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Executive Summary

ES1

ES 2

ES 3

ES 4

ES S

ES 6

ES7

AspinallVerdi has been appointed by North York Moors National Park Authority to provide
economic viability advice in respect of the cumulative impact on development of the new Local
Plan policies. The Local Plan replaces policies in the 2008 Core Strategy and Development

Management Policies document and covers the period 2016-2035.

This Local Plan covers the area within the boundaries of the North York Moors National Park, for
which the Authority acts as the planning authority. The National Park overlies parts of four districts
or boroughs — Hambleton, Ryedale, Redcar and Cleveland and Scarborough who carry out other
services within the National Park such as waste collection, environmental health or housing

services. Responsibility for planning however rests with the Park Authority.

Note that throughout this report references to ‘market housing’ refer to Local Occupancy and / or
Principal Residency units as the context requires. References to affordable housing have the

usual meaning to include affordable rented and intermediate/low cost home ownership products.

Our economic viability appraisal has been carried out having regard to the various statutory

requirements comprising primary legislation, Statutory Regulations and guidance (see section 2).

We have carried out a comprehensive review of the market for new build residential sales values

(see Appendices 3).

Our general approach is illustrated on the diagram below (ES.1). This is explained in more detail

in section 4 — Viability Assessment Method.

Figure ES.1 — Balance between RLV and TLV

GOV (inc. AH)

less

+ Fees

« S5106/CIL No. Units / Size
+ Build Costs # Density

+  Profit = gjize of site (ha)
+ Interest etc. ® TLV (Efha)

= RLV =TLV

Source: AspinallVerdi © Copyright
We have carried out residual appraisals to establish the Residual Land Value (RLV). This is a

traditional model having regard to: the gross development value (GDV) of the scheme; including

i Aspinall



ES 8

ES 9

ES 10

ES 11

ES 12

ES 13

ES 14

ES 15

Affordable Housing; and deducting all costs; to arrive at the RLV. A scheme is viable if the RLV
is positive for a given level of profit. We describe this situation herein as being ‘fundamentally’

viable.

We have had regard to the cumulative impact of the Local Plan policies. The impact of each of

the policies (either direct or indirect) is set out on the policies matrix (at Appendix 1).

This is then compared to the Threshold Land Value (TLV). The TLV is the price at which a
landowner will be willing to sell their land for development. In the context of Affordable Housing

sites in the National Park this is set at £10,000 per plot.
The RLV less TLV results in an appraisal ‘balance’ which should be interpreted as follows:

o If the ‘balance’ is positive, then the proposal / policy is viable. We describe this as being
‘viable for plan making purposes’ herein.
e If the ‘balance’ is negative, then we have calculated the level of grant needed to make the

site viable.

In order calculate the minimum grant requirement to deliver the schemes we have ‘back-solved’

the surplus/(deficit) to £1 by inserting a grant sum into the scheme revenue.

In addition to the RLV appraisals and TLV analysis, we have also prepared a series of sensitivity

scenarios for each of the typologies. These are set out for each of the appraisals at Appendix 6.

Where the RLV is positive but the ‘balance’ is negative due to the TLV assumption, we refer to

this as being ‘marginal’ in terms of viability.

We have analysed a selection of hypothetical sites based on types of sites promoted through the
Local Plan process in order to group them into typologies by size and location. This has resulted
in ¢ 6 residential development typologies to reflect the type of sites coming forward in the Plan.
These typologies are reflected in our typologies matrix which is appended and have been
appraised three times each to reflect different tenure assumptions, thus: (Appendix 2).

e  Typologies A-F: 100% Affordable Rent

e  Typologies G-L: 50% Affordable Rent and 50% Low Cost Home Ownership

e  Typologies M-R: 80% Affordable Housing (50% Affordable Rent and 50% Low Cost Home
Ownership) and 20% ‘market housing’ (100% Principal Residency).

Our detailed assumptions and results are set out in sections 5 - 9 of this report together with our

results and conclusions in section 9. In summary:

Aspinall



ES 16

ES 17

ES 18

ES 19

ES 20

ES 21

ES 22

ES 23

ES 24

ES 25

ES 26

Typologies A and B are greenfield and brownfield typologies respectively in the highest market
value area - the Western Fringes (A19/A172 corridor). Both of these schemes are viable in that
they deliver a residual land value (RLV) of £23,000 and £16,500 per plot respectively. This is
greater than the £10,000 TLV and therefore these schemes are viable for Plan making purposes.

The other typologies C-F are all fundamentally not viable without granti.e. the RLV of the scheme

is negative irrespective of the low TLV.

Typologies C (greenfield) and D (brownfield) in the comparatively lower value North East Zone

require grant funding of £79,300 per unit and £86,600 per unit respectively.

Typology E is a greenfield typology in the Central National Park e.g. Esk Valley zone and we

calculate requires a grant of ¢ £32,000 per unit.

Typology F is a brownfield typology in the Southern Zone (A170/A64 corridor) and requires grant
funding of ¢ £23,500 per unit.

Typologies G and L are the same greenfield and brownfield typologies respectively in the highest
market value area - the Western Fringes (A19/A172 corridor). Both of these schemes require
grant funding of £4,000 per unit and £11,250 per unit respectively. Note that the greenfield
typology G is only marginally unviable in that without grant it would still generate a RLV of c
£6,400 per plot. This is less than the £10,000 per plot TLV and hence is deemed unviable for

Plan making purposes without grant.

Typologies | (greenfield) and J (brownfield) in the comparatively lower value North East Zone

require grant funding of £89,000 per unit and £96,500 per unit respectively.

Typology K is a greenfield typology in the Central National Park e.g. Esk Valley zone and we

calculate requires a grant of ¢ £46,000 per unit.

Typology L is a brownfield typology in the Southern Zone (A170/A64 corridor) and requires grant
funding of ¢ £39,000 per unit.

Typologies M-R all require similar amounts of grant funding (with the exception of M (see below)).
This is due to the additional value of the Principal Residency being cancelled out by: additional
costs of marketing the Principal Residency units; additional finance costs on the cashflow;

additional profit (same 6%, but applied to a higher turnover).

Typology M (greenfield) is viable without grant funding. Including the Principal Residency units
this delivers a RLV of £16,800 per plot which is greater than the TLV (£10,000 per plot).

Aspinall



ES 27

ES 28

ES 29

ES 30

ES 31

ES 32

ES 33

ES 34

ES 35

ES 36

Typology N (brownfield) is marginal. Without grant funding the RLV is £9,725 per plot which
although viable is just below the £10,000 per plot TLV.

All the other typologies are fundamentally unviable i.e. the RLV is negative, even with the
Principal Residency units.

Typologies O (greenfield) and P (brownfield) in the comparatively lower value North East Zone

require grant funding of £104,000 per unit and £113,000 per unit respectively.

Typology Q is a greenfield typology in the Central National Park e.g. Esk Valley zone and we
calculate requires a grant of ¢ £48,000 per unit.

Typology R is a brownfield typology in the Southern Zone (A170/A64 corridor) and requires grant
funding of ¢ £38,000 per unit.

Consequently, on the basis of the viability assessment it appears that there is little scope for

developing principle residence dwellings as a means of cross subsidising affordable units.

In conclusion, the sites in the Western Fringes (higher value zone) are viable without grant
funding subject to the tenure mix. The sites other parts of the district in are likely to require grant
funding whatever the Affordable Housing tenure mix. The most funding is required in the lower
value North Eastern zone.

Assuming that Homes England has funding of this magnitude (subject to the detailed business

case being made by the Registered Provider’s), the Plan is viable.

In addition, we recommend that, in accordance with best practice, the plan wide viability is
reviewed on a regular basis to ensure that the Plan remains relevant as the property market
cycle(s) change. Our sensitivities demonstrated that the schemes are sensitive to increases in

build rate, therefore particular attention should be paid to monitoring construction costs.

Furthermore, to facilitate the process of review, we recommend that the Authority monitors the
development appraisal parameters herein, but particularly data on land values across the
National Park.
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1 Introduction

1.2 AspinallVerdi has been appointed by North York Moors National Park Authority to provide
economic viability advice in respect of the cumulative impact on development of the new Local
Plan policies. The Local Plan replaces policies in the 2008 Core Strategy and Development
Management Policies document and covers the period 2016 - 2035.

1.3 This Local Plan covers the area within the boundaries of the North York Moors National Park, for
which the Authority acts as the planning authority. The National Park overlies parts of four districts
or boroughs — Hambleton, Ryedale, Redcar and Cleveland and Scarborough who carry out other
services within the National Park such as waste collection, environmental health or housing
services. Responsibility for planning however rests with the Park Authority. Several towns and
villages straddle the boundary — for example Helmsley and Thornton-le-dale are both partly within
the Ryedale planning authority area. A separate Local Plan was produced jointly with Ryedale
District Council in 2012 and remains in force — policies in both this plan and the Helmsley Plan

will be used to manage development for the area of the town within the National Park.

14 The Plan is founded on the need to support the statutory purposes of National Park Designation
and within this help implement the Authority’s duty to foster the economic and social wellbeing of
local communities?. The Park Boundaries are shown on Figure 1.1 - North York Moors National
Park below.

' North York Moors National Park Authority, Local Plan Preferred Options, July 2018
2 North York Moors National Park Authority, Local Plan Preferred Options, July 2018

1 Aspinall



North York Moors National Park Authority

Figure 1.1 - North York Moors National Park

Local Plan Viability Assessment
October 2018
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Source: NYMNP Core Strategy and Development Policies (2008)

The new Local Plan includes (amongst others) policies on the environment, sustainable tourism,

business and land management, communities and affordable housing.

Three rounds of public consultation have been carried out prior to publication of the draft plan:

o ‘First Steps’ (September 2016)
e  ‘Current Thinking’ (October 2017)

e  ‘Tranquillity, a Strong Feeling of Remoteness and Dark Night Skies’ (December 2017).
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Approach to Plan Viability in the National Park

1.7

1.8

1.9

1.10

It is important to explain the differences between this viability report for North York Moors and a

typical plan viability report which would be applicable outside of a National Park setting.

A typically study would use the ‘Residual Land Value’ method where by open market housing
development is permitted and the local planning authority is asking for an element of affordable

housing as part of the development.

The purpose of a typical viability assessment is to ensure that policies are realistic and the total
cumulative cost of all relevant policies (including affordable housing) is not of a scale that would
make development unviable i.e. provides a sufficient return to the land owner and developer to
enable the development to proceed. This type of assessment is based on the assumption that
land allocations are made in the Local Plan which enables a cross subsidy of affordable housing

with market housing through an element of planning gain.

Policies in the draft North York Moors Local Plan do not propose this approach; instead they
focus on allowing for a limited amount of infill development and encouraging rural exception sites
to come forward. These sites are inherently unviable as the aim is to deliver 100% affordable

housing through grant funding.
Our study for North York Moors aims to establish;

¢  How much grant is required for schemes of different sizes and in different locations to be
viable;

¢ How the mix of affordable rented and low cost home ownership affects scheme viability;

¢ How greenfield and brownfield sites compare in terms of the amount of grant needed to be
viable; and

e  What effect does the inclusion of Principal Residency dwellings have on the viability and

the amount of granted required.
The remainder of this report is structured as follows:
Section: Contents:

Section 2 — National Planning Context This section sets out the statutory requirements
for the Local Plan viability including the NPPF
and PPG.

Section 3 — Local Plan Context This section sets out the details of the current
adopted Local Plan, the existing evidence base,
and the emerging Local Plan policies which will

have a direct impact on viability.

; Aspinall



Section 4 — Viability Assessment Method | This section describes our generic methodology

for appraising the viability of development which
is based on the residual approach as required by

guidance and best practice.

Section 5-9 These sections summarise the existing evidence

base, typologies, value, cost, land value and profit
assumptions and the viability results.

Section 10 — Viability Results and Finally, we present our results, conclusions and

Conclusions recommendations in respect of the Plan viability

and Affordable Housing.

1.13  Note that throughout this report references to ‘market housing’ refer to Local Occupancy and / or

Principal Residency units as the context requires. Reference to this report to ‘market housing’

refers to Local Occupancy and Principal Residency dwellings, thus:

Open market housing is housing for sale or rent at a full market price or rate and there are
no restrictions on who can occupy the dwelling. The forthcoming draft Local Plan does not
envisage any open market housing coming forward, outside Helmsley, which has its own
adopted Local Plan.

Principal Residency housing is a form of market housing controlled by a mechanism which
ensures it can be lived in by anyone but only as their main residence. No connection to the
local area is required.

Local Occupancy housing is where a house has a legal restriction on it requiring that only
local people can occupy a property. In North York Moors National Park Local Occupancy
is used to ensure that people who and/or work in the National Park are able to find a place
to live locally. Local Occupancy conditions have been imposed on most new housing since

1992, in part to remedy the increasing number of second homes.

1.14  References to affordable housing have the usual meaning to include affordable rented and

intermediate/low cost home ownership products.

. Aspinall
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21

National Planning Policy Context

Our economic viability appraisal has been carried out having regard to the various statutory

requirements comprising primary legislation, planning policy, statutory regulations and guidance.

Environmental Act 1995

2.2

23

24

25

26

2.7

Due to the status of North York Moors as a National Park, regard must be had to the

Environmental Act 1995.

Section 61 of the 1995 Environment Act sets out two purposes for National Park Authorities,

these are:

a) of conserving and enhancing the natural beauty, wildlife and cultural heritage of the areas

specified...; and

b) of promoting opportunities for the understanding and enjoyment of the special qualities of

those areas by the public.
Section 62 continues to define the duty of the National Park Authorities:

(1) “... seek to foster the economic and social well-being of local communities within the
National Park

(2) ... "have regard to [the statutory purposes] in exercising or performing any functions
in the National Park and; if it appears that there is a conflict between those purposes,
to attach greater weight to the purpose of conserving and enhancing the natural

beauty, wildlife and cultural heritage of the area.”

The National Park Management Plan (adopted November 2012; First Review December 2016)
is the strategic framework for the future of the National Park and considers how the Authority can

achieve these purposes. This document has been used to inform the emerging Local Plan.

Policies within the Local Plan are based upon the need to fulfil the first purpose (conserving and
enhancing the Park), as well as making sure that the Park can be enjoyed and appreciated by
the public. In the event of any potential conflict between these two purposes, the first takes
precedence. The Local Plan must also aim to protect the well-being of the local communities

where this does not undermine the two purposes.

The Government’s vision for National Parks are set out in the National Parks Circular® which

focuses on five priority outcomes:

¢ Arenewed focus on achieving the Park purposes;

3 English National Parks and the Broads — UK Government Vision and Circular 2010 (DEFRA, 2010)

; Aspinall



e Leading the way in adapting to and mitigating climate change;

e Secure a diverse and healthy natural environment, enhanced cultural heritage and
inspiring lifelong behaviour change;

e Foster and maintain vibrant, healthy and productive living and working communities;

¢  Working in partnership to maximise benefits and minimise cost.
2.8 Also of note within this document is paragraph 78:

“The Government recognises that the Parks are not suitable locations for unrestricted
housing and does not therefore provide general housing targets for them. The
expectation is that new housing will be focused on meeting affordable housing

requirements, supporting local employment opportunities and key services.”

National Planning Policy Framework

29 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) sets out the Government’s planning policies for
England and how these are expected to be applied. It was first published on 27 March 2012 and

is now online.

2.10 The NPPF has recently been the subject of consultation on its first review and a Revised National
Planning Policy Framework was published on 24th July 2018. However, at the time of writing this
was still draft.

211 The NPPF places viability and deliverability at the fore. Paragraph 173 deals explicitly with

ensuring viability and deliverability. Paragraph 173 states that —

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 land owner and willing developer

to enable the development to be deliverable.? (our emphasis)

4 Department of Communities and Local Government (March 2012) The National Planning Policy Framework ISBN: 978-1-4098-

3413-7 paragraph 173
: Aspinall



212

In terms of affordable housing, the NPPF specifically requires that local planning authorities
should -

use their evidence base to ensure that their Local Plan meets the full, objectively
assessed needs for market and affordable housing in the housing market area, as far as
is consistent with the policies set out in this Framework, including identifying key sites

which are critical to the delivery of the housing strategy over the plan period.®

Planning Policy Guidance

213

2.14

2.15

2.16

217

On 6 March 2014 the Department for Communities and Local Government (DCLG) launched this
planning practice guidance web-based resource®. This enables all planning practice guidance to

be available entirely on-line. This contains the following important sections for this report —

e  Viability
. Local Plans

e  Planning Obligations.

We do not propose to rehearse every paragraph of this guidance here, but we set out below the
key guidance relevant to North York Moors National Park Authority making reference where

appropriate to the Housing White Paper.

The National Planning Policy Framework says that plans should be deliverable and that the sites
and 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.”

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.® This is what North York Moors National Park Authority has done by engaging with key

stakeholders and consultees during this process.

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

5 Department of Communities and Local Government (March 2012) The National Planning Policy Framework ISBN: 978-1-4098-
3413-7 paragraph 47

6 http://planningguidance.communities.gov.uk/about/ (accessed 11/1/16)

7 Paragraph: 001 Reference ID: 10-001-20140306 (accessed 12/1/16)

8 Paragraph: 005 Reference ID: 10-005-20140306 (accessed 12/1/16)
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2.18

219

2.20

2.21

sites which require high infrastructure investment.® (our emphasis) Note that there are no
strategic sites in the National Park and the nature of the affordable housing allocations, by its

very nature requires a proportionate response herein.

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.’® (our emphasis) — In this respect we have set out our rationale for the site typologies

within the relevant section below.

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.!" (our emphasis) Our sensitivity appraisals within this report clearly show where

the margins of viability fall.

Local Plan policies should reflect the desirability of re-using brownfield land, and the fact that
brownfield land is often more expensive to develop. Where the cost of land is a major barrier,
landowners should be engaged in considering options to secure the successful development of
sites. Particular consideration should also be given to Local Plan policies on planning obligations,
design, density and infrastructure investment, as well as in setting the Community Infrastructure
Levy, to promote the viability of brownfield sites across the local area. '? (our emphasis)

Central to the consideration of viability is the assessment of land or site value. The most
appropriate way to assess land or site value will vary but there are common principles which
should be reflected. In all cases, estimated land or site value should:

¢ reflect emerging policy requirements and planning obligations and, where applicable,
any Community Infrastructure Levy charge;
e provide a competitive return to willing developers and land owners (including equity

resulting from those building their own homes); and

® Paragraph: 005 Reference ID: 10-005-20140306 (accessed 12/1/16)

10 Paragraph: 006 Reference ID: 10-006-20140306 (accessed 12/1/16)
" Paragraph: 008 Reference ID: 10-008-20140306 (accessed 12/1/16)
12 Paragraph: 025 Reference ID: 10-025-20140306 (accessed 12/1/16)
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2.22

2.23

2.24

2.25

2.26

e be informed by comparable, market-based evidence wherever possible. Where
transacted bids are significantly above the market norm, they should not be used as part

of this exercise.'® (our emphasis)

The National Planning Policy Framework states that viability should consider “competitive returns
to a willing landowner and willing developer to enable the development to be deliverable.” This
return will vary significantly between projects to reflect the size and risk profile of the
development and the risks to the project. A rigid approach to assumed profit levels should be

avoided and comparable schemes or data sources reflected wherever possible.™ (our emphasis)

A competitive return for the land owner is the price at which a reasonable land owner
would be willing to sell their land for the development. The price will need to provide an
incentive for the land owner to sell in comparison with the other options available. Those options
may include the current use value of the land or its value for a realistic alternative use that
complies with planning policy.'® (our emphasis)

The Local Plans section of the PPG website sets out the key issues for Local Plan preparation,

examination and adoption.
In addressing how detailed a Local Plan should be the guidance makes it clear that -

While the content of Local Plans will vary depending on the nature of the area and issues to be
addressed, all Local Plans should be as focused, concise and accessible as possible. They
should concentrate on the critical issues facing the area — including its development needs — and
the strategy and opportunities for addressing them, paying careful attention to both

deliverability and viability.’® (our emphasis)

The guidance sets out how the local planning authority should show that a Local Plan is capable

of being delivered including provision for infrastructure. In this respect -

A Local Plan is an opportunity for the local planning authority to set out a positive vision for the
area, but the plan should also be realistic about what can be achieved and when (including in
relation to infrastructure). This means paying careful attention to providing an adequate supply
of land, identifying what infrastructure is required and how it can be funded and brought on stream
at the appropriate time; and ensuring that the requirements of the plan as a whole will not
prejudice the viability of development.”” (our emphasis)

13 Paragraph: 014 Reference ID: 10-014-20140306 (accessed 12/1/16)
14 Paragraph: 015 Reference ID: 10-015-20140306 (accessed 12/1/16)
15 Paragraph: 015 Reference ID: 10-015-20140306 (accessed 12/1/16)
16 Paragraph: 009 Reference ID: 12-009-20140306 (accessed 22/2/17)
v Paragraph: 017 Reference ID: 12-017-20140306 (accessed 22/2/17)
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2.27

2.28

2.29

2.30

2.31

2.32

2.33

Paragraph 017 requires that the evidence which accompanies an emerging Local Plan should
show how the policies in the plan have been tested for their impact on the viability of development

— hence this viability assessment.

Paragraph 204 of the NPPF sets out the following tests for planning obligations which must be:
necessary to make the development acceptable in planning terms; directly related to the
development; and fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the development.

The PPG website provides further detailed guidance on the implementation of planning

obligations.
The guidance sets out how do planning obligations relate to other contributions -

Developers may be asked to provide contributions for infrastructure in several ways. This may
be by way of the Community Infrastructure Levy and planning obligations in the form of section
106 agreements and section 278 highway agreements. Developers will also have to comply with
any conditions attached to their planning permission. Local authorities should ensure that the
combined total impact of such requests does not threaten the viability of the sites and

scale of development identified in the development plan.’®

In terms of plan making, the policy for seeking planning obligations should be grounded in an
understanding of development viability through the plan making process'® - hence this economic
viability assessment having regard to the cumulative impact of the Council’s policies on planning
obligations and other requirements.

At the time of drafting the revised PPG had not been published, we therefore reviewed the draft

publication below?°.
The Draft Planning Practice Guidance for Viability, March 2018, confirms on page 5 that:

The role for viability assessment is primarily at the plan making stage. Drafting of plan policies
should be iterative and informed by engagement with landowners, developers, infrastructure and
affordable housing providers. Plans should be informed by evidence of infrastructure and
affordable housing need and an assessment of viability that takes into account all relevant

policies, local, and national standards including for developer contributions. Viability assessment

18 Paragraph: 001 Reference ID: 23b-001-20161116 (accessed 22/02/17)

19 Paragraph: 006 Reference ID: 23b-006-20140306 (accessed 22/02/17)
20 The Revised PPG was published on 24th July 2018. However, as the Selby Site Allocations Plan was drafted prior to the
update, it will be assessed against the original 2012 framework.
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should not compromise the quality of development but should ensure that policies are realistic
and the total cumulative cost of all relevant policies is not of a scale that that will make

development unviable.

2.34  This is what we have done within our appraisals and report herein.
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3.1

3.2

3.3

3.4

3.5

3.6

3.7

3.8

Local Planning Policy Context

The National Park overlies parts of Hambleton, Ryedale, Redcar and Cleveland and
Scarborough. However, the North York Moors National Park Authority forms the Local Planning

Authority for the areas within those boroughs / districts that are within the National Park boundary.
The Local Development Framework comprises of:

e The Core Strategy and Development Policies (2008)
e  Whitby Business Park Area Action Plan (2014)
e Helmsley Plan (2015)

The emerging Local Plan will replace the Core Strategy and Development Policies.

Currently under development is the North Yorkshire, York and North York Moors Minerals and
Waste Joint Plan. This document was submitted to Government for examination in November

2017. Once adopted this will also form part of the Development Plan for the National Park.

There are a number of ‘Supplementary Planning Documents (SPDs) which provide further

guidance on how policies will be applied, these include:

e  The Housing Supplementary Planning Document (April 2010)

e  The Renewable Energy Supplementary Planning Document (April 2010)
e  The Design Guide Supplementary Planning Document (June 2008)

e  Osmotherley and Thimbleby Village Design Statement (February 2011)
e  Hutton Buscel Village Design Statement (June 2010).

The Renewable Energy and Design Guide SPDs have been amended to support the emerging

plan and are currently available for consultation. They will be re-adopted alongside this Plan.

The 2010 Housing Supplementary Planning Document provides guidance on the housing policies
contained within the existing Core Strategy and Development Plan. This SPD will be cancelled

on the adoption of the emerging Local Plan.

The emerging Local Plan has been formed through a series of consultations which has involved

the following documents:

e  First Steps (Consultation period: September — November 2016) — This consultation asked
for initial views on what the Local Plan should contain.

e  Current Thinking (Consultation period: October — November 2016) — This consultation
outlined current thoughts on three key areas of new planning policy - settlement hierarchy,

housing strategy, and important undeveloped and community spaces.
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3.9

3.10

3.11

e  Tranquillity, remote areas and dark night skies (Consultation period: December 2017 —
January 2018) — This consultation explained possibly approaches to these ‘special
qualities’.

In order to appraise the local plan viability, we have analysed each of the new policies in order to
determine which policies have a direct or indirect impact on development viability. Those policies
with a direct impact on viability have been factored into our economic assessment below. Those
policies with an indirect impact have been incorporated into the viability study indirectly through

the property market cost and value assumptions adopted.

It is important to note that all the policies have an indirect impact on viability. The Council’s Local
Plan sets the ‘framework’ for the property market to operate within. All the policies have an
indirect impact on viability through the operation of the property market and via site allocations
which shape supply over time.

A detailed matrix of all the planning policies is appended (Appendix 1). This outlines how the
directly influential policies have both shaped our typologies appraised and the assumptions
adopted within the appraisals. We highlight the directly influential policies below.

Pre-Submission Draft (Reg. 19) Local Plan Policies

3.12

3.13

3.14

The new Local Plan will set out the spatial strategy and policies for the environment, tourism,

land management, and local communities across the whole of the Park for the period 2016-2035.

The policies considered to have a direct influence on viability are:

e  Strategic Policy C: Quality and Design of New Development

e  Strategic Policy E: The Natural Environment

e  Strategic Policy F: Climate Change Mitigation and Adaption

e  Strategic Policy G: Landscape

e  Strategic Policy H: Habitats, Wildlife, Biodiversity and Geodiversity
e Policy ENV5: Flood Risk

e Policy ENVS: Renewable Energy

e Policy CO1: Supporting New Development

e Policy CO6: Environmental Enhancement Sites

e Policy COS8: Housing in Larger Villages

e Policy CO9: Housing in Smaller Villages

e Policy CO11: Housing in the Open Countryside

e Policy CO12: Affordable Housing on Rural Exception Sites

e Policy CO15: Local Connection Criteria for Local Needs Housing

A detailed analysis of these and all the policies is set out in the policies matrix appended.
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Local Occupancy Dwellings

3.15  Since 1992 the Authority has used local occupancy conditions to ensure that new housing is used
to meet the needs of local people. This approach helps to ensure that new housing meets local
need rather than external demand. The policy does not produce ‘affordable’ properties as the
value of houses with the condition is lowered by only 15 — 20% of market value?' - see the

comments on residential values assumptions (section 7 below).

21 para 9.7 Core Strategy and Development Policies, November 2008, NYMNPA
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41

Viability Assessment Methodology

In this section of the report we set out our methodology to establish the viability of the various
land uses and development typologies described in the following sections. We also set out the
professional guidance that we have had regard to in undertaking the economic viability appraisals

and some important principles of land economics.

The Harman Report

4.2

4.3

4.4

4.5

The Harman report ‘Viability Testing Local Plans'?? (June 2012) refers to the concept of
‘Threshold Land Value’ (TLV). We adopt this terminology throughout this report as it is an
accurate description of the important value concept. Harman states that the ‘Threshold Land
Value should represent the value at which a typical willing landowner is likely to release land for

development.

The Harman report also advocates that when considering the appropriate Threshold Land Value,
consideration should be given to ‘the fact that future plan policy requirements will have an
impact on land values and owners’ expectations’. In this context Harman is concerned that
‘using a market value approach as the starting point carries the risk of building-in assumptions of
current policy costs rather than helping to inform the potential for future policy?*. (our emphasis)

Harman does still acknowledge that reference to market values will provide a useful ‘sense check’
on the Threshold Land Values that are being used in the appraisal model; however, it is not

recommended that these are used as the basis for input into a model’.?

It is important to note however, that the Harman report is primarily concerned with the whole of
the country and not specifically National Parks. In the restrictive policy context of the National
Park, land value is based on a plot value for affordable housing (this is £10,000 per dwelling,
(whatever the existing use value) reflecting the exceptional circumstances of development in the
National Park).

22 Local Housing Delivery Group, Local Government Association / Home Builders Federation / NHBC (20 June 2012) Viability
Testing Local Plans, Advice for planning practitioners, Edition 1 (the ‘Harman’ report)

23 Local Housing Delivery Group, Local Government Association / Home Builders Federation / NHBC (20 June 2012) Viability
Testing Local Plans, Advice for planning practitioners, Edition 1 (the ‘Harman’ report) page 28

24 Local Housing Delivery Group, Local Government Association / Home Builders Federation / NHBC (20 June 2012) Viability
Testing Local Plans, Advice for planning practitioners, Edition 1 (the ‘Harman’ report) page 29

25 Local Housing Delivery Group, Local Government Association / Home Builders Federation / NHBC (20 June 2012) Viability
Testing Local Plans, Advice for planning practitioners, Edition 1 (the ‘Harman’ report) page 29
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RICS Guidance

4.6

4.7

4.8

4.9

4.10

4.1

412

The RICS guidance was published in August 2012 and is grounded in the statutory and regulatory
planning regime that currently operates in England and is consistent with the Localism Act, the
NPPF and CIL Regulations.

Whilst the RICS Guidance and that from the Local Housing Delivery Group can be seen as
complementary the RICS guidance provides more technical guidance on determining an

appropriate site / benchmark value.
The RICS Guidance defines financial viability for the purposes of town planning decisions as -

An objective financial viability test of the ability of development to meet its costs including
the cost of planning obligations, whilst ensuring an appropriate site value for the

landowner and a market risk adjusted return to the developer?®.

In assessing the impact of planning obligations on the viability of the development process, the
Guidance does not specify a prescriptive tool or financial model - albeit it does recognise that it

is accepted practice to use a residual valuation model as the appraisal framework.?’

The RICS Guidance defines ‘site value’, whether this is an input into a scheme specific appraisal

or as a [threshold land value] benchmark, as follows -

Site value should equate to the market value subject to the following assumption: that
the value has regard to development plan policies and all other material planning
considerations and disregards that which is contrary to the development plan?® (Box 7)

(our emphasis).

The guidance also advocates that any assessment of site value will need to consider prospective
planning obligations and recommends that a second assumption be applied to the
aforementioned definition of site value, when undertaking Local Plan viability testing. This is set

out below -

Site value (as defined above) may need to be further adjusted to reflect the emerging
policy / CIL charging level. The level of the adjustment assumes that site delivery would
not be prejudiced. Where an adjustment is made, the practitioner should set out their

professional opinion underlying the assumptions adopted... (Box 8) (our emphasis).

As with the Harman report, the RICS guidance is primarily concerned with the whole of the

country and not specifically National Parks. In the restrictive policy context of the National Park,

26 RICS Professional Guidance England (August 2012) Financial viability in planning, 1st edition guidance note GN 94/2012
paragraph 2.1.1
27 RICS Professional Guidance England (August 2012) Financial viability in planning, 1st edition guidance note GN 94/2012 page

16

28 This includes all Local Plan policies relevant to the site and development proposed
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Land

4.13

4.14

4.15

4.16

417

4.18

land value is based on a plot value for affordable housing (this is £10,000 per dwelling, whatever
the existing use value) reflecting the exceptional circumstances of development in the National
Park).

Economics for Rural Exceptions Sites

Planning gain e.g. S106 and affordable housing has its roots in the perceived windfall profit
arising from the release of greenfield land by the planning system to accommodate new
residential sites and urban extensions?®. However, lessons from previous attempts to tax
betterment®® show that this is particularly difficult to achieve effectively without stymieing
development. It is even harder to apply the concept to brownfield redevelopment schemes with
all attendant costs and risks. The difference between greenfield and brownfield scheme

economics is important to understand for affordable housing targets, and plan viability.

The timing of redevelopment and regeneration of brownfield land particularly is determined by
the relationship between the value of the site in its current [low value] use (“Existing Use Value”)
and the value of the site in its redeveloped [higher value] use (“Alternative Use Value”) — less the
costs of redevelopment. Any planning gain which impacts on these costs will have an effect on

the timing of redevelopment. This is relevant to consider when setting the ‘appropriate balance’.

Fundamentally, planning gain is a form of ‘tax’ on development as a contribution to infrastructure.
By definition, any differential rate of tax will have a distorting effect on the pattern of land uses.

The question as to how this will distort the market will depend upon how planning gain is applied.

Also, consideration must be given to the ‘incidence’ of the tax i.e. who ultimately is responsible

for paying it i.e. the developer out of profit, or the landowner out of price (or a bit from each).

This is particularly relevant in the context of brownfield sites in the village centres and built up
areas. Any ‘tax’ on brownfield redevelopment sites will impact on the timing and rate of

redevelopment. This will have a direct effect on economic development, jobs and growth.

In the brownfield context redevelopment takes place at a point in time when buildings are
economically obsolete (as opposed to physically obsolete). Over time the existing use value of
buildings falls as the operating costs increase, depreciation kicks in and the rent falls by
comparison with modern equivalent buildings. In contrast the value of the next best alternative
use of the site increases over time due to development pressure in the urban context (assuming
there is general economic growth in the economy). Physical obsolescence occurs when the
decreasing existing use value crosses the rising alternative use value.

29 see Barker Review (2004) and Housing Green Paper (2007)
30 the 2007 Planning Gain Supplement, 1947 ‘Development Charge’, 1967 ‘Betterment Levy’ and the 1973 ‘Development Gains
Tax’ have all ended in repeal
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4.19

4.20

4.21

4.22

4.23

4.24

However, this is not the trigger for redevelopment. Redevelopment requires costs to be incurred
on site demolition, clearance, remediation, and new build construction costs. These costs have
to be deducted from the alternative use value ‘curve’. The effect is to extend the time period to
achieve the point where redevelopment is viable.

This is absolutely fundamental for the viability and redevelopment of brownfield sites. Any tariff,
tax or obligation which increases the costs of redevelopment will depress the net alternative use
value and simply extend the timescale to when the alternative use value exceeds the existing

use value to precipitate redevelopment.

Contrast this with the situation for development on greenfield land. Greenfield sites are
constrained by the planning designation. Once a site is ‘released’ for development there is
significant step up in development value (e.g. to unrestricted market housing beyond the National
Park boundary) — which makes the development economics much more accommodating than
brownfield redevelopment. There is much more scope to capture development gain, without

postponing the timing of development.

That said, there are some other important considerations to take into account when assessing

the viability of greenfield sites. This is discussed in the Harman Report®'.

The existing use value may be only very modest for agricultural use and on the face of it the
landowner stands to make a substantial windfall to residential land values. However, there will
be a lower threshold (Threshold Land Value) where the land owner will simply not sell. This is
particularly the case where a landowner ‘is potentially making a once in a lifetime decision over
whether to sell an asset that may have been in the family, trust or institution’s ownership for many
generations.”? Accordingly, the ‘windfall’ over the existing use value will have to be a sufficient
incentive to release the land and forgo the future investment returns. In the context of the North
York Moors National Park, the land value is restricted to a nominal plot value for affordable

housing due to the policy constraints.

In the case of North York Moors National Park, the proposed housing sites coming forward are
rural exception sites and therefore we have focussed our scheme typologies on these sites. A
standard sum of £10,000 per plot has been used across all sites within the National Park which
was subsequently agreed at our stakeholder’s workshop. Due to the heavily regulated nature of
the National Park the land market is specifically to meet the needs of local housing and not for

speculative private housing developers.

31 Local Housing Delivery Group, Local Government Association / Home Builders Federation / NHBC (20 June 2012) Viability
Testing Local Plans, Advice for planning practitioners, Edition 1 (the ‘Harman’ report) pp 29-31
32 Local Housing Delivery Group, Local Government Association / Home Builders Federation / NHBC (20 June 2012) Viability
Testing Local Plans, Advice for planning practitioners, Edition 1 (the ‘Harman’ report) page 30
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Viability Modelling Best Practice

4.25

4.26

4.27

4.28

The general principle is that planning obligations including affordable housing (etc.) will be levied
on the increase in land value resulting from the grant of planning permission. However, there are
fundamental differences between the land economics and every development scheme is
different. Therefore, in order to derive the potential planning obligations and understand the
‘appropriate balance’ it is important to understand the micro-economic principles which underpin
the viability analysis. In the case of rural exception sites a Registered Provider normally
undertakes the development either with grant funding or with some market dwellings providing a
cross subsidy or both.

The uplift in value is calculated using a RLV appraisal. Figure 4.1 below, illustrates the principles
of a RLV appraisal.

Figure 4.1 - Elements Required for a Viability Assessment
Unviabla

T E— N e

Viable

Development
Value (sales,

rents, AH
vaiue etc.)

Source: Local Housing Delivery Group, 2012%

Our specific appraisals for each for the land uses and typologies are set out in the relevant section
below.

A scheme is viable if the Gross Development Value (GDV) of the scheme is greater than the total

of all the costs of development including land acquisition, planning obligations and profit.

33 Local Housing Delivery Group, Local Government Association / Home Builders Federation / NHBC (20 June 2012) Viability
Testing Local Plans, Advice for planning practitioners, Edition 1 (the ‘Harman’ report) page 25
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4.29

Conversely, if the GDV is less than the total costs of development (including land, S106s and
profit) the scheme will be unviable.

However, in order to advise on the ability of the proposed uses/scheme to support affordable
housing and planning obligations we have benchmarked the residual land values (RLV) from the
viability analysis against the plot value / the Threshold Land Value (TLV). This is illustrated in
Figure 4.2 below.

Figure 4.2 - Balance between RLV and TLV

GDV (inc. AH)

less

s Fees

¢ 5106 Costs

« Build Costs

e Profit Mo. plots

» Interest etc ¥ plot value (E)
=RLV =TLV

Source: AspinallVerdi © Copyright

How to Interpret the Viability Appraisals

4.30

4.31

4.32

In development terms, the price of a site is determined by assessment of the residual land value
(RLV). This is the gross development of the site (GDV) less ALL costs including planning policy
requirements and developers’ profit. If the RLV is positive the scheme is ‘viable’. If the RLV is
‘negative’ the scheme is not viable. Part of the skill of a developer is to identify sites that are in a
lower value economic uses and purchase / option these sites to (re)develop them into a higher

value uses.

A scheme is viable if the RLV is positive for a given level of profit. We describe this situation

herein as being ‘fundamentally’ viable.

However, planning policy in England requires that Local Plan policies allow for a ‘return to the
landowner’. In this respect the ‘threshold’ (TLV) or ‘benchmark’ land value has to be achieved.

In the case of the National Park this is a nominal plot value (£10,000 per plot) which has been
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4.33

4.34

4.35

4.36

4.37

4.38

established to reflect the exceptional circumstances of development in the National Park. Due to

the restrictive planning policies of the National Park, there is no active land market.

In planning viability terms, for a scheme to come forward for development the RLV for a particular
scheme has to exceed the TLV.

In Development Management terms every scheme will be different (RLV) and every landowner’s
motivations will be different (TLV).

The results of the appraisals should be interpreted as follows:

e If the ‘balance’ is positive, then the policy is viable. We describe this as being ‘viable for

plan making purposes herein’.

o If the ‘balance’ is negative, then the policy is not viable for typical plan making purposes
and the planning obligations and/or affordable housing targets should be reviewed. In the
case of this plan viability assessment we have calculated the level of grant needed to make

the site viable.

Thirdly, if the RLV is positive, but the appraisal is not viable due to the TLV assumed — we refer
to this as being ‘marginal’.

This is illustrated in the following boxes of our hypothetical appraisals (appended). In this case
the RLV at £231,700 is some £131,700 higher than the assumed TLV of £100,000 meaning the
balance is positive.

Figure 4.3 - Hypothetical Appraisal, Example of Results

RESIDUAL LAND VALUE

Rissfusl Lurd Valus (o) 253 551

SOLT HiILE g 5.00% |slabbed) 2178

Adqurilion Agmnl leed 53 561 8 1.00% 2538

i Lagat tees SH15ET g & 50% [1.26E)

interwst on Land HIH g §.25% (15,840

R sl Laevd Wiadua .
ALV aealysia 30T E par plot T41542 € pee a 300,098 € pee e

THREESHOLD LAMD VAL LE

Residenhal Denty 122 dph
Sap Ared (Rat) [0 | BT perea
Dy Bedtyii 2AB pamiea 0,733 paiine
Theasnadd Land Valus 10,0030 £ per plot 20000 [ pev ba 122502 f pew e 190 000
BALANCE
Surplen Dwled ) 13,973 E pr plet Lrak FEg- 4] TF0%96 [ e Bt 1.2

Source: AspinallVerdi

Note that in order calculate the minimum grant requirement to deliver the schemes we have

‘back-solved’ the surplus/(deficit) to £1 by inserting a grant sum into the scheme revenue.
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4.39

4.40

In addition to the above, we have also prepared a series of sensitivity scenarios for each of the
typologies. This is to assist in the analysis of: the viability and particularly the viability buffer; and
the sensitivity of the appraisals to key variables such as Local Occupancy / Principal Residency
values; construction costs / build rates; profit on ‘market (Local Occupancy / Principal Residency)
units and site specific S106 contributions. An example of a sensitivity appraisal and how they are

interpreted is shown below.

Figure 4.4 - Local Occupancy and Principal Residency Values versus Affordable
Housing Sensitivity

AH - % on sbe 100%

Balance (LY - TLY) 131,732 0% 0% 0% 0% B0% 0% 100%
B0% 550,077 180,413 411 748 342 535 273 421 202 64 131,732

5% 633 925 550,786 467648 384 500 301,370 216 624 131,732

0% 72 A2 659 523 546 433 329,320 30,604 131,732

g5t 801 620 B30 532 73444 A58 357 157, 269 249 684 191,732

100% 845, 467 760405 635 141 510,280 185 218 268,554 7R

105% 565315 B30.ETH 631,241 S5 304 413167 2T LEENE

Leocs Occupancy and 10% 1,052,163 400,151 74T 140 584 128 1116 286 524 131,732
Prineipal Ragidenty Vahes 115% 137,010 570 024 803,038 636 052 46 056 300,504 131,72
100% 120% 1,220,858 1,039 847 858 936 677,976 497,015 318,484 131,732

{% freen base sssumption) 128%, 1,304,705 1,109,770 014 835 719,899 B34 964 328,484 131752
130% 1,388 563 1,179,643 570733 761,623 562913 347444 131,732

1388, 1,472,400 1,240 516 1,026,631 803,747 580, BE2 65,423 131,732

140% 1556248 1,319,384 1082530 B5 BT BOE 812 AT A0 LEA e

145% 1,640,096 1389 062 1138428 BET 54 636,761 384383 134,752

150% 1723043 1,459,135 1,104 327 929 518 654,710 399,353 REETE -]

155%. 1807791 1,529 608 1,250 225 571,442 52 658 212343 131732

160% 1,891,638 1,598,281 1,306.123 1,013,386 720,608 226323 131,732

165% '|ﬁmm 1,668,754 1,362 022 1,065,280 748 558 440,303 131,732

170§ m 1,738 627 1417520 1097213 776,507 454,283 131732

17558 1 1,808 500 1471018 1,139,137 804 455 58763 117R

180% ﬁ% 1A7T8ATI 1529717 1,181,051 §32 405 482243 131,75

Source: AspinallVerdi

This table shows the sensitivity of the balance (RLV — TLV) for different combinations of
Affordable Housing (AH %) across the columns and different value assumptions for Local
Occupancy and Principal Residency (% from base assumption) down the rows where 100% is
the base case value assumption and 105% represents a 5% increase in values and 95%
represents a -5% decrease in values and so on.

¢ You should be able to find the appraisal balance by looking up the base case AH% (100%
or 80%) and the base case Values (100%).

e At 100% AH, the ‘balance’ does not vary according to the value of Local Occupancy and
Principal Residency housing as there are no units of this type within the hypothetical
scheme.

o Lower % levels of AH will increase the ‘balance’ and if the balance is positive then the

scheme is viable in Plan Making terms.
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e  Similarly, lower value assumptions (80-95% of base assumption) will reduce the ‘balance’.
If the balance is negative the scheme is ‘not viable’ for Plan Making purposes (note that it
may still be viable in absolute RLV terms and viable in Plan Making terms depending on
other sensitivities (e.g. TLV, Profit (see below)).

e And, higher value assumptions (105-180% of base assumption) will increase the ‘balance’.

Figure 4.5 - Unit Build Rates versus Affordable Housing Sensitivity

AH < % on s 100%
Ealance {RLV - TLV} e 0% Lo, El% T B0% 9% oo

eo [T RG] 867,026 B 707 367 575,833 Ty NIT

5% RETEE 015,374 T8 745 BEEA21 52,2 197 85 2T 506

£ ﬁ-’m BE3 745 TI6,278 T 480,644 141 22 248

BE% S350 BiZ.060 £25. 810 58 L8N 473 005 ELTE -] 1Te.550

1o 885 457 T 405 35343 540,230 252 58554 3,732

Uinit Busdd Restes| 105% 2625 TOE.T50 534675 461,000 337,125 2121 AT
100%| 110% 9, TR BAT 045 £ 407 4117240 253,033 165 b5 41215

{%% fram b assum.u:-cn:: 1154 M0 BU5 440 485 48 P a4h 240,500 198063 [4.047)
Lrte G409 SERTEE 433 ATE ELER LY 152,847 T35 #3.301)

1254 L4 e | S 129 Hi.00 263 579 144, 764 2562 (95, 208)

ihis LER 412 554N X2 a5T F14 554 5 G2 {2128y {14710

3% £15 585 FEE 482,063 165,319 43 569 ERERTS 253411

el 462 T2 TR 31,601 156.03% 476 [1HE.825) {553.708)

5% 4019 B4 205 509 131,134 B6. 758 47,617 {172 535) {064, 238)

150 T 0 Foa 130,668 I ATE (36,617 (26,345 {1,163 76T)

155N EURL 152198 80,192 {31.203) {131,737 [426.102) (24T5.297)

1605 251,355 0 543 73 {B1.082) (206,858) {739,557} {1,750.526)

HEES 198,513 Bhdas 20,737y {136,334} {251,07T8) (1,053 003} ﬂ.m

170% 5 ET 321 {T4.208 {162 §18) (M124T (1,66.450) 2,381, 885)

17 92 6 (14.822) {126,374) [43.297) (552.513) I!mﬁﬂ"' |

L] 19,5965 {55.07TT) {184 216) (305,778} 3913 (199340
Source: AspinallVerdi

441  This sensitivity shows the potential impact of increases (and decreases) of unit build rates (%

from base assumption) on the viability of the scheme typologies.

4.42  The sensitivity shows the balance (RLV — TLV) for different combinations of Affordable Housing
(AH %) across the columns and different % changes to unit build rates. Similar to the Local
Occupancy / Principal Residence sensitivity above, 100% is the base case unit build rates and
105% represents a 5% increase in costs and 95% represents a -5% decrease in costs and so

on.

e The Affordable Housing (%) should be interpreted as for the Local Occupancy / Principal
Residency Values v AH sensitivity above.
e Higher construction costs (>100%) result in a lower RLV which reduces the balance.

e Lower construction costs (<100%) result in a higher RLV which increases the balance.

443 The sensitivity shows that small increases to the unit build rates can have significant negative

impacts on viability.
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Profit Sensitivity
Figure 4.6 - Profit versus Affordable Housing Sensitivity
AH < % on site 100%
Balance (LY - TLV) 0% 0% o
@t mus o
e frus LERE
2400 62,155 131,732
mams  moMs  m
Froft en e~ s 328 58 554 131732
17.50% 16T 256,763 1732
% profit) 3703 54073 131732
ST H3ATH 151,732
370855 2110 131,732
367264 249,587 R
16T 247791 1.2
360,062 285 1 151,732
3581 24200 31,72
39 A0S EifcH]
349310 280,610 131,732
AT A 131,732
M 1618 131732
ke 235,324 i
EERT 343 13732
331,356 291653 131,732

Source: AspinallVerdi

444  This figure shows the sensitivity of the balance (RLV — TLV) for different combinations of
Affordable Housing (AH %) across the columns and different amounts of Profit (%) down the
rows.

445 Note that these profit margins are on the ‘market housing’ values (i.e. the Local Occupancy /
Principal Residence units). This has a significant impact on the ability of the ‘market housing’ to
cross-subsidise the affordable units and therefore we have applied 6% profit regardless of the
tenure (i.e. the ‘market housing'’ is to fund the affordable housing not developers profit).
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4.46

4.47

4.48

Figure 4.7 - Section 106 contributions versus Affordable Housing Sensitivity

AH % on site 1008

Balsnce {RLY = TLV) 1.5 50% Bl e 6% ' 1o
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This table shows the sensitivity of the balance (RLV — TLV) for different combinations of
Affordable Housing (AH %) across the columns and different amounts of site specific S106

Contributions (£ per unit) down the rows.

e The Affordable Housing (%) should be interpreted as for the Local Occupancy / Principal
Principle Residency Values v AH sensitivity above.

e Higher S106 contributions (>£1,000 per unit) result in a lower RLV which reduces the
balance.

e Lower S106 contributions (<£1,000 per unit) result in a higher RLV which increases the

balance.

As you can see from the above, the typologies are very sensitive to small changes to key inputs
and particularly unit build rates. We have also tested a number of typologies representing a
number of different sized schemes in the various housing market areas. This has resulted in a

large number of appraisal results and exponential number of sensitivity scenarios.

In making our recommendations we have had regard to the appraisal results and sensitivities ‘in
the round’. Therefore, if one particular scheme is not viable, whereas other similar typologies are
highly viable, we have had regard to the viable schemes in forming policy and cross checked the
viability of the outlying scheme against the sensitivity tables (e.g. a small reduction in profit, or a

small reduction in TLV which is within the margins of the ‘viability buffer’).
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5.1

Existing Residential Evidence Base

We have reviewed the existing evidence to identify mix and density assumptions used. More
detail on residential value assumptions used in the existing evidence base is outlined in the

residential market report at Appendix 3.

Housing Topic Paper for Consultation (2017)

5.2

5.3

54

The Housing Topic Paper provided background information on housing to support the ‘Current
Thinking’ consultation (September 2017). This paper discussed the recommendations of the
2016 Strategic Housing Market assessment (SHMA) which is discussed in more detail in the

following section.

The report includes analysis of completions and information on average house prices from the
Land Registry ‘Price Paid’ Database for the two year period up to August 2017. This is discussed
in detail in the Residential Market report (Appendix 3).

It is important to note that there is a predominance of larger homes within the existing stock. In
2011 the majority of dwellings (nearly 70%) were larger dwellings with three or more bedrooms.
Smaller dwellings with one or two bedrooms made up 29.9% of the total. Similarly detached
houses are the most common type of property in the National Park, making up 45% of the total,

and flats are unusual, accounting for only 3% of the housing stock.

North York Moors Strategic Housing Market assessment (2016)

55

5.6

5.7

The National Park cuts across four local authorities (Hambleton, Ryedale, Scarborough and
Redcar and Cleveland). Its main settlements include; Helmsley, Swainby, Osmotherley, Hutton
le Hole, Thornton le Dale and Goathland.

The National Park boundary does not reflect any administrative or standard boundary as the

designation is landscape-based rather than population or politically based.

The study identified the Median House Prices within the district. This is discussed in detail in the
Residential Market Report (Appendix 3).
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5.8

5.9

5.10

5.11

5.12

The 2016 SHMA states that provision of market housing should be more focussed on delivering

smaller family housing for younger households. On this basis the following mix is recommended;

e  1-bed properties: 15 — 30%
e  2-bed properties: 40 — 60%
e  3-bed properties: 15 — 25%
e  4-bed properties: 5 - 10%

At a National Park-wide level, the following mix is recommended for affordable housing;

e  1-bed properties: 30 — 45%
e  2-bed properties: 30 — 45%
e  3-bed properties: 10 — 25%
e  4-bed properties: 5 - 10%

Note that the potential development sites in the National Park are generally small and therefore
it is not always possible to assume a full range of unit types on any particular scheme typology.
Our typologies matrix (Appendix 2) generally includes 2 and 3 bed units with some 4 bed Principal

Residency units to test the cross-subsidy.

The SHMA recommends the following tenure mix for affordable housing across the National Park

is as follows;

e  20% - Intermediate Housing
e  80% - Social and Affordable Rented Housing

For the purposes of our viability assessment we have been instructed to assume either 100%
affordable rent or 50:50 affordable rent and Intermediate Housing / Low Cost Home Ownership

(LCHO). See the Typologies Matrix appended.
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North York Moors Community Infrastructure Levy Economic Viability
Assessment (2013)

5.13

5.14

5.15

5.16

5.17

5.18

5.19

5.20

5.21

5.22

This study appraised the viability of introducing a Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL).

This included research into new build property values within the National Park as well as
affordable housing transfer values. This research is discussed within our Residential Market
Report (Appendix 3).

Average achieved sales prices of properties at ward level were reviewed. A vague pattern of
higher values in the south and west of the area and lower values in the north and east was
identified. However, it was not considered to be adequately distinct and consistent across

dwelling types to justify a variable CIL rate by value zone.

Valuation Office Agency (VOA) reports and agent consultation were taken into account to

determine Threshold Land Values for the consideration of CIL.
The report assumed the following land values:

e  Moderate value - £750,000 per ha
e High value - £900,000 per ha

However, this is based on market housing — affordable housing being exempt from CIL and

therefore not comparable to the plot values for affordable housing applied herein.

We understand that CIL is not currently being progressed in the National Park.

The majority of sites were expected to be small sites of less than 10 units / circa 0.25 ha.

The density of developments was typically found to be low with larger than average unit sizes.

Therefore, the following assumptions were made:

e Moderate value scenarios - 32 dwellings per hectare and 110 sq. m average unit size;

e Higher value scenarios - 30 dwellings per ha and 120 sq. m average unit size.

Note that the current Local Plan proposes to restrict unit sizes and therefore we have nominally
applied 32 dph in our appraisals. This is only relevant to calculate back the land value per acre

or per hectare (the TLV being based on £ per plot value).
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5.23

5.24

CIL charges were excluded from the initial appraisals, however, an allowance of £1,000 per unit
was made for S106 contributions which are necessary to make the scheme acceptable in
planning terms. This allowance was based on current developer contributions with costs for items

expected to be delivered through CIL stripped out.

We have applied a similar baseline site specific S106 allowance of £1,000 per unit.

The Affordable Housing Viability Studies (2009)

5.25

5.26

5.27

5.28

5.29

The 2009 affordability study was conducted just after the financial crash when the housing market
was depressed. The study was also conducted on the basis of existing Core Strategy which

requires 50% affordable housing.
Other assumptions include:

e  Blended profit of 15%

e No Section 106 agreements (other than affordable housing).

The majority of the sites were between 2 and 15 units. There was one 3.7 ha site identified on

the edge of Helmsley. Low densities of around 30 units a hectare were adopted.

The affordable housing viability study provided evidence of new build sales values which we have

discussed within our Residential Market Paper (Appendix 3).

In order to test the viability of S106 affordable housing, the study adopted an existing use value

plus premium approach. The study assumed the following existing use values as the minimum.

e  Agricultural Land - £15,000 per hectare
e Paddock Land - £25,000 per hectare
e Industrial Land - £250,000 per hectare.

The Affordable Housing Viability Studies (2011)

5.30

This study is an update of the affordable housing viability study 2009 and adopts many of the
same assumptions of the original study. Sales values and build costs were updated - see our
Appendix 3.
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Development Monitoring Data

5.31 A total of 337 units have been developed since the adoption of the Core Strategy and
Development Policies DPD in 2008. This equates to 37 per year. This figure is notably higher
than the anticipated completion figure of 24 per year in the 2008 Core Strategy indicating that

more new housing in the National Park has been completed compared to the 1990s and 2000s**.

5.32  Table 5.1 and Table 5.2 below provide a summary of these completions.

Table 5.1 - Completions between 2008 and 2017 - Size of dwelling

New Build Conversions All Completions
No. % No. % No. %
1 Bedroom 5 0.9% 21 6.2% 24 7.1%
2 Bedroom 90 26.7% 40 11.9% | 130 38.6%
3 Bedroom 111 32.9% 36 10.7% | 147 43.6%
4+ Bedroom 20 5.9% 16 4.7% 36 10.7%
Total 224 66.5% 113 33.5% | 337 100.0%

Source: Housing Topic Paper for Consultation, 2017

Table 5.2 - Completions between 2008 and 2017 - Type of dwelling

New Build Conversions All completions
No. % No. % No. %
Open Market 60 17.8% 40 11.9% 100 28.7%
Local Needs 40 11.9% 73 21.7% | 113 33.5%
Affordable 124 36.8% 0 0.0% | 124 36.8%
Total 224 66.5% 113 33.5% | 337 100.0%

Source: Housing Topic Paper for Consultation, 2016

5.33  We have had regard to the above pattern of completion when formulating our typologies (see

Typologies Matrix at Appendix 2).

5.34  Since 2008 124 affordable houses have been completed (37% of the total supply of housing over
that period). The vast majority (119 homes) came forward on ‘rural exception sites’®. Note that

the proportion of affordable units would be lower if Helmsley is included.

34 Paragraph 6.5, Housing Topic Paper for Consultation, 2017
35 Paragraph 10.8, Housing Topic Paper for Consultation, 2017
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6

6.7

6.8

6.1

6.2

6.3

6.4

6.5

6.6

Residential Typologies

Our residential typologies are set out on the matrix at Appendix 2.

This sets out: typical scheme sizes (5 or 10 unit types): locations, based on the housing market
zones identified in our Residential Market Report; most likely development scenario (e.g.
greenfield or brownfield); and typical constraints. This is to broadly reflect the potential

development sites in the National Park.

The number of units on each typology is set to be divisible (as far as possible) between the

various tenure types.

As mentioned above we have assumed a development density of 32 dph across all typologies.
This is consistent with previous viability studies within the National Park. The only significance
of this in terms of the appraisals is to calculate the hypothetical site area for any particular
typology (the TLV being based on £ per plot value).

The Typologies Matrix (Appendix 2) shows the specific unit mix and tenure mix for each of the

typologies based upon the Local Plan policies and existing evidence base described above.

We have not included infill sites in our typologies as only a small proportion of housing in the
National Park comes forward through these developments. Viability on these sites is not
usually an issue as typically they are custom or self-build projects, or ‘stand-alone’ products
commissioned by the occupier. Such sites are taken up when the occupier finds them to be
economically realistic. Such housing is not required to cross subsidise other development and
subsidy or grant would not be required or suitable for a custom or self-build project.
Furthermore in practice an average of only two homes per year through this route over the
past ten years. We have not included conversions in our typologies as these are by definition

bespoke.

For the purposes of our appraisal we have ensured that our assumptions meet or exceed the
nationally described housing standards by DCLG. In forming our floor area assumptions to be
adopted within the appraisals, the nationally described space standards provide a useful

benchmark and are our starting point.

The DCLG minimum floorspace standards are set out on the table below.
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Table 6.1 - Technical Housing Standards

Number of Number of | 1 storey 2 storey 3 storey Built-in
bedrooms(b) | bed spaces | dwellings dwellings dwellings storage
(persons)
1p 39 (37)° 1.0
1b 2p 50 58 1.5
3p 61 70
2b 4p 70 79 2.0
4p 74 84 50
3b op 86 93 99 2.5
6p 895 102 108
5p 80 97 103
&p g9 106 112
4b 7p 108 115 121 3.0
Sp 117 124 130
&p 103 110 116
Sb 7p 112 119 125 3.5
8p 121 128 134
ip 118 123 125
6b 8p 125 132 138 4.0

Source: Technical housing standards — nationally described space standard (March 2015)

The DCLG standards set out a complex matrix of house types and storey heights. We have

therefore had to simplify this for our analysis.

Table 6.2 below provides a summary of our assumptions:

Table 6.2 - Floorspace Assumptions

2-Bed House 79 79
3-Bed House 93 93
4-Bed House 106* 106*

Source: AspinallVerdi, May 2018

* The Local Plan requires that in order to maintain the rural character of Smaller Villages whilst
also meeting the needs of the local community individual dwellings should have an internal floor
area of no more than 93 square metres unless, in the case of an affordable dwelling, a specific
need for a larger unit has been identified. However, a 2 storey 4 bedroom dwelling is likely to be

in excess of 93 sgm and we have assumed 106 sqm.
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7.1

7.2

7.3

Residential Value Assumptions

This section sets out our residential value assumptions. It should be read in conjunction with the

residential market review paper (Appendix 3).

We have carried out an Authority wide (including the four Districts which cover the National Park

Authority) review of the housing market with particular emphasis on;

New build achieved values — a detailed analysis of the Land Registry new build achieved
values (last year sales) cross-referenced, on an address-by-address basis (approx. 300
properties), to the floor areas published on the EPC database in order to derive the
achieved values (£ per square meter).

New Build asking values — we have reviewed new build developments currently ‘on-site’
within the four District to understand the up to date values associated with new build
properties which can be used in our viability testing. We have specifically focussed on
those closest to the National Park Authority boundary.

Identifying Housing Value Zones — we have reviewed second hand Land Registry values
(last two years), focussing on semi-detached and terraced properties sold within the

Authority boundary.

Given the market evidence for new build (and second hand) achieved values and new build

asking values we have adopted the following sales rates and values for market housing within

our appraisals.
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Figure 7.1 - Absolute Value (£) assumptions

Western Fringes (ATHA1T2 Corridor)

North York Moors National Park Authority

Local Plan Viability Assessment
October 2018

Central National Park e.g. Esk Valley 2 160,000 171,000) £, 117,000)
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= = T
] xs0,000] 150,300 152,000) 123,500]
Southern Zone [ATOAS Corrider) 1 210,000} £199,500) 168,000} £136,300)
: T

Source: AspinallVerdi (180504 HMA'’s v2)
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7.4

North York Moors National Park Authority
Local Plan Viability Assessment
October 2018

Figure 7.2 - £ psm Value assumptions
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L] £3.34| £3.180 LT 17T
Carral Natianal Parik #.g. Esk Valley i ™ [Re | (=R aszm 3,403
3 5 5,304 £ u.ml 1433
4 Bl EL198: n,ml €150
HNorth East Zome 1 t ] i L1651 R (220
1 5 ELALY u,m! EI.I:HI 1,048
4 1028 (2R ] 1,701 [rEil] 1,188
Southern Zone (A1700484 Corridor] 1 ] 3,858 ﬂ.mi 2,137 #1718
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Source: AspinallVerdi (180504 HMA'’s v2)

Note that the capital values were discussed at the stakeholder workshop on 18" July 2018 and
the subject of extended consultation until 9" August 2018. See Appendix 5.

-



North York Moors National Park Authority
Local Plan Viability Assessment
October 2018

8  Residential Cost Assumptions

8.1 The development costs adopted within our appraisals are evidenced (where necessary) and set
out below. Note that we consulted with stakeholders on these assumptions at the workshop on
18" July 2018. See Appendix 5.

Initial Payments

8.2 Table 8.1 below shows the ‘up-front’ costs prior-to or at start-on-site.

Table 8.1 - Residential Appraisals Initial Cost Assumptions

Item Comment

Planning Application Professional  Allowance for typology.
Fees and Reports

Statutory Planning Fees Based on national formula.

CIL Not Applicable in North York Moors National Park.

Site-Specific S106 Contributions  Site Specific Allowance for typology.

We have made an allowance of £1,000 per unit for
Section 106 / Section 278 costs and provide sensitivities
upwards and downwards of this.

Source: AspinallVerdi

Construction Costs

8.3 Table 8.2 summarises our build cost assumptions.

Table 8.2 - Build Cost Assumptions

Item Cost Comments

Demolition / Site £100,000 per acre For brownfield typologies we have

Clearance made an allowance for site clearance /
demolition.

Housing units £1,275 psm Based on analysis of benchmarks and

locational factors as advised by Turner
& Townsend (see Appendix 4).

Renewables £2,250 per unit Allowance for renewable technologies
to offset 10% of the predicted CO2
emissions, as advised by Turner &
Townsend (see Appendix 4).

-




North York Moors National Park Authority
Local Plan Viability Assessment
October 2018

Item Cost Comments

External Works (on 15% Plot external works sympathetic to the

plot) National Park location, as advised by
Turner & Townsend (see Appendix 4).

Site Wide 20% Site wide infrastructure costs, as

infrastructure costs

advised by Turner & Townsend (see
Appendix 4). These would normally be
bespoke to a particular development.

Contingency

3% of the above
construction costs

As advised by Turner & Townsend
(see Appendix 4). Note that known
abnormal costs would be deducted
from the price of the site.

Source: AspinallVerdi

Other Cost Assumptions

8.4 The table below summarises all the other costs which have factored into the appraisals (Table

8.3).

Table 8.3 - Other Cost Assumptions

Item

Professional Fees

Cost

6.5%

Comments

These are construction related
professional fees as opposed to the
‘Planning Application Professional
Fees and Reports’ professional fees
included above at the feasibility stage.

Disposal Costs

1.0% (Sale Agents)
0.5% (Sales Legal Fees)

3.0% (Marketing &
Promotion)

These are in relation to the ‘market
housing’ only (Local Occupancy /
Principal Residency). They are not
applicable for affordable housing by a
Registered Provider.

Note that the disposals have to be
considered ‘in-the-round’ with the
sales values and gross profit (where
developers have internal sales
functions).

Finance Costs

6.25% interest rate

Applies to 100% of cashflow to include
Finance Fees etc.

Source: AspinallVerdi
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Developers Profit Assumptions

8.5

8.6

8.7

8.8

For the purposes of this EVA we applied a baseline profit of 6% to the affordable housing.
Note that the Draft Planning Practice Guidance for Viability, March 2018, states that:

For the purpose of plan making an assumption of 20% of Gross Development Value (GDV) may
be considered a suitable return to developers in order to establish viability of the plan policies. A
lower figure of 6% of GDV may be more appropriate in consideration of delivery of affordable
housing in circumstances where this guarantees an end sale at a known value and reduces the
risk. Alternative figures may be appropriate for different development types e.qg. build to rent. Plan
makers may choose to apply alternative figures where there is evidence to support this according

to the type, scale and risk profile of planned development®S.

However if you apply 15-20% profit margins are on the ‘market housing’ values (i.e. the Local
Occupancy / Principal Residence units), this has a significant impact on the ability of the ‘market
housing’ to cross-subsidise the affordable units. We have therefore applied 6% profit regardless
of the tenure (i.e. the ‘market housing’ is to fund the affordable housing not developers profit).
This was the subject of discussion at the stakeholder workshop on 18" July 2018.

It is important to note that it is good practice for policy obligations not to be set right up to the
margins of viability. However, in certain circumstances developers will agree lower profit margins
in order to secure planning permission and generate turnover. The sensitivity analyses within the
appendices show the ‘balance’ (i.e. RLV — TLV) for developer’s profit from 15.5% to 25% on the
Local Occupancy / Principal Residency turnover. This clearly shows the significant impact of

profit on viability.

36 Note that the final PPG (July 2018) now refers to profit of 15-20% which ‘may be considered a suitable return to developers in
order to establish viability of plan polices’.
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9.1

9.2

9.3

Residential Land Value Assumptions

As set out above in section 4, in the context of the North York Moors National Park, the land

value is restricted to a nominal plot value for affordable housing due to the policy constraints.

The Threshold Land Value (TLV) assumed is the same across the National Park and is based on
a single plot value of £10,000 per dwelling. This is the same whatever the existing use value
(previous use, in the context of vacant sites) reflecting the exceptional circumstances of
development in the National Park and that ‘market’ housing is only permitted to allow the
development of affordable housing.

Based upon a development density of 32 dph, the TLV of £10,000 per plot represents £320,000
per hectare / £129,500 per acre. This is a significant premium over agricultural values.
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10

10.1

10.2

10.3

10.4

10.5
10.6

10.7

10.8

10.9

10.10

10.11

10.12

Viability Results and Conclusions

We set out below the results of our viability appraisals. For ease of reference, the results are
grouped by tenure mix and follow our typologies matrix. Where necessary, we provide comment

on any nuances in the results.

The residential appraisals are appended in full at appendix 6. These include a summary table at
the end of each group of appraisals (as described below).

Note that in the discussion below we have rounded the values for ease of interpretation.

These schemes assume 100% Affordable Rent tenure (with no Low Cost Home Ownership and

/ or ‘market housing’).
The Threshold Land Value (TLV) is £10,000 per plot.
Profit is included @ 6% contractor’s margin.

Typologies A and B are greenfield and brownfield typologies respectively in the highest market
value area - the Western Fringes (A19/A172 corridor). Both of these schemes are viable in that
they deliver a residual land value (RLV) of £23,000 and £16,500 per plot respectively. This is

greater than the £10,000 TLV and therefore these schemes are viable for Plan making purposes.

The other typologies C-F are all fundamentally not viable without granti.e. the RLV of the scheme

is negative irrespective of the low TLV.

Typologies C (greenfield) and D (brownfield) in the comparatively lower value North East Zone
require grant funding of £79,300 per unit and £86,600 per unit respectively.

Typology E is a greenfield typology in the Central National Park e.g. Esk Valley zone and we
calculate requires a grant of ¢ £32,000 per unit.

Typology F is a brownfield typology in the Southern Zone (A170/A64 corridor) and requires grant
funding of ¢ £23,500 per unit.

On the basis that Homes England has funding of this magnitude (subject to the detailed business

case being made by the Registered Provider’s), these are otherwise viable.
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10.13

10.14

10.15

10.16

10.17

10.18

10.19

10.20

10.21

10.22

10.23

10.24

10.25

10.26

These schemes assume 100% Affordable Housing comprising 50% Affordable Rent tenure and
50% Low Cost Home Ownership (no ‘market housing’).

The Threshold Land Value (TLV) is still £10,000 per plot.
Profit is included @ 6% contractor’s margin.

These typologies all require greater amounts of grant funding. This is due to the comparatively
lower value of LCHO (65% of Market Value) compared to Affordable Rent (80% of Market Value).

Typologies G and L are the same greenfield and brownfield typologies respectively in the highest
market value area - the Western Fringes (A19/A172 corridor). Both of these schemes require
grant funding of £4,000 per unit and £11,250 per unit respectively. Note that the greenfield
typology G is only marginally unviable in that without grant it would still generate a RLV of c
£6,400 per plot. This is less than the £10,000 per plot TLV and hence is deemed unviable for

Plan making purposes without grant.

Typologies | (greenfield) and J (brownfield) in the comparatively lower value North East Zone

require grant funding of £89,000 per unit and £96,500 per unit respectively.

Typology K is a greenfield typology in the Central National Park e.g. Esk Valley zone and we

calculate requires a grant of ¢ £46,000 per unit.

Typology L is a brownfield typology in the Southern Zone (A170/A64 corridor) and requires grant
funding of ¢ £39,000 per unit.

On the basis that Homes England has funding of this magnitude (subject to the detailed business

case being made by the Registered Provider’s), these are otherwise viable.

These schemes assume 80% Affordable Housing (comprising 50% Affordable Rent tenure and

50% Low Cost Home Ownership) and 20% ‘market housing’ (100% Principal Residency).

Note that the unit mix is skewed towards the larger 4 bed units as the Principal Residency and
the smaller 2 and 3 bed units as the affordable.

Given the 50:50 Affordable Housing tenure mix they are only comparable with typologies G-L

above. Typologies A-F assume 100% Affordable Rent.
The Threshold Land Value (TLV) is still £10,000 per plot.

Profit is included @ 6% contractor's margin (all tenures).
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10.27

10.28

10.29

10.30

10.31

10.32

10.33

10.34

10.35

10.36

10.37

10.38

These typologies all require similar amounts of grant funding (with the exception of M (see

below)). This is due to the additional value of the Principal Residency being cancelled out by:

e Additional costs of marketing the Principal Residency units
e Additional finance costs on the cashflow

e Additional profit (same 6%, but applied to a higher turnover).

Again typologies M and N are the same greenfield and brownfield typologies respectively in the
highest market value area - the Western Fringes (A19/A172 corridor).

Typology M (greenfield) is viable without grant funding. Including the Principal Residency units
this delivers a RLV of £16,800 per plot which is greater than the TLV (£10,000 per plot).

Typology N (brownfield) is marginal. Without grant funding the RLV is £9,725 per plot which
although viable is below the £10,000 per plot TLV.

All the other typologies are fundamentally unviable i.e. the RLV is negative, even with the

Principal Residency units.

Typologies O (greenfield) and P (brownfield) in the comparatively lower value North East Zone
require grant funding of £104,000 per unit and £113,000 per unit respectively.

Typology Q is a greenfield typology in the Central National Park e.g. Esk Valley zone and we

calculate requires a grant of ¢ £48,000 per unit.

Typology R is a brownfield typology in the Southern Zone (A170/A64 corridor) and requires grant
funding of ¢ £38,000 per unit.

Consequently, there is little benefit to be gained by complicating an affordable housing scheme

with ‘market housing’.

In conclusion, the sites in the Western Fringes (higher value zone) are viable without grant
funding subject to the tenure mix. The sites other parts of the district in are likely to require grant
funding whatever the Affordable Housing tenure mix. The most funding is required in the lower

value North Eastern zone.

Assuming that Homes England has funding of this magnitude (subject to the detailed business

case being made by the Registered Providers), the Plan is viable.

In addition, we recommend that, in accordance with best practice, the plan wide viability is
reviewed on a regular basis to ensure that the Plan remains relevant as the property market
cycle(s) change. Our sensitivities demonstrated that the schemes are sensitive to increases in

build rate, therefore particular attention should be paid to monitoring construction costs.
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10.39 Furthermore, to facilitate the process of review, we recommend that the Authority monitors the
development appraisal parameters herein, but particularly data on land values across the

National Park.
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Appendix 5 - Stakeholder Workshop Slides and Attendees

Aspinall



North York Moors National Park Authority
Local Plan Viability Assessment
October 2018

Appendix 6 - Residential Appraisals

(g



North York Moors National Park Authority
Local Plan Viability Assessment
October 2018

(g



