has been a period of stagnation in the 

property market despite the rises during the final quarter of 2009 and early 

2010.   It is apparent that prices have now generally started in to increase 

following this period.  

a3.39 However, we want to test scenarios that assume both a more optimistic position 

as well as the downside.  Therefore, using past trends as a guide, we suggest 

that there are 3 potential directions or scenarios that should be tested 

representing a range of potential directions the market might take. 

a3.40 The first of these is an “upside” position where values show an increase in prices 

in the very short term.  We have assumed an increase in values so that 2007 

average values are extrapolated forward and the profile of increases follows the 

same pattern as in the previous period (1992 to 2007) from this high value base 

(20% above average).   

a3.41 This is an optimistic view of property prices with house prices assumed to be 

well above the long term average from the previous period.  In this scenario, 

affordability is likely to be a significant and continuing issue. 

a3.42 The second scenario is our “middle” and assumes property values follow the 

trend seen between 1992 and 2007.  The short term follows a continuing 

stagnation in values with a slow recovery with affordability ratios remaining 

fairly benign until the later part of the period.   

a3.43 Finally, the “downside” scenario assumes a long term trend 15% below the 

historic (1992 to 2007) position.   
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a3.44 All three scenarios can be seen in the following diagram (index Q1 1997=100): 

 

a3.45 We propose a dynamic assessment of viability.  To do this we will use the three 

scenarios to feed into our viability analysis by taking the house price indices that 

are generated.  House price inflation is one component of our proposed future 

proofing methodology and we will combine projections for other elements of the 

inputs including Retail Prices Index, Construction Cost forecasts and land value 

forecasts.  We will then use these forecast indices to inform the viability 

assessments over the length of the development periods as well as to assess 

variable development start dates.  A matrix of costs will be used which uses the 

property price values described above together with some assumptions on RPI 

and cost construction indices. 

a3.46 It is anticipated that these projections will remain constant between the 

different property value scenarios so that the relative effect of the upside, 

downside and middle projections for values can be assessed.  The following 

diagram illustrates how different cost and value elements are linked to the 

various indices.  For example, professional fees will be linked to construction 

cost inflation while planning fees may be linked to RPI. 
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a3.47 Sites will be coming forward through the planning process over different 

timescales.  Clearly, projections at later dates must be treated with caution but 

this will give a general indication about possible long-term viability.  This may 

allow the council to look at a flexible approach to policy setting over the 

duration of the Local Plan that will enable challenging but realistic targets for 

affordable housing to be set. 

  



 
 
 
 
 

Page 131 of 146 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix 4 

 

 

 

 

 

Strategic Assessment of Development Viability 

Stage 1  

For  

South Hams District Council 

 

 

  
APPENDIX 4  

 
 
 

 

 

 

 

Notional Site Composition 

  

 February 2015 

 



 
 
 
 
 

Page 132 of 146 

 

Contents 

1.0 Notional Site Composition ................................................... 133 

3.0 500 Unit Scheme ............................................................... 133 

4.0 250 Unit Schemes .............................................................. 134 

5.0 100 Unit Scheme ............................................................... 135 

6.0 50 Unit Schemes ............................................................... 136 

7.0 20 Unit Schemes ............................................................... 137 

8.0 10 Unit Schemes ............................................................... 138 

9.0 5 Unit Schemes ................................................................. 139 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 
 
 
 

Page 133 of 146 

 

A4.0 Notional Site Composition 

a4.1 The unit type, size profile and density of each notional development 

scheme assessed as part of the Strategic Assessment of Development 

Viability can be found in the tables below. 

500 Unit Scheme 

 

500 Units at 30 dph 

Type GIA m² 

Bedrooms 

per unit 

Persons 

per unit 

Value 

Type 

Total 

Units 

house 71 2 3 terrace 0 

house 76 2 4 terrace 20 

house 81 3 4 terrace 0 

house 86 3 5 semi 60 

house 95 3 6 semi 90 

house 100 3 6 semi 90 

house 110 4 6 detached 100 

house 128 4 7 detached 100 

house 139 5 7 detached 40 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

        Total 500 

 

500 Units at 45 dph 

Type GIA m² 

Bedrooms 

per unit 

Persons 

per unit 

Value 

Type 

Total 

Units 

house 71 2 3 terrace 0 

house 76 2 4 terrace 150 

house 81 3 4 terrace 50 

house 86 3 5 semi 100 

house 95 3 6 semi 0 

house 100 3 6 semi 50 

house 110 4 6 detached 100 

house 128 4 7 detached 50 

house 139 5 7 detached 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

        Total 500 
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250 Unit Schemes 

 

250 Units at 30 dph 

 

Type 

GIA 

m2 

Bedrooms 

per unit 

Persons 

per unit 

Property 

Type  

Total 

Units 

house 71 2 3 terrace 0 

house 76 2 4 terrace 10 

house 81 3 4 terrace 0 

house 86 3 5 semi 30 

house 95 3 6 semi 45 

house 100 3 6 semi 45 

house 110 4 6 detached 50 

house 128 4 7 detached 50 

house 139 5 7 detached 20 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

        Total 250 

 

250 Units at 45 dph 

 

Type GIA m² 

Bedrooms 

per unit 

Persons 

per unit 

Value 

Type 

Total 

Units 

house 71 2 3 terrace 0 

house 76 2 4 terrace 75 

house 81 3 4 terrace 25 

house 86 3 5 semi 50 

house 95 3 6 semi 0 

house 100 3 6 semi 25 

house 110 4 6 detached 50 

house 128 4 7 detached 25 

house 139 5 7 detached 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

        Total 250 
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100 Unit Scheme 

 

100 Units at 30 dph 

Type GIA m² 

Bedrooms 

per unit 

Persons 

per unit 

Value 

Type 

Total 

Units 

house 71 2 3 terrace 0 

house 76 2 4 terrace 4 

house 81 3 4 terrace 0 

house 86 3 5 semi 12 

house 95 3 6 semi 20 

house 100 3 6 semi 20 

house 110 4 6 detached 18 

house 128 4 7 detached 18 

house 139 5 7 detached 8 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

        Total 100 

 

100 Units at 45 dph 

Type GIA m² 

Bedrooms 

per unit 

Persons 

per unit 

Value 

Type 

Total 

Units 

house 71 2 3 terrace 0 

house 76 2 4 terrace 30 

house 81 3 4 terrace 10 

house 86 3 5 semi 20 

house 95 3 6 semi 0 

house 100 3 6 semi 10 

house 110 4 6 detached 20 

house 128 4 7 detached 10 

house 139 5 7 detached 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

        Total 100 
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50 Unit Schemes 

 

50 Units at 30 dph 

 

Type GIA m² 

Bedrooms 

per unit 

Persons 

per unit 

Value 

Type 

Total 

Units 

house 71 2 3 terrace 0 

house 76 2 4 terrace 5 

house 81 3 4 terrace 0 

house 86 3 5 semi 5 

house 95 3 6 semi 10 

house 100 3 6 semi 10 

house 110 4 6 detached 10 

house 128 4 7 detached 5 

house 139 5 7 detached 5 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

        Total 50 
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20 Unit Schemes 

 

20 Units at 30 dph 

 

Type GIA m² 

Bedrooms 

per unit 

Persons 

per unit 

Value 

Type 

Total 

Units 

house 71 2 3 terrace 0 

house 76 2 4 terrace 3 

house 81 3 4 terrace 0 

house 86 3 5 semi 4 

house 95 3 6 semi 2 

house 100 3 6 semi 2 

house 110 4 6 detached 5 

house 128 4 7 detached 2 

house 139 5 7 detached 2 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

        Total 20 
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10 Unit Schemes 

 

 

10 Units at 30 dph 

 

Type GIA m² 

Bedrooms 

per unit 

Persons 

per unit 

Value 

Type 

Total 

Units 

house 71 2 3 terrace 0 

house 76 2 4 terrace 2 

house 81 3 4 terrace 0 

house 86 3 5 semi 2 

house 95 3 6 semi 1 

house 100 3 6 semi 1 

house 110 4 6 detached 2 

house 128 4 7 detached 1 

house 139 5 7 detached 1 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

        Total 10 
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5 Unit Schemes 

 

5 Units at 30 dph 

 

Type GIA m² 

Bedrooms 

per unit 

Persons 

per unit 

Value 

Type 

Total 

Units 

house 71 2 3 terrace 0 

house 76 2 4 terrace 0 

house 81 3 4 terrace 0 

house 86 3 5 semi 2 

house 95 3 6 semi 2 

house 100 3 6 semi 0 

house 110 4 6 detached 1 

house 128 4 7 detached 0 

house 139 5 7 detached 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

        Total 5 
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Value Area Baseline Position 

Value Area 

1 

Brownfield 

Notional Sites of 5/ 10/ 20/ 50 units (at 30dph): 

 

Value Area 1 (£ per m2) 

No of 
Units 

5 10 20 50 

30dph  30dph  30dph  30dph  

20% AH £105-£134 £195-£213 £141-£155 £78-£97 

30% AH £13-£68 £67-£107 £0-£1 £0-£23 

40% AH £0-£0 £36-£92 £0 £0 

50% AH £0-£0 £0-£18 £0 £0 

Table A6.1 - Value Area 1 results (£ per m2)  for 5-50 unit schemes with a 

Brownfield Threshold Land Value of £395,000 per ha across all site sizes.  

 

The notional schemes of 5, 10, 20 and 50 units included in table above were tested with 

Brownfield Land Values of £395,000 per hectare. The table above shows the results from 

tests on notional brownfield sites in land value 1, with residential values from table A1.5 

included. The results show that at 40% and 50% affordable housing in the 5 units, 20 

unit and 50 unis schemes on Brownfield land are unable to provide any viable level of 

Community Fund rate. The 10 unit scheme is able to provide some level of Community 

fund rate of between £0-£18 per m2 at 50% affordable housing and between £36-£92 per 

m2 at 40% affordable housing.  

 

Reducing the affordable housing percentage further to 30% onsite, would result in a 

viable level of Community Fund rate at between £13-£68 per m2 for a 5 unit site and 

between £67-£107 per m2 on the 10 unit site. The 20 unit and 50 unit schemes are less 

able to provide some level of Community Fund rate with a lower value of £0-£1 per m2 

viable on a 20 unit scheme and between £0-£23 per m2 viable on a 50 unit scheme. The 

outlook on viable Community Fund rates is considerably better on all sites included in 

table A6.1 above at 20% affordable housing with viable Community Fund rates ranging 

from £78-£97 per m2 on the 50 unit site, up to £195-£213 per m2 on a 10 unit site.     

  

Notional Sites of 100/ 250/ 500 (at 30dph and 45dph): 

 

Value Area 1 (£ per m2) 

No of 
Units 

100 250 500 100 250 500 

30dph  30dph  30dph  45dph  45dph  45dph  

20% AH £82-£106 £26-£57 £30-£46 £74-£96 £44-£79 £16-£30 

30% AH £9-£29 £0 £0 £4-£27 £0-£11 £0-£0 

40% AH £0 £0 £0 £0-£0 £0-£0 £0-£0 

50% AH £0 £0 £0 £0-£0 £0-£0 £0-£0 

Table A6.2 - Value Area 1 results (£ per m2)  for 100-500 unit schemes at 

30dph and 45 dph with a Brownfield Threshold Land Value of £395,000 per 

ha across all site sizes.  

 

The larger notional schemes were also tested with Brownfield Land Values of £395,000 

per hectare. The table above shows the viable level of Community Fund rate that can be 

derived from the 100, 250 and 500 unit schemes at 30 dph and 45 dph. In all the larger 

schemes no viable Community Fund rate is able to be applied at 40% and 50% affordable 

housing at 30 and 45 dph. Equally increasing the density of the scheme does not always 

increase the level of viable Community Fund rate that can be applied to the scheme. The 

250 unit scheme does show an increase in the viable level of Community Fund rate when 

the density is increased from 30dph to 45dph, for example bringing the scheme with 30% 

affordable housing into a viable range with a Community Fund rate of £0-£11 per m2. At 

20% affordable housing the density increase results in increasing the viable Community 

fund rate from between £26-£57 per m2 up to £44-£79 per m2.  
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For the 100 unit scheme and 500 unit scheme on Brownfield land the increase in density 

results in the levels of viable Community Fund rate decreasing, which is most noticeable 

at 20% affordable housing.  

Value Area 

2 

Brownfield 

Notional Sites of 5/ 10/ 20/ 50 units (at 30dph): 

 

Value Area 2 (£ per m2) 

No of 
Units 

5 10 20 50 

30dph  30dph  30dph  30dph  

20% AH £207-£224 £224-£244 £184-£224 £134-£155 

30% AH £107-£150 £143-£174 £7-£47 £58-£84 

40% AH £0-£59 £73-£118 £0 £0 

50% AH £0-£0 £0-£36 £0 £0 

Table A6.3 - Value Area 2 results (£ per m2) for 5-50 unit schemes with a 

Brownfield Threshold Land Value of £395,000 per ha across all site sizes.  

 

Table A6.3 above shows the results for Brownfield development in Value Area 2. The 

notional sites included in table A6.3 include 5, 10, 20 and 50 units, tested at a density of 

30dph. The results show the 20 and 30 unit scheme are unable to provide any level of 

Community Fund rate at 40% and 50% affordable housing. The 5 unit site is also unable 

to provide any level of Community Fund rate at 50% affordable housing. The 10 unit 

scheme on brownfield land is able to provide some level of Community Fund rate at all 

the affordable housing percentages tested, with between £0-£36 per m2 viable at 50% 

affordable housing, increasing to £73-118 per m2 at 40% affordable housing.  

 

Reducing the affordable housing percentage to 30% affordable housing, results in all the 

schemes being able to provide some level of Community Fund rate. The viable level of 

Community Fund rate ranges from the lowest level in the 20 unit scheme of between £7-

£47 per m2, to the highest value identified for the 10 unit scheme of between £143-£174 

per m2. Decreasing the affordable housing further to 20%, results in higher level of viable 

Community Fund rate, with in this case the 50 unit scheme showing the lowest viable rate 

of between £134-£155 per m2 up to the highest rate, again supported by the 10 unit 

scheme between £224-£244 per m2.       

 

Notional Sites of 100/ 250/ 500 (at 30dph and 45dph): 

 

Value Area 2 (£ per m2) 

No of 
Units 

100 250 500 100 250 500 

30dph  30dph  30dph  45dph  45dph  45dph  

20% AH 
£111-

£137 £41-£74 £32-£49 

£226-

£269 

£165-

£225 

£108-

£135 

30% AH 
£36-
£54 £0 £0 

£167-
£199 

£116-
£188 

£66-£87 

40% AH £0 £0 £0 £83-£108 £49-£83 £10-£25 

50% AH £0 £0 £0 £0-£12 £0-£0 £0-£0 

Table A6.4 - Value Area 2 results (£ per m2) for the 100-500 unit schemes 

with a Brownfield Threshold Land Value of £395,000 per ha across all site 

sizes.  

 

Table A6.3 above shows the viable level of Community Fund rate for schemes of 100, 250 

and 500 units at 30 dph and 45 dph.  In value area 2 the changes in viable Community 

Fund rate are far more pronounced between 30dph and 45dph. At 30dph none of the 

schemes are viably able to provide any level of Community Fund rate at 40% and 50% 

affordable housing. Reducing to 30% affordable housing results in only the 100 unit at 

30dph being viably able to provide some level of Community Fund rate of between £36-
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£54 per m2. At 20% affordable housing all the larger schemes at 30dph are able to viable 

provide some level of Community Fund rate, with a minimum of £32-£49 per m2 viable on 

the 500 units scheme at 30 dph, up to £111-£137 per m2 on the 100 unit scheme at 30 

dph. 

 

Increasing the density to 45 dph results in a far more viable outlook, with the schemes 

being able to provide some level of Community Fund rate at 20%, 30% and 40% 

affordable housing. The results show a similar trend to the results at 30 dph, with the 

highest levels of Community Fund rate viable on the 100 unit scheme and the lower 

Community Fund rate values viable on the 500 unit scheme.  

Value Area 

3 

Brownfield 

Notional Sites of 5/ 10/ 20/ 50 units (at 30dph): 

 

Value Area 3 (£ per m2) 

No of 
Units 

5 10 20 50 

30dph  30dph  30dph  30dph  

20% AH £649-£737 £224-£244 £705-£815 £599-£701 

30% AH £600-£662 £143-£174 £584-£661 £554-£634 

40% AH £499-£533 £73-£118 £526-£574 £461-£512 

50% AH £413-£461 £0-£36 £424-£453 £350-£388 

Table A6.5 - Value Area 3 results (£ per m2) for 5-50 unit schemes with a 

Brownfield Threshold Land Value of £395,000 per ha across all site sizes.  

 

The results from Value Area 3 with the notional sites tested at a density of 30dph show on 

Brownfield land there is still a considerable level of viable Community Fund rate that can 

be applied to each scheme. There is a significant increase on the viable level of 

Community Fund rate that can be applied to in value area 3 in comparison to value area 1 

and 2 in tables A6.1 – A6.4. The highest level of viable Community Fund rate can be 

applied to the 5 unit and 20 unit sites.  The 5 and 20 unit schemes even at 50% 

affordable housing are able to provide between £413-£461 per m2 on the 5 units scheme 

and between £424-£453 per m2 on the 20 unit scheme of viable Community Fund rate. 

Overall the viable levels of Community Fund rate are very similar across the 5, 20 and 50 

units scheme. However the 10 unit scheme is less viable and is only able to provide 

between £0-£36 per m2 at 50% affordable housing, increasing to a maximum level at 

20% affordable housing of between £224-£244 per m2 of viable Community Fund rate.  

 

Notional Sites of 100/ 250/ 500 (at 30dph and 45dph): 

 

Value Area 3 (£ per m2) 

No of 
Units 

100 250 500 100 250 500 

30dph  30dph  30dph  45dph  45dph  45dph  

20% AH 
£530-
£636 

£395-
£505 

£302-
£357 

£676-
£811 

£541-
£683 

£395-
£468 

30% AH 
£486-
£576 

£339-
£437 

£259-
£308 

£642-
£762 

£506-
£640 

£363-
£431 

40% AH 
£410-
£476 

£266-
£347 

£201-
£243 

£597-
£696 

£459-
£581 

£322-
£382 

50% AH 
£292-
£338 

£163-
£221 

£119-
£151 

£523-
£604 

£395-
£500 

£264-
£316 

Table A6.6 - Value Area 3 results (£ per m2) for the 100-500 unit schemes 

with a Brownfield Threshold Land Value of £395,000 per ha across all site 

sizes.  

 

The larges schemes of 100, 250 and 500 units are included in table A6.6 at 30 dph and 

45 dph. The table shows the level of Community Fund rate viable in Value Area 3 between 

20% - 50% affordable housing. The table above shows all the schemes from 100-500 

units are able to provide some level of Community Fund rate. The 500 unit scheme 
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however is the least viable out of the larger schemes, showing viable levels of Community 

Fund rate of between £119-£151 per m2 at 50% affordable housing, and 30dph. 

Increasing the density to 45dph results in the 500 units scheme being able to provide 

between £264-£316 per m2 at 50% affordable housing. The most viable scheme is like in 

value area 1 and 2, the 100 units scheme, with values of £530-£636 per m2 viable at 

30dph, increasing to between £676-£811 per m2 at 45 dph. 

  

Value Area 

4 

Brownfield 

 

 

 

Notional Sites of 5/ 10/ 20/ 50 units (at 30dph): 

 

Value Area 4 (£ per m2) 

No of 
Units 

5 10 20 50 

30dph  30dph  30dph  30dph  

20% AH 
£1800-
£2115 

£1624-
£1917 

£1570-
£1854 

£1490-
£1774 

30% AH 
£1772-
£2065 

£1658-
£1939 

£1492-
£1751 

£1491-
£1762 

40% AH 
£1813-
£2088 

£1622-
£1882 

£1475-
£1712 

£1433-
£1682 

50% AH 
£1682-
£1908 

£1578-
£1808 

£1452-
£1659 

£1380-
£1598 

Table A6.7 - Value Area 3 results (£ per m2) for 5-50 unit schemes with a 

Brownfield Threshold Land Value of £395,000 per ha across all site sizes.  

 

The results from Value Area 4 with the smaller notional sites of 5-50 units tested at a 

density of 30dph show the Community Fund rates potentially achievable are far higher 

then even value area 3. The viable Community Fund rate includes values up to £1,682-

£1,908 per m2 viable on 5 unit sites at 50% affordable housing. The least viable scheme 

is the 50 units scheme which is still able to provide between £1,380-£1,598 per m2 at 

50% affordable housing.   

 

Notional Sites of 100/ 250/ 500 (at 30dph and 45dph): 

 

Value Area 4 (£ per m2) 

No of 
Units 

100 250 500 100 250 500 

30dph  30dph  30dph  45dph  45dph  45dph  

20% AH 
£1322-
£1692 

£1036-
£1284 

£766-
903 

£1514-
£1824 

£1244-
£1538 

£930-
£1098 

30% AH 
£1298-
£1557 

£1007-
1250 

£766-
£903 

£1513-
£1814 

£1240-
£1533 

£920-
£1086 

40% AH 
£1268-
£1513 

£965-
£1197 

£733-
865 

£1511-
£1801 

£1226-
£1514 

£906-
£1070 

50% AH 
£1227-
£1450 

£911-
£1131 

£687-
£812 

£1508-
£1783 

£1217-
£1501 

£886-
£1048 

Table A6.8 - Value Area 3 results (£ per m2) for the 100-500 unit schemes 

with a Brownfield Threshold Land Value of £395,000 per ha across all site 

sizes.  

 

On the larger sites including, 100, 250 and 500 unit the achievable Community Fund rate 

values are not as high as the smaller schemes (5-50 units). However the Community 

Fund rate values are high, for example the least viable scheme, of 500 units can still 

provide between £687-£812 per m2 with 50% affordable housing at 30dph. The viable 

Community Fund rate values then increase further as the density is increased. 

 

However it is important to note that the size of value area 4 is very small in comparison 

to the other 3 value areas. Equally the nature of Value Area 4 being close to or adjacent 

to the coastline results in there likely being significant issues of topography means larger 

developments in value area 4 are highly unlikely. We would also stress if 50% affordable 
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housing is applied onsite this high number of affordable homes may impact on the value 

of the private residential homes and we cannot quantify this impact. Therefore we would 

stress it would important to take into account of these factors when considering the 

implementation of any Community Fund rate especially in value area 4.   

 


