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Policy Committee 7
th

 December 2017 

 

 
CRAVEN LOCAL PLAN – Local Plan 
Viability Assessment: Addendum and 
Affordable Housing Transfer Price 
Background Paper  

 

 

Report of the Strategic Manager for Planning and Regeneration 
 
Ward(s) affected:  All outside the Yorkshire Dales National Park 
 
 
1. Purpose of Report – To seek member approval of the Craven Local Plan Viability 

Assessment: Addendum and the Affordable Housing Transfer Price Background 
Paper to form part of the evidence base for the Craven Local Plan; Publication 
Draft.   
 

2. Recommendations – Members are recommended to: 

 

2.1 Note and accept the Craven Local Plan Viability Assessment (CLPVA): Addendum 
November 2017 (Appendices 2, 3 and 4) and the Craven Local Plan Background 
Paper: Affordable Housing Transfer Prices. (Appendix 5) into the evidence base to 
support the emerging Craven Local Plan.    

 
2.2 Approve 30% as the minimum proportion of affordable homes to be secured on the 

majority of mixed tenure residential development sites through the mechanism of 
the Craven Local Plan Policy H2: Affordable Housing. 
 

3. Report 

3.1 On 5 June 2017, the Craven Spatial Planning Sub-Committee accepted the CLPVA 
into the Local Plan’s evidence base.   The importance of undertaking such an 
assessment was emphasised to the members of the Sub-Committee by reference 
to the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).  Paragraph 173 of the NPPF  
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 viability is 
threatened…..” 
 

3.2  Therefore, the June 2017 CLPVA has assessed the impact of the Council’s 
emerging policies which seek developer contributions for open space, sport and 
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recreation, education, highway infrastructure and affordable housing on the viability 
of ‘typical’ housing sites that are likely to come forward during the plan period.  14 
different typologies have been assessed based on different sizes and locations 
across the plan area.   

 
3.3 The CLPVA concluded that the combined effect of the likely costs of these 

obligations would not threaten development viability and a 40% proportion of market 
housing sites could be viably developed for affordable housing.  The draft plan 
Policy H2: Affordable Housing reflected this position. 

 
3.4 During the plan consultation in June and July 2017, representations were received 

to this policy and to the CPLVA which supported it.  These representations and the 
Council’s response to them are set out in more detail in the Council’s Policy 
Response Paper for Policy H2.  The following were the main issues raised with 
regard to viability: 

 
 The effect of the Council’s approach to negotiating 40% affordable 

housing on site delivery on the ground. 

 The viability of 40% affordable housing on mixed tenure residential sites 

 The costs of housing developments in Craven. 

 The level and effect of affordable housing transfer prices. 

 The calculation of developer contributions for small sites 

 The robustness of land values contained in the CPLVA. 

 Avoidance of planning to the margin of viability. 

 3.5 More detail on these representations is given in Appendix 1 which sets out the 
Council’s Policy Response Papers on Policy H2.  In responding to these 
representations it is the officers view that, whilst the approach taken within the 
CPLVA is robust, further work needed to be undertaken on land values, transfer 
prices and viability margins.  A key test set out in the Planning Practice Guidance 
(PPG) (Paragraph 008 Ref ID: 10-008-20140306) is 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”.    

 
 3.6  The results of this further work, as set out in the CPLVA Addendum (Appendices 2, 

3 and 4) indicates that whilst 40% affordable housing will still be viable on many 
sites coming forward during the plan period, this is sometimes at the margin of 
viability.  Hence to ensure compliance with the PPG, and to provide a good buffer 
between the land value at which it is reasonable to expect landowners to bring 
forward their land for development and the value at which a reasonable profit can 
be made by developers of the land, the CPLVA Addendum recommends lowering 
the affordable housing proportion on market housing sites to 30%.  This has been 
tested and considered applicable for all sites across the plan area.  The provision of 
this good buffer should allow the Council to take a clear policy stance in the Local 
Plan, that 30% affordable housing provision will be expected as a minimum on most 
sites.  It should only be in unusual circumstances that viability assessments will be 
necessary to demonstrate that a lower proportion of affordable housing is required 
to make the site viable.    
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3.6 One of the inputs to the viability modelling in the CPLVA Addendum has been the 

affordable housing transfer prices which the relevant Registered Provider will pay 
the developer to acquire the affordable housing once built.   Appendix 5 of this 
report provides further information on these transfer prices including 
correspondence from Registered Providers.  

 
3.7 Members are therefore asked to accept the two documents contained in the 

appendices to this report into the Craven Local Plan evidence base, and agree to a 
30% proportion of affordable housing being the normal policy requirement for 
delivery on mixed tenure residential sites across the plan area.  

 

4 Implications 

 
4.1    Financial and Value for Money (vfm) Implications –  There are no financial 

implications arising directly from this report.    
 
4.2    Legal Implications – The preparation of the Local Plan is a statutory obligation 

under the provisions of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004.  
 
4.3 Contribution to Corporate Priorities – Preparation of the local plan is a statutory 

obligation under the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 and is the key 
mechanism for delivering development in the District to meet future community 
needs and demands.  Adoption of the Craven Local Plan will provide a spatial 
strategy, development policies and land allocations for housing and employment in 
the area which will directly or indirectly contribute to all the Council’s priorities.   

 
4.4 Risk Management – Preparation of the local plan is a statutory obligation under the 

Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 and is the key mechanism for 
delivering development in the District to meet future community needs and 
demands.  Significant delay in adoption of the plan may affect future New Homes 
Bonus payments.  In addition the plan is a key corporate document that will be the 
spatial expression of numerous other corporate strategies, such as the Housing 
Strategy, Economic Strategy and Council Plan.  Failure to deliver the plan will also 
result in these strategies not being fully realised. 

 
4.5 Equality Analysis – No new policy or procedure is proposed in this report which 

would give rise to a requirement for an Equality Analysis. 
 
5. Consultations with Others – Legal Services, Financial Services  
 

Access to Information: Background Documents – Policy Response Paper for 
Policy H2: Affordable Housing 

 
7. Author of the Report – Dave Sykes – Planning Policy Officer, e-mail:  

dsykes@cravendc.gov.uk   
 

mailto:dsykes@cravendc.gov.uk
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Note: Members are invited to contact the author in advance of the meeting with any 
detailed queries or questions. 

 
8. Appendices -  

Appendix 1 – Council’s Policy Response Paper to Summer 2017 Pre-Publication 
Draft Plan Consultation Representations to Policy H2: Affordable Housing 
Appendices 2, 3 and 4 Craven Local Plan Viability Assessment: Addendum  
November 2017 
Appendix 5 – Craven Local Plan Background Paper: Affordable Housing Transfer 
Prices.   



June – July 2017 Draft Local Plan  

Policy Response Paper – Policy H2: Affordable Housing 

 

Policy H2: Affordable Housing 

Aim of the Policy: To address the shortfall in affordable homes in Craven, which largely results from a mismatch between local incomes and housing 
costs, by increasing the supply of new affordable homes from developer contributions and rural exception sites. 

Main issues from consultation * Response 

Change 
required to 

the local 
plan 

(Yes/No) 

Changes made to the 
plan 

 

Affordable housing requirement to be tightened? – could it be 
applied to developments of fewer than 11 houses? In a small 
village, a development of 6-9 houses may be significant, yet a 
developer is not required to include smaller homes which may 
be the type of homes required in the settlement. 

Affordable housing requirements, with respect 
to small sites and settlements, are governed by 
national policy and guidance, and must remain 
within those parameters. See also draft policy 
SP3, which addresses housing mix and the need 
for smaller homes. 

No  

Objection. There is a contradiction in terms in this paragraph. 
How can negotiations be conducted on an ‘open book’ basis if 
‘sensitive financial information’ is then kept confidential? 

The draft policy and supporting text need 
improvement around this issue and should 
reflect relevant legislation governing access to 
information. 

Yes The draft policy and 
supporting text have 
been amended and now 
state that negotiations 
will be on a ‘transparent 
and open book basis’. A 
footnote has been 
added to explain the 
implications of 
Environmental 
Information Regulations 
and the possibility of 
information disclosure. 



Whole policy. Objection. The whole of the policy does not 
appear to deliver enough safeguards to ensure developers 
stick to the affordable housing commitment they make when 
making the initial planning application. 

Without more detail on specific points of 
objection, this comment is hard to respond to. 
The draft policy is considered to contain 
appropriate safeguards to ensure affordable 
housing delivery. 

No  

Policy H2(a) (1) Affordable Housing. If the council secures an 
equivalent financial contribution as an alternative to new 
dwellings where are the guarantees that it this will be used to 
make up the shortfall? 

Such ‘guarantees’ are embodied in a planning 
obligation or ‘section 106 agreement’, which is 
a legal agreement attached to a grant of 
planning permission. 

No  

Policy H2 (i); Policy H2(j) Affordable Housing. Support. We 
fully support the proposal that affordable units are to be 
maintained in perpetuity for households in affordable housing 
need or that the affordable housing subsidy is recycled. 

The support is noted. No  

•We object to the proposed affordable housing requirement. 
Contrary to the Council’s assessment of Local Plan Viability the 
provision of 40% affordable housing with transfer rates at 
£1000 per sqm alongside education and open space 
contributions results in schemes for market and affordable 
housing being unviable. 
Keyhaven Homes have a consented scheme in Skipton which 
is not viable for development as a result of the affordable 
housing requirement and transfer values which are lower than 
build costs. 
•The viability assessment of the affordable housing 
requirement understates actual open market land values that 
should inform viability and therefore the evidence does not 
support the policy target for Craven. 
Section 6: Housing 
Draft Policy H2: Affordable Housing 
Keyhaven Homes do not support the proposed levels of 
affordable housing set out in Draft Policy H2. The policy seeks 
a provision of 40% of new dwellings as affordable housing on-
site as part of developments of 11 dwellings or 1000 sqm or 

Objection noted.  The viability of 40% 
affordable housing, in combination with open 
space, sport and recreation, education and  
highway infrastructure contributions  and 
transfer rates of £1000 per square metre, have 
been reassessed in an addendum to the Craven 
Local Plan Viability Assessment (LPVA 2017).  
Whilst 40% affordable housing is still 
considered a viable proposition in Craven in 
many circumstances, a lower affordable 
housing proportion of 30% has been chosen to 
better conform with the NPPF and PPG.   A 
good margin now exists between the estimated 
land value at which landowners should be 
willing to sell their sites and the residual land 
value that is estimated to remain after planning 
obligations and other costs have been taken 
into account on all site typologies assessed in 
the LPVA, apart from rural exception sites.  
 

Yes The draft policy and 
supporting text have 
been amended to 
reflect the 
recommendations of 
the Craven Local Plan 
Viability Assessment: 
Addendum, November 
2017.  



more. Keyhaven Homes experience of sites in the Craven area 
is that 40% is not viable and is preventing sites from being 
brought forward for development. 
At paragraph 6.13 the Council acknowledge that the target 
should be realistic and set at a level that allows land to come 
forward and takes into account the need to contribute to 
other infrastructure improvements. Keyhaven Homes 
experience is that 40% provision does not support sites 
coming forward at the present time. 
Keyhaven Homes have a breadth of experience in delivering 
sites around Yorkshire, but cannot currently deliver their 
consented scheme in Skipton as a result of the affordable 
housing requirement. Build costs are higher in the Skipton 
area are 3-5% higher than other parts of Yorkshire, 
particularly as a result of delays resulting from colder weather 
as a result of Skipton’s location. In addition, the transfer value 
has been set at £1000 per sqm (£93 per sq ft) yet build costs 
are £120 sq ft and therefore the developer would have to 
build the affordable housing at a loss which therefore affects 
scheme viability. In other areas in Yorkshire where there are 
high levels of affordable housing, such as Harrogate (40%) 
these schemes can still be delivered because the transfer rates 
are set at a realistic level of £115 per sq ft. 
The Local Plan Viability Assessment suggests the transfer rates 
need to be set at a rate that allow Registered Providers to 
provide homes at affordable prices, yet this statement ignores 
the impact on the developer and scheme viability. Homes 
cannot be provided at affordable prices if the transfer rates 
render the delivery of the scheme as a whole unviable and as 
a result no market or affordable homes are delivered. 
Paragraph 6.16 of the Draft Local Plan advises that the value 
of affordable housing will be determined by the Council’s 
latest transfer prices, yet there is no transfer price set out in 

The LPVA has been based on the latest 
evidence gathered by consultants on land 
values and additional evidence supports this 
addendum. It is not correct to say that the 
LPVA used only 3 sites to analyse land values.  
This has now been fully clarified in the 
addendum to the viability assessment which 
includes a spread sheet containing some 60 
data points of land value information.   
Developers have had the opportunity to inform 
the LPVA on three occasions during the 
preparation of the plan, following stakeholder 
engagement in March 2017, Pre-Publication 
Draft Plan Consultation Summer 2017 and 
October/November 2017.    
 
There is no evidence that consented schemes 
are currently undeliverable.  Rather, since 
March 2017 when the Council’s approach to 
negotiating affordable housing was quashed in 
the High Court, it is likely that developers have 
been waiting the outcome of a test case in 
Craven on the requirements for affordable 
housing based on the NPPF and an emerging 
local plan policy.  
 
There will often be cross subsidy required for 
the developer to pay costs in the transfer of 
affordable homes to the registered provider, 
but this has been assessed in the LPVA and 
profits for the developer remain at an 
acceptable level for the overall development of 
the site.  



the Draft Local Plan despite a figure of £1000 per sqm being 
stated in the Local Plan Viability Assessment and used in the 
viability calculations. This is a critical part of the policy in 
determining the level of affordable housing that is deliverable 
in Craven. It is essential that this forms part of the policy and 
is duly consulted upon. Based on Keyhaven Homes experience 
a transfer value of £1000 per sqm is insufficient to cover build 
costs and therefore with any affordable housing being 
provided at a loss, this directly impacts on viability. The 
viability assessment undertaken to support the affordable 
housing does not reflect the actual experience of developers 
in Skipton who have consented schemes that are currently 
undeliverable as a result of the affordable housing 
requirement and current transfer prices. 5.34 The affordable 
housing requirement therefore needs to be set at a level 
which will enable consented schemes to come forward and in 
particular have a transfer price which supports the delivery of 
the affordable element of the scheme. At the current level of 
required provision 
and transfers values schemes are not deliverable which results 
in both market and affordable housing needs not being met in 
the sustainable settlement of Skipton because the level of 
affordable housing required and associated transfer values 
result in the whole scheme becoming inviable. 
At paragraph 6.14 it is advised that the Council’s Local Plan 
Viability Assessment has been used to inform the affordable 
housing targets and site thresholds. There are flaws in the 
approach taken in the Viability Assessment, principally in 
relation to the Land Market Review set out in Appendix 2 of 
the Viability Assessment Report. To determine land values a 
small sample of three comparable sites have been compiled. 
This is a small sample and two of the sites had their prices 
determined by District Valuers, further to the terms of option 

 
Transfer prices of £1000 per sqm were included 
within the LPVA and the LPVA was the subject 
of consultation during June/July 2017. The 
current transfer price of £1,000 per sqm is now 
also included as a footnote to the explanatory 
text of the Publication Draft Plan Policy H2.   
 
Transfer values are not intended to cover build 
costs, but to enable Registered Providers (RP’s 
– usually housing associations) to deliver 
affordable homes at rents and sales prices that 
are within the reach of local people on local 
incomes. Developer subsidy (in the form of 
discounted transfer prices) and RP borrowing 
(based on affordable rents capped by Local 
Housing Allowance rates) combine to fund 
affordable homes.  
  
Furthermore, alongside the Publication Draft, 
the Council has published information from 
Registered Providers regarding their position 
and general support for a standard transfer 
price of £1000 per sqm for the emerging plan 
policy on affordable homes.   
 
The use of transfer values to establish a 
commuted sum payment is clear and simple; 
the commuted sum represents the NPPF 
required “broadly equivalent value”.   
Paragraph 50 of the NPPF states that for local 
planning authorities:  “where they have 
identified that affordable housing is needed, 



agreements. They do not represent market transactions. The 
open market site had a considerably higher land value of 
about £1,500,000 per hectare compared to the sites that were 
subject to option agreements. On this basis, the evidence 
used to support the viability of 40% affordable housing is not 
considered to be robust. 
There is also a lack of openness and explanation as to why the 
land values given in the viability assessments agreed on 
detailed planning applications with the Council and used as 
comparable evidence by Aspinall Verdi were so much lower 
than the market transaction and option agreement evidence. 
The land values applied to determine a 40% affordable 
housing are considerably lower than the market evidence they 
have sourced. The lack of evidence would also support the 
need to look at land transactions in neighbouring authorities. 
Whilst the policy does include provision for the target to be 
negotiated having regard to the circumstances of individual 
sites and scheme viability with developers expected to 
conduct negotiations on an open book basis, for the policy to 
be sound, the level of provision should be realistic at the 
outset without the onus being put on the developer to prove 
every time an application is submitted that the target is not 
viable. 
In conclusion, the affordable housing target is unrealistic and 
the land values and transfer prices upon which viability has 
been assessed should be reviewed as Keyhaven Homes’ 
market experience proves that at the proposed levels 
schemes in Skipton will not be deliverable. 
Conclusions 
Keyhaven Homes objects to Draft Policy H2 which seeks to 
secure 40% affordable housing on developments of 11 
dwellings or more or 1,000 sqm or more. Keyhaven Homes 
question the viability of the 40% provision based on their 

set policies for meeting this need on site, 
unless off-site provision or a financial 
contribution of broadly equivalent value can be 
robustly justified.”  
 
The developer’s contribution of onsite 
affordable housing is delivered at a cost to the 
developer of the market value less the transfer 
value.  Hence setting out the commuted sum 
calculation in the same way ensures that the 
commuted sum is of broadly equivalent value 
to that of onsite affordable housing.      
 
The Council will publish additional practical 
guidance on the provision of affordable housing 
in the form of a supplementary planning 
document (SPD). This will include guidance on 
(amongst other things) the limited 
circumstances in which off-site provision or 
financial contributions will be considered in lieu 
of on-site provision. 



experience in delivering housing sites and the economics of 
doing so in Craven District. It is maintained the 40% target and 
associated transfer values are preventing sites from coming 
forward and whilst the policy makes provision for viability 
assessments being undertaken having regard to individual 
sites, this puts the onus and cost of doing so onto the 
developer when for the Policy to be justified and effective 
there should be evidence to demonstrate the level of 
provision proposed is viable at the outset. The evidence in the 
Local Plan Viability Assessment understates land values and is 
not a robust basis for determining viability. 

6.16. Amendment. The difference is between affordable 
housing transfer values and the open market value of a two 
bed 70 sm house on the same site (i.e. there are many 
instances where proposed dwellings are larger or smaller than 
those required). 

Noted. The supporting text will be amended to 
reflect the method of calculation correctly.   

Yes The supporting text has 
been amended and now 
refers to affordable 
housing transfer values 
and open market values 
for 70sqm two-
bedroom houses on the 
same site. 

Note 44. Suggestion. Starter Homes policy seems unlikely to 
be confirmed now. Can we change ‘once’ in line 2 to ‘if’’? 

Noted. Including the footnote in evolving pre-
publication versions of the local plan was 
helpful, but now it is no longer needed and 
should be removed for publication. 

Yes Draft footnote 44 has 
been removed. 

Question. Policy H2 seems very long, with a lot of detail. In the 
past, this has gone into the justification or guidance, so that it 
can be more easily revised when circumstances change. Could 
some of the text not go into SPD? 

Comment noted. It is accepted that concise 
policies are preferred and there are matters of 
detail in the policy, such as how fractions of an 
affordable dwelling will be dealt with, that 
would be addressed more appropriately in the 
SPD scheduled in the Council’s Local 
Development Scheme.  

Yes The draft policy and 
supporting text have 
been amended to 
reflect the 
recommendations of 
the Craven Local Plan 
Viability Assessment: 
Addendum, November 
2017 and matters that 
would be addressed 



more appropriately 
within  SPD have been 
removed.  

Amendment. i) It is not the planning condition that secures 
the affordable housing. Could you please check with Legal for 
appropriate wording? 

Comment noted.  The Policy will be revised to 
reflect that  affordable housing will be secured 
via a planning obligation 

Yes Part i) of the policy is 
now part e) and  refers 
to the provision of 
affordable housing 
being ‘secured via a 
planning obligation’. 

Point of clarification/amendment. G)The mix required is 
around 60% two bed and 20% each of one bed and two bed, 
as justified above, not as stated in the SHMA. 
Affordable housing contributions should not comprise both 
affordable and social rented, but either affordable or social 
rented. Both have the same client group and address the 
same need. 

Both points are noted and will be addressed. 
The SHMA is not the only source of evidence 
regarding affordable housing need and this 
should be reflected in the policy (see similar 
amendment to draft policy SP3). 

Yes Part g) of the policy is 
now part c) and refers 
to ‘the most up-to-date 
evidence of affordable 
housing needs, 
including the Council’s 
SHMA’ and ‘either social 
or affordable rent 
tenures’. 

f. Also see p190 g). Amendment. F) We cannot promise to 
maintain confidentiality. Please add ‘wherever possible’. 

The draft policy and supporting text need 
improvement around this issue and should 
reflect relevant legislation governing access to 
information. 

Yes The draft policy and 
supporting text have 
been amended and now 
state that negotiations 
will be on a ‘transparent 
and open book basis’. A 
footnote has been 
added to explain the 
implications of 
Environmental 
Information Regulations 
and the possibility of 
information disclosure. 

6.16. Point of Clarification. It reads a little like VBC is 
calculated on any buildings that have been demolished. We 

Noted. The supporting text can be improved in 
both respects. 

Yes The policy’s supporting 
text now refers to 



have had a couple of these cases. Could it be clarified please – 
if the building is gone, it can’t be vacant. 
Also, the last line is confusing. The application of VBC 
determines what proportion of affordable housing there will 
be. 

buildings ‘to be 
demolished’ and the 
explanation of how VBC 
is applied has been 
taken direct from the 
national Planning 
Practice Guidance. 

Para 6.15. See the first objection above. To meet identified 
need, but given the caveat of the bedroom tax and needs of 
households as they grow over the plan period, the mix 
proposed is ‘around 60% 2 bed and around 20% each 3 bed 
and 1 bed’. 
Again, affordable flats will only be acceptable where market 
flats are also proposed – can a line be added to that effect, or 
is SPD the place for it? 
This is particularly important in the case of two bed flats as 
these will have to be occupied by households with children, 
due to welfare reform requirements. 

Noted, as above. The SHMA is not the only 
source of evidence regarding affordable 
housing need and this should be reflected in 
the policy (see similar amendment to draft 
policy SP3). Other points can be addressed 
more appropriately in the SPD scheduled in the 
council’s Local Development Scheme. 

Yes The policy’s supporting 
text now refers to ‘the 
most up-to-date 
evidence of a need, 
including the SHMA’. A 
cross-reference to 
Policy SP3 has also been 
added, as this policy 
provides a guide to the 
overall mix of dwelling 
sizes needed across all 
tenures. 

Para 6.14, last sentence. Amendment. We cannot guarantee 
that we can keep viability in formation confidential. It will not 
be placed on the public file , however because the Council is a 
public authority and subject to the Freedom of Information 
Act and Environmental Information Regulations, it is unable to 
guarantee the information will be withheld should a formal 
request for a copy of the information be made. In certain 
circumstances, the information provided may have to be 
disclosed. 

The draft policy and supporting text need 
improvement around this issue and should 
reflect relevant legislation governing access to 
information. 

 The draft policy and 
supporting text have 
been amended and now 
state that negotiations 
will be on a ‘transparent 
and open book basis’. A 
footnote has been 
added to explain the 
implications of 
Environmental 
Information Regulations 
and the possibility of 
information disclosure. 

Section 6, para 6.8/6.9. Observation. The views of the Comment noted, however these points can be No  



Strategic Housing Authority are set out above. Can we 
introduce some caveat to the percentages here? Also, starter 
homes as a requirement on mixed tenure sites appear to be 
sliding down the national agenda (it is accepted that exception 
starter homes exist) – again, can a caveat be introduced here? 

addressed more appropriately in the SPD 
scheduled in the council’s Local Development 
Scheme. 

c. Point of clarification. Suggestion. C) Please clarify – it is a 
little confusing. Sites of 11 dwellings and above have an on-
site affordable requirement of 40%. The Council will require a 
commuted sum from developments of 6 – 10 dwellings in 
designated rural areas and from all developments beneath 
these thresholds which exceed 1000m2 gross floorspace. 
NB The Council’s Valuation Surveyor notes that the Aspinall 
Verdi EVA proposes a price per square metre contribution 
(commuted sum) where on-site AH is not required (6-10 unit 
sites), or generically not viable (flatted schemes) but this flat 
rate would certainly be easier than endless viability appraisals 
to find out exactly what the scheme can deliver Seems like a 
good idea. 

Comment noted. The policy and supporting 
text need improvement around this issue. 
Several points can be addressed more 
appropriately in the SPD on Affordable Housing 
scheduled in the Council’s Local Development 
Scheme. This would enable the policy to be 
clearer and more focussed.  

Yes The draft policy and 
supporting text have 
been amended to 
reflect the 
recommendations of 
the Craven Local Plan 
Viability Assessment: 
Addendum, November 
2017 and matters that 
would be addressed 
more appropriately 
within  SPD have been 
removed.  

Object. It is noted that through draft Policy H2 the Council 
seek an affordable housing provision of 40% on new 
development sites of 11 or more dwellings. It is noted that in 
designated rural areas in lieu of 40% on-site contribution, on 
developments of 6-10 dwellings a financial contribution will 
be sought. 
Johnson Mowat express concerns over the level of affordable 
housing provision sought within the District and whilst it is 
noted that the local authority will consider circumstances of 
individual sites the viability of 40% affordable housing 
provision is of concern. We are aware of a number of planning 
applications currently pending considering with the Council 
which have been significantly delayed by ongoing viability 
negotiations. 
Johnson Mowat has had regard for the evidence base 

Objection noted.  The viability of 40% 
affordable housing, in combination with open 
space, sport and recreation, education and  
highway infrastructure contributions  and 
transfer rates of £1000 per square metre, have 
been reassessed in an addendum to the Craven 
Local Plan Viability Assessment (LPVA  Whilst 
40% affordable housing is still considered a 
viable proposition in Craven in many 
circumstances, a lower affordable housing 
proportion of 30%  has been chosen to better 
conform with the NPPF and PPG.   A good 
margin now exists between the estimated land 
value at which landowners should be willing to 
sell their sites and the residual land value that 

Yes The draft policy and 
supporting text have 
been amended to 
reflect the 
recommendations of 
the Craven Local Plan 
Viability Assessment: 
Addendum, November 
2017. 



documents underpinning this policy of the Local Plan, namely 
the Local Plan Viability Assessment (2017) produced by 
Aspinall Verdi on behalf of the Council. We raise concerns 
regarding some of the assumptions made by Aspinall Verdi set 
out in Appendix 2, including assumptions on Land Value. 
We raise concerns that the assumptions are formed upon 
limited information and that further supplementary 
information should be provided including details from a 
greater spectrum of sites outside of Skipton within the wider 
Craven area. For example in attempting to determine Land 
Values a sample of only three sites have been used. 
Not only is this a small sample, it is not considered to be 
representative of market transactions given that two sites 
have their sales prices determined by the DV. We are aware 
that the representations made by Skipton Properties provide a 
detailed analysis of the concerns raised in relation to Land 
Value assumptions made and Johnson Mowat agree with the 
points set out. 
It is noted that the commentary provided at paragraph 6.16 of 
the Local Plan states that “the value of affordable housing will 
be determined by the Council’s latest published transfer 
prices”. Unfortunately the transfer prices are not provided in 
the Local Plan nor the evidence base and as such justification 
is not provided. 
Unknown transfer values has a significant impact on the 
viability and delivery of affordable dwellings. 
Johnson Mowat consider that further consideration of the 
evidence base to draft Policy H2 is required in order to justify 
the policy requirement of 40% affordable housing provision or 
else the level of provision itself should be revised downward. 

is estimated to remain after planning 
obligations and other costs have been taken 
into account on all site typologies assessed in 
the LPVA, apart from rural exception sites.  
 
The LPVA has been based on the latest 
evidence gathered by consultants on land 
values and additional evidence supports this 
addendum. It is not correct to say that the 
LPVA used only 3 sites to analyse land values.  
This has now been fully clarified in the 
addendum to the viability assessment which 
includes a spread sheet containing some 60 
data points of land value information.   
Developers have had the opportunity to inform 
the LPVA on three occasions during the 
preparation of the plan, following stakeholder 
engagement in March 2017, Pre-Publication 
Draft Plan Consultation Summer 2017 and 
October/November 2017.  
  
There is no evidence that consented schemes 
are currently undeliverable.  Rather, since 
March 2017 when the Council’s approach to 
negotiating affordable housing was quashed in 
the High Court, it is likely that developers have 
been waiting the outcome of a test case in 
Craven on the requirements for affordable 
housing based on the NPPF and an emerging 
local plan policy.  
 
There will often be cross subsidy required for 
the developer to pay costs in the transfer of 



affordable homes to the registered provider, 
but this has been assessed in the LPVA and 
profits for the developer remain at an 
acceptable level for the overall development of 
the site.  
 
Transfer prices of £1000 per sqm were included 
within the LPVA and the LPVA was the subject 
of consultation during summer 2017. The 
current transfer price of £1,000 per sqm is now 
also included as a footnote to the explanatory 
text of the Publication Draft Plan Policy H2.   
 
Transfer values are not intended to cover build 
costs, but to enable Registered Providers (RP’s 
– usually housing associations) to deliver 
affordable homes at rents and sales prices that 
are within the reach of local people on local 
incomes. Developer subsidy (in the form of 
discounted transfer prices) and RP borrowing 
(based on affordable rents capped by Local 
Housing Allowance rates) combine to fund 
affordable homes.  
  
Furthermore, alongside the Publication Draft, 
the Council has published communications 
from Registered Providers regarding their 
position and general support for a standard 
transfer price of £1000 per sqm for the 
emerging plan policy on affordable homes.   
 
The use of transfer values to establish a 
commuted sum payment is clear and simple; 



the commuted sum represents the NPPF 
required “broadly equivalent value”.   
Paragraph 50 of the NPPF states that for local 
planning authorities:  “where they have 
identified that 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.”  
The developer’s contribution of onsite 
affordable housing is delivered at a cost to the 
developer of the market value less the transfer 
value.  Hence setting out the commuted sum 
calculation in the same way ensures that the 
commuted sum is of broadly equivalent value 
to that of onsite affordable housing.     
 
The Council will publish additional practical 
guidance on the provision of affordable housing 
in the form of a supplementary planning 
document (SPD). This will include guidance 
on(amongst other things) the limited 
circumstances in which off-site provision or 
financial contributions will be considered in lieu 
of on-site provision.  

Object. The central plank of the CDC approach to affordable 
housing in the draft emerging Local Plan is setting the 
affordable housing requirement on most new development at 
40%. Policy H2 (c) states: 
“The local planning authority will seek to secure 40% of 
proposed new dwellings as affordable housing, unless the 
proposed development is for less than 11 dwellings and does 
not exceed 1000m2 combined gross floorspace”. 

Objection noted.  The viability of 40% 
affordable housing, in combination with open 
space, sport and recreation, education and  
highway infrastructure contributions  and 
transfer rates of £1000 per square metre, have 
been reassessed in an addendum to the Craven 
Local Plan Viability Assessment (LPVA 2017) .  
Whilst 40% affordable housing is still 

Yes The draft policy and 
supporting text have 
been amended to 
reflect the 
recommendations of 
the Craven Local Plan 
Viability Assessment: 
Addendum, November 



It then addresses viability in clause (f) of H2 stating: 
“in negotiating schemes the local planning authority will look 
to maximise provision having regard to the circumstances of 
individual sites and scheme viability. Developers will be 
expected to conduct negotiations on an “open book” basis 
and the local planning authority will maintain confidentiality 
of sensitive financial information.” 
We have two substantive concerns with this policy: the 
evidence base on which it is founded; and the wording of the 
proposed policy. The Evidence Base 
The derivation of the 40% affordable housing target is unclear. 
That there is a need for affordable housing is evident from the 
evidence base prepared for the Council. However, the precise 
assessment of the scale of affordable housing need is not. 
Such an assessment is very sensitive to assumptions made 
about a wide range of variables. The 2016 SHMA identifies a 
net need for affordable dwellings of 145 dpa, whilst the 2015 
SHMA identified a net need for affordable housing of 114 dpa. 
Different assumptions, data and methodology were used for 
the 2016 and 2015 SHMA’s. 
The Council claims that the figure of 40% is realistic, stating 
“Local Plan Viability Assessment (Draft Report May 2017) has 
been used to inform the affordable housing targets and site 
thresholds. The assessment work indicates that the policy 
targets are realistic, and the policy will be used as a basis for 
the negotiation of affordable housing through the 
development management process”. They therefore rely on 
this report to justify the use of the 40% as a policy target. 
However,  that is a not a sound methodology for justifying a 
percentage requirement for affordable housing as is 
demonstrated by the fact that the district has failed to deliver 
both its market and affordable housing needs. 
There are flaws in the approach taken by Aspinall Verdi 

considered a viable proposition in Craven in 
many cases, a lower affordable housing 
proportion of 30%  has been chosen to better 
conform with the NPPF and PPG.   A good 
margin now exists between the estimated land 
value at which landowners should be willing to 
sell their sites and the residual land value that 
is estimated to remain after planning 
obligations and other costs have been taken 
into account on all site typologies assessed in 
the LPVA, apart from rural exception sites.   
 
As stated by the commentator the high level of 
need for affordable housing across the District 
is evident from the Plan’s SHMA.   However, 
variations will arise in iterations of the SHMA 
which reflect a position at that time.  The 
November 2017 SHMA indicates that the need 
is 126 dwellings per annum.  This remains a 
high level but a reduction from 2016, due to 
lettings and delivery between the two SHMA’s.  
 
The LPVA is a sound and robust document 
which follows the guidance given in the NPPF 
and PPG.   The LPVA is based on the most up to 
date evidence gathered by consultants on land 
values and additional evidence supports this 
addendum. It is not correct to say that the 
LPVA used only 3 sites to analyse land values.  
This has now been fully clarified in the 
addendum to the viability assessment which 
includes a spread sheet containing some 60 
data points of land value information.   

2017 and to provide 
greater clarification on 
site thresholds in the 
context of the Written 
Ministerial Statement . 
The final sentence of 
paragraph 6.20 (now 
renumbered 6.24) has 
been deleted 



Craven Local Plan Viability Appraisal that mean that the 
proposed level of Affordable Housing is not supported in 
terms of viability. These flaws are principally contained in the 
Land Market Review, forming Appendix 2 of the Viability 
Assessment report. We have the following criticisms: 
Paragraph d) of the Draft Policy H2 of the Draft Local Plan says 
that the Council will seek a financial contribution in lieu of 
40% on-site affordable housing provision from small scale 
developments of 6 to 10 dwellings and from developments of 
less than 6 dwellings where there is more than 1,000m2 of 
combined gross floor- space. In paragraph 1.41 of Appendix 2 
of the Appraisal report Aspinall Verdi acknowledge that on a 
per hectare basis the land value of smaller sites is  
substantially more than larger sites, £7,000,000 per hectare 
compared to an average of £1,245,000 per hectare at larger 
sites. Nevertheless, the one comparable small site referred to 
by Aspinall Verdi was removed from their Land Value analysis. 
And there is no account taken by Aspinall Verdi in the 
Appraisal work, nor within the Draft Local Plan, of the effect of 
small site Land Values (per hectare) have on the delivery of 
affordable housing. 
In attempting to determining Land Values in Skipton Aspinall 
Verdi have compiled a small sample of just three comparable 
sites (albeit this is wrongly referred to as four sites in the last 
line of paragraph 1.41 of Appendix 2). Not only is this a trivial 
sample but two of the comparable sites had their sale prices 
determined by the terms of option agreements. These do not 
therefore represent market transactions. Consequently, there 
is only one comparable site where the price has been 
openly tested in the market. 
The openly market site had a considerably higher land value of 
about £1,500,000 per hectare, compared to the sites that 
were subject to option agreements, that had an average price 

Developers have had the opportunity to inform 
the LPVA on three occasions during the 
preparation of the plan, following stakeholder 
engagement in March 2017, Pre-Publication 
Draft Plan Consultation Summer 2017 and 
October/November 2017.  
 
The LPVA sensitivity analysis is considered an 
appropriate way to deal with the potential 
differentiations of Threshold Land Value for site 
sizes and locations. 
 
As well as market value, existing use value  
(EUV) and Threshold Land Value (TLV) are an 
important part of the LPVA.  Option 
agreements etc are useful evidence of TLV as 
these are agreements that landowners have 
entered into (ie above their ‘threshold’).  The 
LPVA approach is both ‘bottom up’ (EUV plus 
premium) and ‘top down’ (Market Value less a 
policy adjustment).  
 
There is no evidence that consented schemes 
are currently undeliverable.  Rather, since 
March 2017 when the Council’s approach to 
negotiating affordable housing  was quashed in 
the High Court, it is likely that developers  have 
been waiting the outcome of a test case in 
Craven on the requirements for affordable 
housing based on the NPPF and an emerging 
local plan policy.  
 
There will often be cross subsidy required for 



of around £1,117,500 per hectare. The only one address given 
in the Appraisal work is for the site that was openly marketed, 
it would have been beneficial for Aspinall Verdi to have openly 
assessed all of these sites before arriving at a Land Value. 
There is also a lack of openness and explanation as to why the 
Land Values given in the viability assessments agreed on 
detailed planning applications with the Council and used as 
comparable evidence by Aspinall Verdi were so much lower, 
at £247,100 to £631,868 per hectare, than the market 
transaction and option agreement evidence. Such a 
substantial difference in value is unlikely to have “a slight 
downward impact on the land value per acre” as claimed by 
Aspinall Verdi in paragraph 1.44 of Appendix 2. 
We question whether all the land values given in the 
evidenced viability assessments are for “residential consented 
land in Skipton”. Aspinall Verdi ascertain that residential 
consented land in Skipton generally has a value of £865,000 
per hectare – subject to a policy adjustment, even though this 
figure represents just 58% of the value of the market 
transaction and 77% of the option agreement Land Values. 
In respect of Land Values in the rest of Craven, Aspinall Verdi 
have only identified two comparable sites sold in Giggleswick 
and Low Bentham; these are sites for only one and 16 
dwellings, respectively. Their Sale Prices equated to £750,000 
and 
£654,545 per hectare. 
Two further sites were found on the market in Hellifield and 
Lower Bentham, with permission for 21 and 4 dwellings 
respectively. Their Asking Prices equated to 
£675,676 and £1,300,000 per hectare. Aspinall Verdi also 
referred to one Viability assessment for a small site in Settle, 
where the Valuer had placed a Land Value of 
£1,045,455 per hectare. 

the developer to pay costs in the transfer of 
affordable homes to the registered provider, 
but this has been assessed in the LPVA and 
profits for the developer remain at an 
acceptable level for the overall development of 
the site.  
 
Transfer prices of £1000 per sqm were included 
within the LPVA and the LPVA was the subject 
of consultation during summer 2017. The 
current transfer price of £1,000 per sqm is now 
also included as a footnote to the explanatory 
text of the Publication Draft Plan Policy H2.   
 
Transfer values are not intended to cover build 
costs, but to enable Registered Providers (RP’s 
– usually housing associations) to deliver 
affordable homes at rents and sales prices that 
are within the reach of local people on local 
incomes. Developer subsidy (in the form of 
discounted transfer prices) and RP borrowing 
(based on affordable rents capped by Local 
Housing Allowance rates) combine to fund 
affordable homes. 
Furthermore, alongside the Publication Draft, 
the Council has published communications 
from Registered Providers regarding their 
position and general support for a standard 
transfer price of £1000 pe sqm for the 
emerging plan policy on affordable homes.   
 
The use of transfer values to establish a 
commuted sum payment is clear and simple; 



Despite this evidence Aspinall Verdi determined that the 
“market value of residential consent land in the rest of Craven 
is generally £618,000 per hectare – subject to a policy 
adjustment. This being just 88% of the average sampled Sale 
Prices, 63% of the average sampled Asking Prices and 59% of 
the Land Value given in the one comparable viability appraisal. 
Again, a detailed explanation and re-appraisal is required to 
clarify why Aspinall Verdi have assessed that the Land Values 
applied to determine a 40% affordable housing policy are so 
much lower than the market evidence they have sourced. The 
lack of evidence would also support the need to look at land 
transactions in neighbouring authorities. 
Accordingly, there can be little confidence in the evidence 
process that the Council has gone through to assess the 
imposition of a 40% affordable housing policy. Furthermore, 
there is a real danger that pursuing this policy could well 
result in a much lower rate of delivery of all housing due to its 
impact on scheme viability. Achieving a 40% affordable 
housing delivery rate on a low rate of housing delivery will do 
nothing to achieve the aim of meeting affordable housing 
needs in Craven. 
Indeed, there is evidence of a number of schemes that are 
either stalled at present or are significantly delayed because 
of the need for developers to enter into complex viability 
negotiations to reduce a standard 40% requirement imposed 
on an outline permission in order to achieve a viable scheme. 
Comments on Policy Justification and Wording 
As noted above, we consider the evidence base does not 
support a blanket affordable housing policy figure of as high 
as 40% across all of Craven. In paras 6.13 and 6.14 the draft 
emerging Local Plan states that the 40% will form the “basis 
for the negotiation of affordable housing through the 
development management process” and that “the Council will 

the commuted sum represents the NPPF 
required “broadly equivalent value”.   
Paragraph 50 of the NPPF states that for local 
planning authorities:  “where they have 
identified that 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.”  
The developer’s contribution of onsite 
affordable housing is delivered at a cost to the 
developer of the market value less the transfer 
value.  Hence setting out the commuted sum 
calculation in the same way ensures that the 
commuted sum is of broadly equivalent value 
to that of onsite affordable housing.    
 
 
 
 
The ‘rounding’ process is not considered to be 
cumbersome.  For on-site provision there will 
be a rounding down for fractions of 0.4 or 
below, and a rounding up for fractions of 0.5 or 
above. 
 
For off site,  the calculation for a 7 dwellings 
site  would be 
 
£Market Value psm minus  
£Transfer Value psm equalling 
£Commuted Sum 
 



take full account of the viability of schemes as part of this 
process”. 
In para 6.12 the draft Local Plan makes the eminently sensible 
point that: “it is important that this target is realistic and set 
at a level that allows housing land to come forward and 
maintains the delivery of new homes without making schemes 
unviable. It is also important to ensure that the need to 
provide affordable housing is balanced with the need for 
developers of housing sites to contribute to necessary 
infrastructure improvements and community facilities as well 
as to build to improved sustainable construction standards. 
Along with affordable housing contributions these factors all 
influence the economics of housing schemes and ultimately 
the decisions of landowners to release sites”. 
These observations are not reflected properly in the wording 
of Draft Policy H2: Affordable Housing paragraph (f). It ought 
to make it clear that subject to viability considerations that 
the level of affordable housing could be substantially reduced 
from the policy target and indeed in some instances it could 
be as low as zero. 
It is stated in paragraph 6.16 of the Draft Local Plan that: “the 
value of affordable housing will be determined by the 
Council’s latest published transfer prices”. The paragraph goes 
on to set out an explicit calculation to determine the value of 
off-site commuted sums in lieu of on-site provision. 
The level of such “transfer prices” is not given in the Draft 
Local Plan, nor is there a justification for these “transfer 
prices” given in the background documents. As this will be a 
key part of determining the level of affordable housing 
deliverable in Craven, it is essential that this forms part of the 
public consultation process. In any event, as a matter of 
principle it is inappropriate for the local authority though the 
planning system to seek to control the market. 

7 x 30% = 2.1 
2.1 x 70   (standard size of 2 bed affordable 
house) = 147   
 
Commuted sum = £CSpsm x 147. 
 
This can be paid at the same time onsite 
affordable housing would usually have been 
delivered - after sale of no more than 50% of 
the units.  The developer is no worse or no 
better off than with on-site provision.   
 
The Council will publish additional practical 
guidance on the provision of affordable housing 
in the form of a supplementary planning 
document (SPD). This will include guidance on 
(amongst other things) the limited 
circumstances in which off-site provision or 
financial contributions will be considered in lieu 
of on-site provision and the processes for 
calculating commuted sums. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Paragraph 6.16 of the draft emerging Local Plan is also 
unsound because it sets out a methodology for calculating off-
site contributions in lieu of affordable housing being provided 
on site. The paragraph is describing a policy approach and is 
not a justification for a policy. The content of paragraph 6.16 
is clearly designed to establish strict parameters for a 
commuted sum calculation by using a ‘transfer value’ as the 
basis for the calculation. There is no evidence to justify the 
use of a ‘transfer value’ in such a calculation or indeed what 
an appropriate ‘transfer value’ might be. 
The proposed calculation is itself also fundamentally flawed; 
its application significantly impacts on land value and acts as a 
disincentive to land owners bring forward small sites under 
the 10-dwelling threshold. The calculation is not justified and 
should therefore be deleted from the Local Plan. 
Draft Policy H2: Affordable Housing paragraph (c). The Council 
should provide further clarity as to how the level of any 
financial contribution is to be calculated where the 40% 
affordable housing generates a fraction of an affordable 
dwelling, and where a fraction of a dwelling is also calculated 
through the viability process. This concept of calculating 
fractions of dwellings is unnecessarily complex/imprecise and 
in practice is likely to delay the delivery of housing schemes by 
necessitating complex S106 agreements. The policy should be 
simplified by rounding down any percentage based affordable 
housing requirement to the nearest whole number. 
Policy H2 (criterion d): The origin and rationale for the 
proposed 40% affordable housing target on sites under 10 
dwellings in designated rural areas is not clear or properly 
justified. In particular, the Council has not adequately tested 
the impact of such a significant requirement on the values of 
small sites. This part of the policy is unsound in any event 
because it does not conform with the thresholds set out in the 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Planning Practice Guidelines: 
“There are specific circumstances where contributions for 
affordable housing and tariff style planning obligations 
(section 106 planning obligations) should not be sought from 
small scale and self-build development. This follows the order 
of the Court of Appeal dated 13 May 2016, which give legal 
effect to the policy set out in the written ministerial statement 
of 28 November 2014 and should be taken into account. 
These circumstances are that; contributions should not be 
sought from developments of 10-units or less, and which have 
a maximum combined gross floorspace of no more than 1,000 
square metres (gross internal area) in designated rural areas, 
local planning authorities may choose to apply a lower 
threshold of 5-units or less. No affordable housing or tariff-
style contributions should then be sought from these 
developments. In addition, in a rural area where the lower 5-
unit or less threshold is applied, affordable housing and tariff 
style contributions should be sought from developments of 
between 6 and 10-units in the form of cash payments which 
are commuted until after completion of units within the 
development. This applies to rural areas described under 
section 157(1) of the Housing Act 1985, which includes 
National Parks and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty 
affordable housing and tariff-style contributions should not be 
sought from any development consisting only of the 
construction of a residential annex or extension to an existing 
home 
Paragraph: 031 Reference ID: 23b-031-20161116 Revision 
date: 16 11 2016 See previous version” The Practice 
Guidelines provide further clarity as follows: 
“Are there any exceptions to the 10-unit threshold? 
Local planning authorities may choose to apply a lower 
threshold of 5-units or less to development in designated rural 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



areas being areas as described under section 157 of the 
Housing Act 1985, which includes National Parks and Areas of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty. No affordable housing or tariff-
style contributions should then be sought from these 
developments. 
3.19 Where this lower threshold is applied, local planning 
authorities should only seek affordable housing contributions 
from developments of between 6 to 10-units as financial 
contributions and not affordable housing units on site. Any 
payments made (whether as an affordable housing 
contribution or contribution to a pooled funding pot for 
general infrastructure provision) should also be commuted 
until after completion of units within the development. 
Paragraph: 017 Reference ID: 23b-017-20160519 Revision 
date: 19 05 2016” 
Criterion (d) introduces an even lower threshold of less than 6 
dwellings. This could in fact be interpreted such that a single 
dwelling would be expected to contribute a commuted sum 
for affordable housing. Criterion (d) is clearly at odds with the 
thresholds set out in the Practice Guidelines as Government 
Policy intended to stimulate local economies by alleviating the 
burden of planning obligations on small scale house builders. 
Draft Policy H2: Affordable Housing paragraph (g). Does the 
Council maintain an intention to deliver “social” affordable 
housing, at a time when there is a limited chance of grant 
funding? 
Paragraph 6.20. The Council seem to fail to recognise that for 
Rural Exception Sites to come forward without grant support a 
sufficient financial incentive must be provided to landowners 
for them to release sites. The introduction of market housing 
to cross subsidise affordable housing on these sites will 
therefore not only contribute to the construction cost of the 
affordable housing but also to the price paid to the 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comment noted .  Whilst the Viability 
Assessment Addendum 2017 concludes there is 
no viability reason why small sites of less than 6 
dwellings could not contribute towards 
planning obligations, this could only be through 
site specific S106 for infrastructure or CIL (or in 
the future potentially the Local Infrastructure 
Tariff (LIT)) –due to the 10-unit threshold in the 
Written Ministerial Statement.  The Council has 
no plans at present to introduce a CIL charge so 
the supporting text and wording of the policy 
has been revised to clarify interpretation of 
criterion d)  
 
Comment noted. The inclusion of this sentence 
at the end of paragraph 6.20 was to emphasise  
that the number of market homes proposed on 
rural exception sites is to be the minimum 
required to deliver an appropriate mix of 
affordable homes whilst ensuring viability of 
the scheme, not to raise the hope value of the 



landowner. It is therefore inappropriate to say in the Draft 
Local Plan, “It is not a policy which has been included in the 
local plan to encourage the release of sites through the 
inflation of land values”.    

site to full market residential.  However, it is 
recognised that some uplift in land value will 
occur, so to avoid confusion, the sentence has 
been deleted.  
 

Object. Paragraph 6.16 of the draft Local Plan is unsound. It 
sets out a methodology for calculating off-site contributions in 
lieu of affordable housing being provided on site. The 
paragraph is describing a policy approach and is not a 
justification for a policy. The content of paragraph 6.16 is 
clearly designed to establish strict    parameters for a 
commuted sum calculation by using a ‘transfer value’ as the 
basis for the calculation. There is no evidence to justify the 
use of a ‘transfer value’ in such a calculation or indeed what 
an appropriate ‘transfer value’ might be. 
The proposed calculation is itself also fundamentally flawed; 
it’s application significantly impacts on land value and acts as 
a disincentive to land owners bring forward small sites under 
the 10-dwelling threshold. 
The calculation is not justified and should therefore be 
deleted from the Local Plan. 
Policy H2 (criterion c): The origin and rationale for the 
proposed 40% affordable housing target is not clear or 
properly justified. The evidence base that allows the Local 
Plan to conclude that “policy targets are realistic” is flawed. In 
particular it understates the actual open market land values 
that should inform viability. The evidence therefore does not 
support 40% as the policy target for Craven. There is a serious 
danger that by setting such a target Craven District Council 
could undermine the delivery of affordable housing by making 
schemes unviable and so undeliverable. 
The Council should also provide further clarity as to how the 
level of any financial contribution is to be calculated where 

Transfer prices of £1000 per square metre were 
included within the Local Plan Viability 
Assessment (LPVA) and the LPVA was the 
subject of consultation during summer 2017. 
The current transfer price of £1,000 per sqm is 
now also included as a footnote to the 
explanatory text of the Publication Draft Plan 
Policy H2.   
 
Transfer values are not intended to cover build 
costs, but to enable Registered Providers (RP’s 
– usually housing associations) to deliver 
affordable homes at rents and sales prices that 
are within the reach of local people on local 
incomes. Developer subsidy (in the form of 
discounted transfer prices) and RP borrowing 
(based on affordable rents capped by Local 
Housing Allowance rates) combine to fund 
affordable homes. 
 
There will often be cross subsidy required for 
the developer to pay costs in the transfer of 
affordable homes to the registered provider, 
but this has been assessed in the LPVA and 
profits for the developer remain at an 
acceptable level for the overall development of 
the site. 
  

Yes The draft policy and 
supporting text have 
been amended to 
reflect the 
recommendations of 
the Craven Local Plan 
Viability Assessment: 
Addendum, November 
2017 and to provide 
greater clarification on 
site thresholds in the 
context of the Written 
Ministerial Statement . 



the affordable housing requirement generates a fraction of an 
affordable dwelling, and where a fraction of a dwelling is also 
calculated through the viability process. This concept of 
calculating fractions of dwellings is unnecessarily 
complex/imprecise and in practice is likely to delay the 
delivery of housing schemes by necessitating complex S106 
agreements. The policy should be simplified by rounding down 
any percentage based affordable housing requirement to the 
nearest whole number. 
Policy H2 (criterion d): The origin and rationale for the 
proposed 40% affordable housing target on sites under 10 
dwellings in designated rural areas is not clear or properly 
justified. In particular, the Council has not adequately tested 
the impact of such a significant requirement on the values of 
small sites. 
This part of the policy is Unsound in any event because it does 
not conform with the thresholds set out in the Planning 
Practice Guidelines: 
“There are specific circumstances where contributions for 
affordable housing and tariff style planning obligations 
(section 106 planning obligations) should not be sought from 
small scale and self-build development. This follows the order 
of the Court of Appeal dated 13 May 2016, which give legal 
effect to the policy set out in the written ministerial statement 
of 28 November 2014 and should be taken into account. 
These circumstances are that; 
contributions should not be sought from developments of 10-
units or less, and which have a maximum combined gross 
floorspace of no more than 1,000 square metres (gross 
internal area) 
in designated rural areas, local planning authorities may 
choose to apply a lower threshold of 5-units or less. No 
affordable housing or tariff-style contributions should then be 

Furthermore, alongside the Publication Draft, 
the Council has published communications 
from Registered Providers regarding their 
position and general support for a standard 
transfer price of £1000 per sqmfor the 
emerging plan policy on affordable homes.   
 
The use of transfer values to establish a 
commuted sum payment is clear and simple; 
the commuted sum represents the NPPF 
required “broadly equivalent value”.   
Paragraph 50 of the NPPF states that for local 
planning authorities:  “where they have 
identified that 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.”  
 
The developer’s contribution of onsite 
affordable housing is delivered at a cost to the 
developer of the market value less the transfer 
value.  Hence setting out the commuted sum 
calculation in the same way ensures that the 
commuted sum is of broadly equivalent value 
to that of onsite affordable housing.     
 
The ‘rounding’ process is not considered to be 
cumbersome.  For on-site provision there will 
be a rounding down for fractions of 0.4 or 
below, and a rounding up for fractions of 0.5 or 
above. 
 



sought from these developments. In addition, in a rural area 
where the lower 5-unit or less threshold is applied, affordable 
housing and tariff style contributions should be sought from 
developments of between 6 and 10-units in the form of cash 
payments which are commuted until after completion of units 
within the development. This applies to rural areas described 
under section 157(1) of the Housing Act 1985, which includes 
National Parks and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty 
affordable housing and tariff-style contributions should not be 
sought from any development consisting only of the 
construction of a residential annex or extension to an existing 
home 
Paragraph: 031 Reference ID: 23b-031-20161116 Revision 
date: 16 11 2016 See previous version” 
The Practice Guidelines provide further clarity as follows: “Are 
there any exceptions to the 10-unit threshold? 
Local planning authorities may choose to apply a lower 
threshold of 5-units or less to development in designated rural 
areas being areas as described under section 157 of the 
Housing Act 1985, which includes National Parks and Areas of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty. No affordable housing or tariff-
style contributions should then be sought from these 
developments. 
Where this lower threshold is applied, local planning 
authorities should only seek affordable housing contributions 
from developments of between 6 to 10-units as financial 
contributions and not affordable housing units on site. Any 
payments made (whether as an affordable housing 
contribution or contribution to a pooled 
funding pot for general infrastructure provision) should also 
be commuted until after completion of units within the 
development. Paragraph: 017 Reference ID: 23b-017-
20160519 

For off site,  the calculation for a 7 dwellings 
site  would be 
 
£Market Value psm minus  
£Transfer Value psm equalling 
£Commuted Sum 
 
7 x 30% = 2.1 
2.1 x 70   (standard size of 2 bed affordable 
house) = 147   
 
Commuted sum = £CSpsm x 147. 
 
This can be paid at the same time onsite 
affordable housing would usually have been 
delivered - after sale of no more than 50% of 
the units.  The developer is no worse or no 
better off than with on-site provision.   
The Council will publish additional practical 
guidance on the provision of affordable housing 
in the form of a supplementary planning 
document (SPD). This will include guidance on 
(amongst other things) the limited 
circumstances in which off-site provision or 
financial contributions will be considered in lieu 
of on-site provision and the processes for 
calculating commuted sums. 
 
Comment noted .  Whilst the Viability 
Assessment Addendum 2017 concludes there is 
no viability reason why small sites of less than 6 
dwellings could not contribute towards 
planning obligations, this could only be through 



Revision date: 19 05 2016” 
Criterion (d) introduces an even lower threshold of less than 6 
dwellings. This could in fact be interpreted such that a single 
dwelling would be expected to contribute a commuted sum 
for affordable housing. Criterion (d) is clearly at odds with the 
thresholds set out in the Practice Guidelines as Government 
Policy intended to stimulate local economies by alleviating the 
burden of planning obligations on small scale house builders. 

site specific S106 for infrastructure or CIL (or in 
the future potentially the Local Infrastructure 
Tariff (LIT)) –due to the 10-unit threshold in the 
Written Ministerial Statement.  The Council has 
no plans at present to introduce a CIL charge so 
the supporting text and wording of the policy 
has been revised to clarify interpretation of 
criterion d)  
 
 
 
 
 

Support. The provision for affordable units to be maintained 
in perpetuity. 

Support noted No None 

The HBF supports the provision of affordable housing and 
indeed notes that the 2016 SHMA indicates an imbalance of 
145 affordable units per annum. This represents an increase 
upon the 114 affordable homes imbalance identified with the 
2015 SHMA, suggesting a worsening problem. 
It is, however important that when considering affordable 
housing policies local authorities ensure that the thresholds 
and targets identified do not place undue burdens upon 
development (NPPF, paragraph 173). In the case of this policy 
the HBF has concerns over the 40% target, these were 
expressed within our previous comments upon the earlier 
draft of the plan. 
The 2017 Local Plan Viability Assessment produced by Aspinall 
Verdi on behalf of the Council suggests that a 40% affordable 
housing target upon developments of 6 or more units, in 
designated rural areas, and 11 or more units in other areas is 
viable. This is, however, based upon the inherent assumptions 
contained within the report. A key concern relates to the 

Support noted and comments welcomed.  The 
SHMA November 2017 Update now identifies 
the need for affordable housing at 126 
dwellings per annum.    
 
The viability of 40% affordable housing, in 
combination with open space, sport and 
recreation, education and  highway 
infrastructure contributions  and transfer rates 
of £1000 per square metre, have been 
reassessed in an addendum to the Craven Local 
Plan Viability Assessment (LPVA 2017).  Whilst 
40% affordable housing is still considered a 
viable proposition in Craven in many cases, a 
lower affordable housing proportion of 30%  
has been chosen to better conform with the 
NPPF and PPG.   A good margin now exists 
between the estimated land value at which 

Yes The draft policy and 
supporting text have 
been amended to 
reflect the 
recommendations of 
the Craven Local Plan 
Viability Assessment: 
Addendum, November 
2017. 



assumptions regarding land values (appendix 2 of the report), 
which is based upon limited information. It is strongly 
recommended that this analysis be supplemented by further 
transaction details, possibly included those in similar 
neighbouring areas. 
Paragraph 6.16 of the Draft Local Plan indicates, that the value 
of affordable housing will be determined by the Council’s 
latest published transfer prices. However the level of such 
“transfer prices” are not provided nor is there any justification 
in the supporting evidence. This will have a significant bearing 
upon viability and the delivery of affordable housing. Clarity 
should, therefore be provided. 
It is also notable from the viability report appendices and 
particularly the sensitivity analysis small alterations to the 
build costs or additional Section 106 costs will have significant 
impacts upon the viability of many of the tested typologies 
rendering many unviable or at best marginal. 
The Council will be aware that the PPG (ID 10-008) is clear 
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…” 
Draft Policy SP12 and INF1 clearly set out that infrastructure 
costs will be sought from developers. The Infrastructure 
Delivery Plan identifies a wide range of infrastructure types 
which go beyond those assessed in the viability study (Table 
5.10). Given the likelihood of increasing construction costs 
and the lack of clear information in relation to likely 
cumulative Section 106 costs the viability of a 40% affordable 
housing requirement remains concerning. 
It is noted that the policy identifies that the Council will 
negotiate the actual level of contributions sought. Whilst this 
is welcomed such an approach should not be used to support 

landowners should be willing to sell their sites 
and the residual land value that is estimated to 
remain after planning obligations and other 
costs have been taken into account on all site 
typologies assessed in the LPVA, apart from 
rural exception sites.  
 
The LPVA has been based on the latest 
evidence gathered by consultants on land 
values and additional evidence supports this 
addendum. Some representations suggested 
that only 3 sites had been used to support the 
land value conclusions.  This is not correct and 
has now been fully clarified in the addendum to 
the viability assessment which includes a 
spread sheet containing some 60 data points of 
land value information.   Developers have had 
the opportunity to inform the LPVA on three 
occasions during the preparation of the plan, 
following stakeholder engagement in March 
2017, Pre-Publication Draft Plan Consultation 
Summer 2017 and October/November 2017.  
 
Clarity has now been provided with regard to 
transfer prices.  Transfer prices of £1000 per 
sqm  were included within the Local Plan 
Viability Assessment (LPVA) and the LPVA was 
the subject of consultation during summer 
2017. The current transfer price of £1,000 per 
sqm is now also included as a footnote to the 
explanatory text of the Publication Draft Plan 
Policy H2.   
 



an unsustainable policy position. 
Information 
The HBF would be pleased to be kept involved in the Local 
Plan preparation process as well as the development of other 
planning documents. I trust the Council will find the 
comments useful and the HBF would be happy to discuss 
them further prior to the next stage of consultation. 

Transfer values are not intended to cover build 
costs, but to enable Registered Providers (RP’s 
– usually housing associations) to deliver 
affordable homes at rents and sales prices that 
are within the reach of local people on local 
incomes. Developer subsidy (in the form of 
discounted transfer prices) and RP borrowing 
(based on affordable rents capped by Local 
Housing Allowance rates) combine to fund 
affordable homes. 
 
There will often be cross subsidy required for 
the developer to pay costs in the transfer of 
affordable homes to the registered provider, 
but this has been assessed in the LPVA and 
profits for the developer remain at an 
acceptable level for the overall development of 
the site. 
 
 Furthermore, alongside the Publication Draft, 
the Council has published communications 
from Registered Providers regarding their 
position and general support for a standard 
transfer price of £1000 per sqm for the 
emerging plan policy on affordable homes.   

Support. In several ways the current draft is an improvement 
on the last draft: we note from the Results of Consultation 
document that many of the comments by ourselves and 
others have been taken into account and suitable alterations 
have been made to the Plan. 

Support noted.  Further changes have been 
made following the results of updated evidence 
on viability. 

Yes The draft policy and 
supporting text have 
been amended to 
reflect the 
recommendations of 
the Craven Local Plan 
Viability Assessment: 
Addendum, November 



2017. 

Object. 40% affordable is not viable, given the rigid and low 
transfer values required by Craven DC’s draft policy. This 
creates uncertainty and delays the housebuilding delivery 
process. 
For typical dwellings, construction costs excluding land are 
around £1,345 per sqm. (assuming no abnormal or large 
infrastructure costs). At 40%, a transfer vale of £1,000 per 
sqM leaves a significant financial shortfall (against 
construction costs), which cannot be made-up by selling the 
remaining 60% private dwellings. 
This leaves no site value at all. 
Sale values for private dwellings (say £2,360 to £2,960 per 
sqM, sometimes less) are not high enough to support 40% 
affordable in Craven District. 
As drafted the policy hits schemes for smaller, lower value 
homes hardest and encourages house builders to build a small 
number of high value large homes (in better-off locations) for 
private sale. 
Suggestions: 
1. The 40% target is reconsidered (perhaps down to 30% as an 
aspiration). 
2. Transfer values are explored, so that they are closer to 
construction costs (which will make delivery more robust in a 
time of economic slowdown/recession). 
3. There is more flexibility in the tenure types required. 

Objection noted.  The viability of 40% 
affordable housing, in combination with open 
space, sport and recreation, education and  
highway infrastructure contributions  and 
transfer rates of £1000 per square metre, have 
been reassessed in an addendum to the Craven 
Local Plan Viability Assessment (LPVA 2017). 
Whilst 40% affordable housing is still 
considered a viable proposition in Craven in 
many cases,  a lower affordable housing 
proportion of 30%  has been chosen to better 
conform with the NPPF and PPG.   A good 
margin now exists between the estimated land 
value at which landowners should be willing to 
sell their sites and the residual land value that 
is estimated to remain after planning 
obligations and other costs have been taken 
into account on all site typologies assessed in 
the LPVA, apart from rural exception sites.  
 
Transfer prices of £1000 per sqm were included 
within the LPVA and the LPVA was the subject 
of consultation during summer 2017. The 
current transfer price of £1,000 per sqm is now 
also included as a footnote to the explanatory 
text of the Publication Draft Plan Policy H2.  
  
Transfer values are not intended to cover build 
costs, but to enable Registered Providers (RP’s 
– usually housing associations) to deliver 
affordable homes at rents and sales prices that 
are within the reach of local people on local 

Yes The draft policy and 
supporting text have 
been amended to 
reflect the 
recommendations of 
the Craven Local Plan 
Viability Assessment: 
Addendum, November 
2017. 



incomes. Developer subsidy (in the form of 
discounted transfer prices) and RP borrowing 
(based on affordable rents capped by Local 
Housing Allowance rates) combine to fund 
affordable homes. 
 
There will often be cross subsidy required for 
the developer to pay costs in the transfer of 
affordable homes to the registered provider, 
but this has been assessed in the LPVA and 
profits for the developer remain at an 
acceptable level for the overall development of 
the site. 
 
Furthermore, alongside the Publication Draft, 
the Council has published communications 
from Registered Providers regarding their 
position and general support for a standard 
transfer price of £1000 per sqm for the 
emerging plan policy on affordable homes.   
 
The use of transfer values to establish a 
commuted sum payment is clear and simple; 
the commuted sum represents the NPPF 
required “broadly equivalent value”.   
Paragraph 50 of the NPPF states that for local 
planning authorities:  “where they have 
identified that 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.”  
The developer’s contribution of onsite 



affordable housing is delivered at a cost to the 
developer of the market value less the transfer 
value.  Hence setting out the commuted sum 
calculation in the same way ensures that the 
commuted sum is of broadly equivalent value 
to that of onsite affordable housing.      

40% affordable housing with a contribution towards 
recreational open space is unviable. There is a historic record 
of under delivery of housing.  
The existing policy results in the Council’s resources being 
spent on negotiating contributions on housing developments 
in the form of staff wages and cost awards on appeal 
decisions, which would not be required if the policy was 
viable. 
In these circumstances it would be expected that the policy 
being proposed by the draft local plan would be for a 
reduction in contributions to make for a viable policy. 
However, instead of a reduction in contributions the draft 
local plan is proposing to retain 40% affordable housing and 
recreational contributions as well as adding a contribution 
towards education. So far from reducing the burden of 
contributions to allow the delivery of housing, the draft plan is 
proposing to increase the burden. 
The Council have failed to take into account of Planning 
Practice Guidance on Viability and the NPPF. 
Neighbouring authorities approaches have not been taken 
into account. 

Objection noted.  The viability of 40% 
affordable housing, in combination with open 
space, sport and recreation, education and  
highway infrastructure contributions  and 
transfer rates of £1000 per square metre, have 
been reassessed in an addendum to the Craven 
Local Plan Viability Assessment (LPVA 2017).  
Whilst 40% affordable housing is still 
considered a viable proposition in Craven in 
many cases, a lower affordable housing 
proportion of 30%  has been chosen to better 
conform with the NPPF and PPG.   A good 
margin now exists between the estimated land 
value at which landowners should be willing to 
sell their sites and the residual land value that 
is estimated to remain after planning 
obligations and other costs have been taken 
into account on all site typologies assessed in 
the LPVA, apart from rural exception sites.  
 
  

Yes The draft policy and 
supporting text have 
been amended to 
reflect the 
recommendations of 
the Craven Local Plan 
Viability Assessment: 
Addendum, November 
2017. 

Draft Policy H2 sets out the affordable housing policy for the 
Craven District and proposes that on development sites of 11 
or more homes the Council will seek a minimum of 40% of 
homes for affordable housing. The Council’s Local Plan 
Viability Assessment (Draft Report May 2017) has been used 
to inform the affordable housing targets and it is stated, 

Objection noted.  The viability of 40% 
affordable housing, in combination with open 
space, sport and recreation, education and  
highway infrastructure contributions  and 
transfer rates of £1000 per square metre, have 
been reassessed in an addendum to the Craven 

Yes The draft policy and 
supporting text have 
been amended to 
reflect the 
recommendations of 
the Craven Local Plan 



confirms that the policy targets are realistic and viable. 
Gladman however note, that that this assessment is based 
upon assumptions made within the report, founded upon 
limited data, regarding land values in the district. We suggest 
that this assessment is supplemented by further analysis of 
land values and transactions in the area. Gladman refer to 
paragraph 173 and 174 of the Framework in this respect. 
Paragraph 173 states: 
“Plans should be deliverable. Therefore, 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. To ensure viability, the 
costs of any requirement likely to be applied to development, 
such as requirements for affordable housing, standards, 
infrastructure contributions or other requirements should, 
when taking account of normal costs of development and 
mitigation, provide competitive returns to a willing landowner 
and willing developer to enable the development to be 
deliverable.” 
Beyond the above concerns, Gladman support the flexible 
approach proposed regarding viability and the delivery of 
affordable housing. The policy states “In negotiating schemes 
the local planning authority will look to maximise provision 
having regard to the circumstances of individual sites and 
scheme viability.” Gladman support this clause within the 
policy as there may be instances where the provision of 40% 
affordable housing on-site, renders a development proposal 
unviable, potentially impacting upon the ability of the Council 
to meet its Full OAN. 

Local Plan Viability Assessment (LPVA 2017).  
Whilst 40% affordable housing is still 
considered a viable proposition in Craven in 
many cases, a lower affordable housing 
proportion of 30%  has been chosen to better 
conform with the NPPF and PPG.   A good 
margin now exists between the estimated land 
value at which landowners should be willing to 
sell their sites and the residual land value that 
is estimated to remain after planning 
obligations and other costs have been taken 
into account on all site typologies assessed in 
the LPVA, apart from rural exception sites.  
 
The LPVA has been based on the latest 
evidence gathered by consultants on land 
values and additional evidence supports this 
addendum. It is not correct to say that the 
LPVA used only 3 sites to analyse land values.  
This has now been fully clarified in the 
addendum to the viability assessment which 
includes a spread sheet containing some 60 
data points of land value information.   
Developers have had the opportunity to inform 
the LPVA on three occasions during the 
preparation of the plan, following stakeholder 
engagement in March 2017, Pre-Publication 
Draft Plan Consultation Summer 2017 and 
October/November 2017.    
 
There is no evidence that consented schemes 
are currently undeliverable.  Rather, since 
March 2017 when the Council’s approach to 

Viability Assessment: 
Addendum, November 
2017. 



negotiating affordable housing  was quashed in 
the High Court, it is likely that developers  have 
been waiting the outcome of a test case in 
Craven on the requirements for affordable 
housing based on the NPPF and an emerging 
local plan policy.  
 
Transfer prices of £1000 per sqm were included 
within the LPVA and the LPVA was the subject 
of consultation during summer 2017. The 
current transfer price of £1,000 per sqm is now 
also included as a footnote to the explanatory 
text of the Publication Draft Plan Policy H2. 
 
Transfer values are not intended to cover build 
costs, but to enable Registered Providers (RP’s 
– usually housing associations) to deliver 
affordable homes at rents and sales prices that 
are within the reach of local people on local 
incomes. Developer subsidy (in the form of 
discounted transfer prices) and RP borrowing 
(based on affordable rents capped by Local 
Housing Allowance rates) combine to fund 
affordable homes. 
 
There will often be cross subsidy required for 
the developer to pay costs in the transfer of 
affordable homes to the registered provider, 
but this has been assessed in the LPVA and 
profits for the developer remain at an 
acceptable level for the overall development of 
the site. 
 



Furthermore, alongside the Publication Draft, 
the Council has published communications 
from Registered Providers regarding their 
position and general support for a standard 
transfer price of £1000 per sqm for the 
emerging plan policy on affordable homes.   
 
The use of transfer values to establish a 
commuted sum payment is clear and simple; 
the commuted represents the NPPF required 
“broadly equivalent value”.   Paragraph 50 of 
the NPPF states that for local planning 
authorities:  “where they have identified that 
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.”  
The developer’s contribution of onsite 
affordable housing is delivered at a cost to the 
developer of the market value less the transfer 
value.  Hence setting out the commuted sum 
calculation in the same way ensures that the 
commuted sum is of broadly equivalent value 
to that of onsite affordable housing.      

CDC’s SHMA Update16 identifies that there is a net shortfall of 
145 affordable dwellings pa. The PPDLP identifies a target for 
affordable housing provision of 40%, which will be insufficient 
to meet the shortfall. The PPDLP notes that the scale of 
affordable need in the District would justify a higher target 
but that it is important that the target itself is “realistic” and 
maintains general housing delivery. We highlight that the 
identification of a slightly higher housing requirement would 
yield a greater amount of affordable housing delivery, whilst 

Objection noted.  The viability of 40% 
affordable housing, in combination with open 
space, sport and recreation, education and  
highway infrastructure contributions  and 
transfer rates of £1000 per square metre, have 
been reassessed in an addendum to the Craven 
Local Plan Viability Assessment (LPVA 2017). 
40% affordable housing is still considered a 
viable proposition in Craven in many cases, a 

Yes The draft policy and 
supporting text have 
been amended to 
reflect the 
recommendations of 
the Craven Local Plan 
Viability Assessment: 
Addendum, November 
2017. 



achieving additional economic gains. We strongly encourage 
CDC to consider such an approach. 
We agree that it is important that the housing target is 
deliverable. In this regard, CDC’s draft Affordable Housing and 
Community Infrastructure Viability Study (August 2013) 
identified that an affordable housing target of 40% – proposed 
by the PPDLP – was only just viable; indeed, it recommended 
that a target of 35% was appropriate mindful of the need to 
retain flexibility. This recommendation is in line with the PPG, 
which states 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…” (Reference ID: 
10-008-20140306; Turley emphasis) 
The approach of the PPDLP to plan to the margin of viability is 
therefore in conflict with the PPG and risks undermining the 
viability of development, particularly if there is a change in 
market conditions. The School supports the delivery of 
affordable housing; however, we encourage CDC to reconsider 
the scale of the target. 

lower affordable housing proportion of 30%  
has been chosen to better conform with the 
NPPF and PPG.   A good margin now exists 
between the estimated land value at which 
landowners should be willing to sell their sites 
and the residual land value that is estimated to 
remain after planning obligations and other 
costs have been taken into account on all site 
typologies assessed in the LPVA, apart from 
rural exception sites.  
 
  

Support. CPRENY particularly welcomes the retention of the 
Council’s 40% target for affordable home provision on sites for 
upwards of 1 dwellings and their intention to seek 
contributions from developers of sites for 6-10 dwellings in 
rural areas. The introduction of points h) and i) to this policy 
are particularly welcomed. 

Support noted:   However, through an 
addendum to the Craven Local Plan Viability 
Assessment (LPVA) further work has 
determined that a proportion of 30% 
affordable homes on market sites should be 
sought.   The viability of 40% affordable 
housing, in combination with open space, sport 
and recreation, education and  highway 
infrastructure contributions  and transfer rates 
of £1000 per square metre, have been 
reassessed in an addendum to the Craven Local 
Plan Viability Assessment (LPVA 2017).  Whilst 
40% affordable housing is still considered a 

Yes The draft policy and 
supporting text have 
been amended to 
reflect the 
recommendations of 
the Craven Local Plan 
Viability Assessment: 
Addendum, November 
2017. 



viable proposition in Craven in many cases, a 
lower affordable housing proportion of 30%  
has been chosen to better conform with the 
NPPF and PPG.   A good margin now exists 
between the estimated land value at which 
landowners should be willing to sell their sites 
and the residual land value that is estimated to 
remain after planning obligations and other 
costs have been taken into account on all site 
typologies assessed in the LPVA, apart from 
rural exception sites.  

Object. The Policy seeks 40 % affordable Housing on all sites > 
10 dwellings or 1000sqm of floorspace. We consider this 
target to be unrealistic and unviable. Experience to date in the 
distinct suggests that the Council is rarely able to achieve such 
a high percentage due to viability issues. A lower, more 
realistic, target should be adopted. 

Objection noted. Through an addendum to the 
Craven Local Plan Viability Assessment (LPVA) 
further work has determined that a proportion 
of 30% affordable homes on market sites 
should be sought.  The viability of 40% 
affordable housing, in combination with open 
space, sport and recreation, education and  
highway infrastructure contributions  and 
transfer rates of £1000 per square metre, have 
been reassessed in an addendum to the Craven 
Local Plan Viability Assessment (LPVA 2017).  
Whilst 40% affordable housing is still 
considered a viable proposition in Craven in 
many cases, a lower affordable housing 
proportion of 30%  has been chosen to better 
conform with the NPPF and PPG.   A good 
margin now exists between the estimated land 
value at which landowners should be willing to 
sell their sites and the residual land value that 
is estimated to remain after planning 
obligations and other costs have been taken 
into account on all site typologies assessed in 

Yes The draft policy and 
supporting text have 
been amended to 
reflect the 
recommendations of 
the Craven Local Plan 
Viability Assessment: 
Addendum, November 
2017. 



the LPVA, apart from rural exception sites. 

Object. a) The origin and rationale for the proposed 40% 
affordable housing target is not clear or properly justified. 
b) The evidence base that allows the Local Plan to conclude 
that “policy targets are realistic” is flawed. In particular it 
understates the actual open market land values that should 
inform viability. The evidence therefore does not support 40% 
as the policy target for Craven. There is a serious danger that 
by setting such a target Craven District Council could 
undermine the delivery of affordable housing by making 
schemes unviable and so undeliverable. 
c) The policy allows, rather grudgingly, that in the “in 
negotiating schemes” the local authority will have “regard to 
the circumstances of individual sites and scheme viability”. 
However, it should be more explicit in stating that in some 
circumstances this may mean very much reduced or even zero 
affordable housing on some sites. 
We would ask that these comments are considered when 
reviewing the Local Plan to ensure that the finished document 
is reflective of the current and future housing need and that 
the Affordable Housing Policy is backed by robust data and 
reflective of deliverability of future schemes. 

Objection noted.  The viability of 40% 
affordable housing, in combination with open 
space, sport and recreation, education and  
highway infrastructure contributions  and 
transfer rates of £1000 per square metre, have 
been reassessed in an addendum to the Craven 
Local Plan Viability Assessment (LPVA 2017).  
Whilst 40% affordable housing is still 
considered a viable proposition in Craven in 
many cases, a lower affordable housing 
proportion of 30%  has been chosen to better 
conform with the NPPF and PPG.   A good 
margin now exists between the estimated land 
value at which landowners should be willing to 
sell their sites and the residual land value that 
is estimated to remain after planning 
obligations and other costs have been taken 
into account on all site typologies assessed in 
the LPVA, apart from rural exception sites.  
 
  

Yes The draft policy and 
supporting text have 
been amended to 
reflect the 
recommendations of 
the Craven Local Plan 
Viability Assessment: 
Addendum, November 
2017. 

Object. Introduction 
We write on behalf of R N Wooler & Co in relation to the 
proposals in the plan for affordable housing provision on 
mixed tenure housing sites in the Craven plan area. R N 
Wooler & Co as the Council will be aware is one of the most 
active housing developer s in the plan-area. It is well - 
respected in the local area and has delivered a number of 
development over recent decades which have made a valued 
addition to  the plan-area’s settlements . 
The relevant draft policy for the provision of affordable 
housing is H2 – AFFORDABLE HOUSING 

Objection noted.  The viability of 40% 
affordable housing, in combination with open 
space, sport and recreation, education and  
highway infrastructure contributions  and 
transfer rates of £1000 per square metre, have 
been reassessed in an addendum to the Craven 
Local Plan Viability Assessment (LPVA 2017).  
Whilst 40% affordable housing is still 
considered a viable proposition in Craven in 
many cases, a lower affordable housing 
proportion of 30%  has been chosen to better 

Yes The draft policy and 
supporting text have 
been amended to 
reflect the 
recommendations of 
the Craven Local Plan 
Viability Assessment: 
Addendum, November 
2017. 



This states that :The local planning authority will seek to 
secure 40% of proposed new dwellings as affordable housing, 
unless the proposed development is for less than 11 dwellings 
and does not exceed 1000m2 combined gross floorspace. 
It then addresses viability in clause ( f ) of H2 stating: 
in negotiating schemes the local planning authority will look to 
maximise provision having regard to the circumstances of 
individual sites and scheme viability. Developers will be 
expected to conduct negotiations on an “open book” basis 
and the local planning authority will maintain confidentiality 
of sensitive financial information. 
R N Wooler & Co wishes to raise SUBSTANTIAL CONCERNS 
with the deliverability of 40% affordable housing requirement 
on- sites in the plan area. 
Consented Sites with 40% Affordable Housing Requirements 
R N Wooler & Co has experienced difficulties in meeting the 
40% housing requirement on sites in the plan area over recent 
years . 
These include a site at Raikes Road for c.50 houses where an 
appeal has advanced to the Dis trict Valuer on viability 
grounds . The site, in one of Skipton’s prime residential 
areas , remains a commenced but stalled site due to the 40% 
affordable housing targets . 
R N Wooler & Co is unable to viably progress the site with a 
reasonable market level of developer profit . 
R N Wooler & Co is also anticipating viability issues relating to 
other sites it has secured consent for in the plan area, 
including at Shires Lane in Embsay, that have a 40% affordable 
housing requirement . The need for substantial Sustainable 
Urban Drainage Systems (SUDS) on this site means that R N 
Wooler & Co anticipates the need to formally submit an 
application to renegotiate the affordable housing percentage 
in the near future. 

conform with the NPPF and PPG.   A good 
margin now exists between the estimated land 
value at which landowners should be willing to 
sell their sites and the residual land value that 
is estimated to remain after planning 
obligations and other costs have been taken 
into account on all site typologies assessed in 
the LPVA, apart from rural exception sites.  
 
There is no evidence that consented schemes 
are currently undeliverable.  Rather, since 
March 2017 when the Council’s approach to 
negotiating affordable housing  was quashed in 
the High Court, it is likely that developers  have 
been waiting the outcome of a test case in 
Craven on the requirements for affordable 
housing based on the NPPF and an emerging 
local plan policy.  
 
  



One of the reasons why R N Wooler & Co is experiencing 
difficulties in meeting 40% affordable housing requirements is 
due to its (external ) build qualities . R N Wooler & Co builds 
(market and affordable) houses of the highest quality 
materials , which meet the standards required by Craven’s 
communities and will leave a lasting legacy to the plan area. 
The quality of houses delivered by the company is wholly 
appropriate to a plan-area which sits on the edge of the 
Yorkshire Dales National Park, however this quality comes at a 
cost which mitigates the delivery of 40% affordable housing. 
Conclusion 
R N Wooler & Co considers that the policy requirement for 
40% affordable housing included in draft policy H2, is not 
deliverable. 
Whilst the ‘viability clause’ in the policy is noted, local plan 
policies should be realistic and achievable and predicated on 
the assumption that the vast majority of schemes will be able 
to comply with them. This is not the case with Craven’s 
affordable housing target . 
The inclusion of a 40% affordable housing target will serve to 
delay or negate housing delivery in the plan area over the plan 
period, particularly at a time when the U.K’s economic outlook 
is at best uncertain. Developer s will be unable to provide 40% 
affordable housing, prescribed levels of smaller market 
housing; and, the high standards of design and material s that 
are appropriate for some of the country’s most valued market 
towns and countryside areas (during times of economic 
uncertainty) on developments . 
The result of this will be that the delivery of the plan’s 
objectives and allocated housing and mixed use sites will stall , 
with the negative social and economic outcomes for the area 
that this entails , whilst viability discussions take place. It will 
also result in a situation where the Council will , during the 



plan period, be unable to demonstrate a five year supply of 
deliverable housing sites . 
For the above reasons the draft Local Plans ’ approach to the 
provision of affordable housing is UNSOUND. In particular the 
plan’s 40% housing target responds very poorly when judged 
against the Effective test of soundness incorporated in para. 
182 of the National Planning Policy Framework. 
R N Wooler & Co urges the Council to reconsider its policy 
approach to affordable housing and introduce a realistic and 
achievable affordable housing target . 

1. Introduction 
1.1 This representation is submitted by Walton & Co (Planning 
Lawyers) Limited in relation to paragraph 6.14 of the Draft 
Craven District Council Local Plan Pre- publication 
Consultation Document. 
1.2 Craven District Council (“the Council”) has published its 
Pre-publication Draft Local Plan which is out for consultation 
until 31st July 2017. 
2. Representations to the Pre-publication Draft Local Plan 
2.1 This representation is made respect of paragraph 6.14 of 
the Pre-publication Draft Local Plan. We ask for the following 
observations to be considered in relation to the final sentence 
of paragraph 6.14. 
2.2 The relevant sentence reads as follows: 
‘Whilst negotiations between the Council and developers will 
need to be conducted on an ‘open book’ basis, the Council will 
maintain the confidentiality of any sensitive financial 
information submitted by developers and will not make such 
information publicly available.’ 
2.3 If the Council wish to paraphrase their disclosure 
obligations under the Environmental Information Regulations 
2004 (“EIR”), for the benefit of would-be developers 
considering the submission of financial viability appraisals in 

The draft policy and supporting text need 
improvement around this issue and should 
reflect relevant legislation governing access to 
information. 

 The draft policy and 
supporting text have 
been amended and now 
state that negotiations 
will be on a ‘transparent 
and open book basis’. A 
footnote has been 
added to explain the 
implications of 
Environmental 
Information Regulations 
and the possibility of 
information disclosure 



support of their applications, the inclusion of this sentence is 
really quite an extraordinary way of going about it. 
2.4 First, as the Council well know, where they receive a 
request for the disclosure of such ‘environmental information’ 
they are required by law to apply a presumption in favour of 
the information’s disclosure. 
2.5 Moreover, whilst there are exceptions to this requirement, 
the Information Commissioner’s Office (ICO), in their guidance 
on the ‘confidentiality of commercial or industrial 
information’, remind public authorities – including local 
planning authorities – that ‘the EIR are intended to implement 
the provisions of [EU Directive 2003/04] (and that) article 4 
paragraph 2 of the Directive sets out a duty to interpret 
exceptions in a restrictive way’ 
2.6 It is to be observed too that, in considering whether a 
request falls within one of the very limited range of 
circumstances set out in regulation 12(5), the Commissioner 
has stated that ‘the threshold necessary to justify 
nondisclosure because of an adverse effect, is a high one’. 
2.7 Unsurprisingly, then, in offering guidance upon Council 
undertakings to maintain the confidentiality of submitted 
information, the ICO have advised as follows: ‘The EIR code of 
practice makes clear that public authorities cannot contact 
out of their obligations under EIR, and…[that] information 
covered by a confidentiality clause will still need to be 
released unless an exception applies and the public interest 
test can be satisfied. Signing clauses that provide a false sense 
of security will only damage relationships if a public authority 
is obliged to disclose information under the EIR at a later 
date’. 
2.8 On the public interest front, too, the First-Tier Tribunal of 
the General Regulatory Chamber have also made plain their 
views regarding the handling of requests for the disclosure of 



information contained in financial viability appraisals: 
‘We find it particularly hard to accept that the pricing and 
other assumptions embedded in a viability appraisal are none 
of the public’s business. They are the central facts determining 
the difference between viability and non-viability. Public 
understanding of the issues fails at the starting line if such 
information is concealed…’ 
2.9 For all of the above reasons, it appears to us that no 
possible justification can be advanced for the retention of 
such a highly misleading and irresponsible undertaking by the 
Council in the Plan document. 
2.10 Accordingly, the relevant sentence should, in our 
respectful submission, be deleted in its entirety. 

1.0Objection to Proposed Residential Development 
Contributions 
The proposed housing policy in Craven is 40% affordable 
housing with a contribution towards recreational open space 
and education. This emerging policy is unviable as 
demonstrated by the historic record of under delivery of 
housing in the district, when the Council attempted to adhere 
to the previous 40% affordable housing policy, which was 
found to be unlawful by the High Court in March 2017. The 
Council accept that they have an historic record of under 
delivery of housing. There are a number of schemes in the 
district that have been approved but have not yet been 
developed as developers are in viability negotiations with the 
Council as landowners are unwilling to release their land for 
the values that the existing policy allows. As a result there will 
be less development, less community benefit and less 
affordable housing. 
The existing policy is therefore unviable and as a result Council 
resources are having to be spent on negotiating contributions 
on housing developments in the form of staff wages and cost 

Objection noted.  The viability of 40% 
affordable housing, in combination with open 
space, sport and recreation, education and  
highway infrastructure contributions  and 
transfer rates of £1000 per square metre, have 
been reassessed in an addendum to the Craven 
Local Plan Viability Assessment (LPVA 2017).  
Whilst 40% affordable housing is still 
considered a viable proposition in Craven in 
many cases, a lower affordable housing 
proportion of 30%  has been chosen to better 
conform with the NPPF and PPG.   A good 
margin now exists between the estimated land 
value at which landowners should be willing to 
sell their sites and the residual land value that 
is estimated to remain after planning 
obligations and other costs have been taken 
into account on all site typologies assessed in 
the LPVA, apart from rural exception sites.  
 

Yes The draft policy and 
supporting text have 
been amended to 
reflect the 
recommendations of 
the Craven Local Plan 
Viability Assessment: 
Addendum, November 
2017. 



awards on appeal decisions, which would not be required if 
the policy was viable. 
It would therefore be expected that the policy being proposed 
by the draft local plan would be for a reduction in 
contributions to make for a viable policy, which would deliver 
the required level of housing without development being 
stalled by expensive negotiations. 
However, instead of a reduction in contributions the draft 
local plan is proposing to retain 40% affordable housing 
(previously found to be unlawful) and recreational 
contributions, whilst now adding a contribution towards 
education. So far from reducing the burden of contributions to 
allow the delivery of housing, the draft plan is proposing to 
increase the burden. 
2.0Planning Practice Guidance on Viability in Plan Making and 
NPPF Policy 
In developing the policy referred to in section 1.0 above, the 
Council have failed to consider Planning Practice Guidance on 
Viability and the NPPF. 2.1DPlanning Practice Guidance on 
Viability – Paragraph 004 
“What are the underlying principles for understanding viability 
in planning? 
Understanding past performance, such as in relation to build 
rates and the scale of historic planning obligations can be a 
useful start. Direct engagement with the development sector 
may be helpful in accessing evidence. 
Paragraph: 004 Reference ID: 10-004-20140306, Revision 
date: 06 03 2014” 
The proposed policy fails to take account of this guidance as 
historic rates of under delivery of housing linked to the 
unviable nature of the existing policy has not been addressed, 
as the proposed policy adds extra contribution burdens to 
sites rather than reducing contributions to allow for 

The LPVA has been based on the latest 
evidence gathered by consultants on land 
values and additional evidence supports this 
addendum. It is not correct to say that the 
LPVA used only 3 sites to analyse land values.  
This has now been fully clarified in the 
addendum to the viability assessment which 
includes a spread sheet containing some 60 
data points of land value information.   
Developers have had the opportunity to inform 
the LPVA on three occasions during the 
preparation of the plan, following stakeholder 
engagement in March 2017, Pre-Publication 
Draft Plan Consultation Summer 2017 and 
October/November 2017.  
   
 
There is no evidence that consented schemes 
are currently undeliverable.  Rather, since 
March 2017 when the Council’s approach to 
negotiating affordable housing  was quashed in 
the High Court, it is likely that developers  have 
been waiting the outcome of a test case in 
Craven on the requirements for affordable 
housing based on the NPPF and an emerging 
local plan policy.  
 
  



development to take place. 
2.2 Planning Practice Guidance on Viability – Paragraph 010 
“How should the viability of planning obligations be 
considered in plan-making? 
The National Planning Policy Framework is clear that local 
planning authorities, when requiring obligations, should be 
sufficiently flexible to prevent planned development being 
stalled. Planning obligations policies should reflect local 
viability. 
Paragraph: 010, Reference ID: 10-010-20140306, Revision 
date: 06 03 2014” 
As the proposed policy doesn’t take account of past housing 
delivery rates as the burden of planning policy has not been 
reduced, the policy will lead to development being stalled as 
viability negotiations take place, which is the presently the 
case with several development sites across Craven. 
2.3 NPPF Paragraph 205 
“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.” 
The proposed policy fails to take account of current market 
conditions as the viability study by Aspinall Verdi doesn’t take 
account of the current market value of land. Instead the study 
researches the market value of development land (to derive a 
limited number of values which are themselves questionable) 
and then, ignoring their own research and without 
explanation or justification take quite different arbitrary land 
value figures, to allow the proposed policy to be viable. The 
explanation for this is that landowners will have to take a 
lower land value. However, as has been seen by the past low 
delivery of housing in the district, landowners are unwilling to 



take such low land values and so development will be stalled 
as viability negotiations take place. 
The fact that viability negotiations are available under the 
policy does mean that flexibility is provided in the policy for 
changing market conditions, but it doesn’t account for current 
market conditions being wrongly applied in the development 
of the policy. 
2.4 Planning Practice Guidance on Viability – Paragraph 014 
“Land value 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; 
•provide a competitive return to willing developers and land 
owners (including equity resulting from those building their 
own homes); and 
•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. 
Paragraph: 014, Reference ID: 10-014-20140306, Revision 
date: 06 03 2014” 
The land value used in the Draft Local Plan Viability Study by 
Aspinall Verdi certainly takes account of the impact the policy 
would have on land value and so it complies with point one of 
paragraph 014. However, it fails on the next two points as it 
would not provide a competitive return to a willing landowner 
and it is not based on market evidence as an arbitrary figure 
has been taken for the market development land value to 
concoct the proposed policy viability. The proposed policy 



therefore doesn’t comply with paragraph 014. 
Due to the expenses of land promotion and obtaining 
planning consent for residential development a large 
proportion of development land is promoted by developers 
who secure their interest through land promotion agreements 
or by option agreements. Due to the Council’s high 
development contributions developers are unable to enter 
into agreements with a minimum land value which is 
acceptable to a landowner and this is preventing sites being 
promoted and coming forward for development. This will 
mean that allocated sites will not come forward and the 
Council will be unable to deliver its housing target. 
2.5 Planning Practice Guidance on Viability – Paragraph 015 
“Competitive return to developers and land owners 
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. 
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. 
Paragraph: 015 Reference ID: 10-015-20140306, Revision 
date: 06 03 2014” 
The proposed policy doesn’t provide market value for a 
landowner and they would not become a “willing seller” 



without viability negotiations taking place to reduce the 
burden of development contributions. 
2.6 NPPF Paragraph 173: Ensuring viability and deliverability 
“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.” 
The proposed policy doesn’t provide market value for a 
landowner and they would not become a “willing seller” 
without viability negotiations taking place to reduce the 
burden of development contributions. 
3.0 Comparison with Neighbouring Authorities 
In the recently approved Bradford Core Strategy, Policy H011 
states that affordable housing provision will be: “Up to 20% in 
towns, suburbs and villages’. 
This is half of the 40% required under the proposed policy in 
Craven. This explains why the site off Main Road, Eastburn is 
under development in Bradford District, whereas the site at 
Green Lane, Glusburn, which gained planning approval before 
the site in Eastburn, is still in ongoing viability negotiations. 
These two sites are located close to the boarder of the two 
districts and are only 2km apart. 
This gives a strong indication as to what level of affordable 
housing is viable in the area, as Bradford’s policy has been 



approved by an inspector and is delivering housing. 

We object to the blanket proposal of a 40% affordable 
housing across the Local Plan area. 
Other Local Planning authorities which have been through the 
Local Plan process have assessed the market and applied a 
percentage of affordable housing requirements dependent on 
house values in that particular area. 
This has been considered a more realistic approach to the 
delivery of affordable housing. 
It is evident that house prices vary significantly between 
different settlements with the Craven District area – and the 
Affordable housing policy should be tailored to accommodate 
this. 
In lower value areas, the affordable housing contributions 
should vary accordingly (and this has been done in other Local 
Authority Areas) to include 5%-30% affordable housing 
provision. This in itself is subject to viability. 
Many other Local Planning authorities have reduced a 
previous blanket 40% affordable contribution approach to 
between 5%-30% and this has successfully delivered 
affordable housing in areas where development was deemed 
unviable by a 40% contribution. 
We object to a 40% affordable housing requirement across 
the Craven District area to developments of more than 10 
dwellings or 1000 sq m combined gross  floor space. We 
request that this policy is adjusted to reflect house values in 
each area and the 5% - 30% requirement is considered. 
Developers (and in particular regional and national house 
builders) will otherwise be attracted to alternative Local 
Authority areas where the requirement is considerably lower. 
Other local planning authorities have accepted that it is critical 
that they work and negotiate with housebuilders to achieve 
the maximum number of affordable dwellings that is 

Objection noted.  The viability of 40% 
affordable housing, in combination with open 
space, sport and recreation, education and  
highway infrastructure contributions  and 
transfer rates of £1000 per square metre, have 
been reassessed in an addendum to the Craven 
Local Plan Viability Assessment (LPVA 2017).  
Whilst 40% affordable housing is still 
considered a viable proposition in Craven in 
many cases, a lower affordable housing 
proportion of 30%  has been chosen to better 
conform with the NPPF and PPG.   A good 
margin now exists between the estimated land 
value at which landowners should be willing to 
sell their sites and the residual land value that 
is estimated to remain after planning 
obligations and other costs have been taken 
into account on all site typologies assessed in 
the LPVA, apart from rural exception sites.  
 
The LPVA has been based on the latest 
evidence gathered by consultants on land 
values and additional evidence supports this 
addendum.  The LPVA includes a spread sheet 
containing some 60 data points of land value 
information across the plan area.  This evidence 
indicates that a plan area wide approach to the 
policy remains appropriate.   
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the Craven Local Plan 
Viability Assessment: 
Addendum, November 
2017. 



reasonable and practicable for individual development sites. 
For example, an area where house prices are significantly 
lower a Local Planning Authority has a 5% requirement for 
affordable housing. In another area, which is the highest value 
area, a 25% contribution is required. 
We strongly urge Craven DC to review the proposal which will 
in turn attract developers to the area and provide realistic 
affordable housing delivery during the plan period. 

Unless CDC can get developers to follow the proportion of 
affordable housing set out in these policies, there will be a 
failure to provide for the young, working age families we need 
in the district. Developers should not be allowed to ride 
roughshod over the districts need in the pursuit of profit. 

Support noted:  However, the viability of 40% 
affordable housing, in combination with open 
space, sport and recreation, education and  
highway infrastructure contributions  and 
transfer rates of £1000 per square metre, have 
been reassessed in an addendum to the Craven 
Local Plan Viability Assessment (LPVA 2017). 
Whilst 40% affordable housing is still 
considered a viable proposition in Craven in 
many cases, a lower affordable housing 
proportion of 30%  has been chosen to better 
conform with the NPPF and PPG.   A good 
margin now exists between the estimated land 
value at which landowners should be willing to 
sell their sites and the residual land value that 
is estimated to remain after planning 
obligations and other costs have been taken 
into account on all site typologies assessed in 
the LPVA, apart from rural exception sites. 

Yes The draft policy and 
supporting text have 
been amended to 
reflect the 
recommendations of 
the Craven Local Plan 
Viability Assessment: 
Addendum, November 
2017. 

The policy set out is acceptable, but the implementation will 
be key. CDC have a history of allowing developers to ignore 
the requirements for affordable housing in their 
developments, and I would expect the council to rigorously 
enforce this policy.  I am unhappy that some information will 
be kept secret on commercial confidentiality grounds. I 

Support noted:  However, the viability of 40% 
affordable housing, in combination with open 
space, sport and recreation, education and  
highway infrastructure contributions  and 
transfer rates of £1000 per square metre, have 
been reassessed in an addendum to the Craven 

Yes The draft policy and 
supporting text have 
been amended and now 
state that negotiations 
will be on a ‘transparent 
and open book basis’. A 



believe this to be not necessary and has the potential for 
corrupt practices to be engaged in between developers and 
councillors. 

Local Plan Viability Assessment (LPVA 2017).  
Whilst 40% affordable housing is still 
considered a viable proposition in Craven in 
many cases, a lower affordable housing 
proportion of 30%  has been chosen to better 
conform with the NPPF and PPG.   A good 
margin now exists between the estimated land 
value at which landowners should be willing to 
sell their sites and the residual land value that 
is estimated to remain after planning 
obligations and other costs have been taken 
into account on all site typologies assessed in 
the LPVA, apart from rural exception sites. 
 
The draft policy and supporting text need 
improvement around this issue and should 
reflect relevant legislation governing access to 
information.   

footnote has been 
added to explain the 
implications of 
Environmental 
Information Regulations 
and the possibility of 
information disclosure 

Page 41 Affordable 1 and 2 bed units – comment 
Your target of 40% affordable is to be applauded but unlikely 
to be met. 
Similarly, the demand for 1/2 bed houses is high and you 
propose that 39.4% will be in this category. I fear that you 
have little chance of achieving this and should alter the figures 
to reflect reality - whether politically expident or not. 

Support noted:  However, the viability of 40% 
affordable housing, in combination with open 
space, sport and recreation, education and  
highway infrastructure contributions  and 
transfer rates of £1000 per square metre, have 
been reassessed in an addendum to the Craven 
Local Plan Viability Assessment (LPVA 2017).  
Whilst 40% affordable housing is still 
considered a viable proposition in Craven in 
many cases, a lower affordable housing 
proportion of 30%  has been chosen to better 
conform with the NPPF and PPG.   A good 
margin now exists between the estimated land 
value at which landowners should be willing to 
sell their sites and the residual land value that 

Yes The draft policy and 
supporting text have 
been amended to 
reflect the 
recommendations of 
the Craven Local Plan 
Viability Assessment: 
Addendum, November 
2017. 
 
The policy’s supporting 
text now refers to ‘the 
most up-to-date 
evidence of a need, 
including the SHMA’. A 



is estimated to remain after planning 
obligations and other costs have been taken 
into account on all site typologies assessed in 
the LPVA, apart from rural exception sites. 
 
The point is noted and it is acknowledged that 
the SHMA is not the only source of evidence 
regarding affordable housing need and this 
should be reflected in the supporting text of 
policy (see similar amendment to draft policy 
SP3).   

cross-reference to 
Policy SP3 has also been 
added, as this policy 
provides a guide to the 
overall mix of dwelling 
sizes needed across all 
tenures. 

Support. The requirement for 40% affordable housing. Support noted:  However, the viability of 40% 
affordable housing, in combination with open 
space, sport and recreation, education and  
highway infrastructure contributions  and 
transfer rates of £1000 per square metre, have 
been reassessed in an addendum to the Craven 
Local Plan Viability Assessment (LPVA 2017).  
Whilst 40% affordable housing is still 
considered a viable proposition in Craven in 
many cases, a lower affordable housing 
proportion of 30%  has been chosen to better 
conform with the NPPF and PPG.   A good 
margin now exists between the estimated land 
value at which landowners should be willing to 
sell their sites and the residual land value that 
is estimated to remain after planning 
obligations and other costs have been taken 
into account on all site typologies assessed in 
the LPVA, apart from rural exception sites. 

Yes The draft policy and 
supporting text have 
been amended to 
reflect the 
recommendations of 
the Craven Local Plan 
Viability Assessment: 
Addendum, November 
2017. 

* These are amalgamated points.  Similar comments from the consultation have been grouped together in order to formulate a response to that particular issue. 
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Executive Summary  
ES 1 AspinallVerdi has been appointed by Craven District Council to provide economic viability 

advice in respect of the preparation of a new Local Plan. The Craven Local Plan Viability 

Assessment (CLPVA) was published in June 2017 (referred to as the June 2017 report) to 
support the Pre-Publication Draft Local Plan.  Representations to the consultation on this draft 

plan expressed concerns over the viability of the plan with a 40% policy target for onsite 

affordable housing, as well as concerns about other matters including land values. We have 

subsequently been instructed to undertake a further period of consultation particularly into land 

values (and specifically Threshold Land Values (TLVs)) and update our viability assessment. 

ES 2 This Addendum Viability report follows the same structure as the June 2017 version, however 

does not repeat any old information and only highlights changes which have informed 
assumptions and the subsequent appraisal outturns.  

ES 3 Our general approach is illustrated on the diagram below (see Figure ES1).  This is explained in 

more detail in section 4 – Viability Assessment Method. 

 

ES 4 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 Affordable Housing; and deducting all costs; including S106 planning obligations 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. 

ES 5 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 and is derived from Existing Use 

Figure ES1 - Balance between RLV and TLV
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Values (EUV), benchmark Market Values, asking values and, the size of the hypothetical 

scheme and the development density assumption. 

ES 6 The RLV less TLV results in an appraisal ‘balance’ which should be interpreted as follows: 

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

‘viable for plan making purposes’ herein. 

 If the ‘balance’ is negative, then the proposal / policy is ‘not viable for plan making 

purposes’ and the S106 and/or Affordable Housing policy should be reviewed. 

ES 7 In addition to the RLV appraisals and TLV analysis, we have also prepared a series of 

sensitivity scenarios for each of the typologies. This is to assist in the analysis of viability and to 

appreciate the sensitivity of the appraisals to key variables such as: Affordable Housing %; TLV 

and profit; and, to consider the impact of rising construction costs. This is to de-emphasise the 

TLV in each typology and help consider viability ‘in-the-round’ i.e. in the context of sales values, 

development costs, contingency, developer’s profit which make up the appraisals inputs. 

ES 8 We have analysed the Council’s preferred draft allocations for housing in order to group them 

into typologies by size and location.  This has resulted in 14 residential development typologies 
to reflect the type of sites coming forward in the emerging Local Plan and specifically the 

preferred housing allocations in the Pre-Publication Consultation Draft Plan (Summer 2017).  

These typologies are reflected in our typologies matrix which is appended (Appendix 3). 

ES 9 It is important to note that the TLVs contained herein are for ‘high-level’ plan viability 
purposes and the appraisals should be read in the context of the TLV sensitivity table 
(contained within the appraisals). It is important to emphasise that the adoption of a 
particular TLV £ in the base-case appraisal typologies in no way implies that this figure 
can be used by applicants to negotiate site specific planning applications.  Where sites 
have obvious abnormal costs (e.g. retaining walls for sloping sites) these costs should 
be deducted from the value of the land. The land value for site specific viability 
appraisals should be thoroughly evidenced having regard to the existing use value of 
the site. I.e. this report is for plan-making purposes and is ‘without prejudice’ to future 
site specific planning applications. 

ES 10 Our detailed assumptions and results are set out in our June 2017 report and where they have 

changed, sections 5 and 6 of this report, together with our detailed appraisals which are 
appended. In summary we make the following recommendations. 
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Residential Uses 

ES 11 We make the following recommendations in respect of residential development: 

i the affordable housing policy of 30% is viable across the District having regard to the 

cumulative impact of the Plan policies (including appropriate contributions for Sport, 

Open Space and Recreation, Primary and Secondary Education and Highways 

improvements). 

ii there is no viability reason why the smaller typologies (10 units or less) could not 
contribute towards planning obligations, but this could only be through site specific S106 

for infrastructure or CIL (or in the future potentially the Local Infrastructure Tariff (LIT)) – 

due to the 10-unit threshold.  We recommend this is monitored for future national policy 

changes. 

iii an equivalent commuted sum of up to a maximum of £257 psm ((say) £245 psm) is 

viable for small schemes between 6-10 dwellings within designated rural areas; 

iv Rural Exception Sites (RES) are maintained as just that, exceptions.  Any policy to 
enable affordable housing on RES schemes by the introduction of market housing has 

the potential to raise land values and landowners apply ‘hope value’ for future open 

market residential development.  This outcome would not facilitate the delivery of 

affordable housing in rural areas. 

Supported Living 

ES 12 In addition to the above we make the following recommendations in respect of supported living 

typologies: 

v The maximum equivalent commuted sum for Age Restricted / Sheltered Housing is £379 

psm and it may be more appropriate to move away from the margins of viability and 

incorporate a lower commuted sum within the policy e.g. (say) £360 psm – which would 

give a ‘buffer’ of c. 5%. This is based on 29% affordable housing on-site. 

vi The equivalent maximum commuted sum for the Assisted Living / Extra Care Homes is 

£144 psm.  Again this is right on the margins of viability and it may be more appropriate 

to move away from the margins of viability and incorporate a lower commuted sum within 

the policy e.g. (say) £135 psm – which would give a ‘buffer’ of c. 5%. This is based on 

11% affordable housing on-site. 
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ES 13 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. 

ES 14 Furthermore, to facilitate the process of review, we recommend that the Council monitors the 

development appraisal parameters herein, but particularly data on land values across the 

District. 
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1 Introduction 
1.2 AspinallVerdi was appointed by Craven District Council in November 2016 to provide economic 

viability advice in respect of the cumulative impact on development of the new Local Plan 

policies. 

1.3 In 2016/17 we carried out detailed research and stakeholder consultation including a 

stakeholder workshop on 1st March 2017. Following this we completed our viability assessment 

report dated June 2017 (referred to as the “June 2017 report”). 

1.4 The Craven Local Plan Viability Assessment (CLPVA) was published in June 2017 to support 

the Pre-Publication Draft Local Plan.  Representations to the consultation on this draft plan 

expressed concerns over the viability of the plan with a 40% policy target for onsite affordable 

housing, as well as concerns about other matters including the land value evidence that 
supported the CLPVA1.  

1.5 We have subsequently been instructed to undertake a further period of consultation particularly 

into land values (and specifically Threshold Land Values (TLVs)) and update our viability 

assessment. 

1.6 This additional consultation, research and advice is contained within this report; referred to as 

the “Addendum report”). 

1.7 This Addendum report should be read in conjunction with the previous June 2017 report.  We 

do not repeat information and analysis within this report which is an update only.  

1.8 Our Addendum report is set out in the same format as the June 2017 report in order to facilitate 

cross-referencing, as follows: 

 
Section 2 – National Planning Context  

Section 3 – Local Plan Context  

Section 4 – Viability Assessment Method  

Section  5 – Residential Appraisals  

Section 6 – Supported Living  

Section 7 – Conclusions and Recommendations  

  
                                                   
1 In addition the Council has had regard to the results of (i) a High Court case, Skipton Properties Limited versus Craven District 
Council (March 2017), and (ii) the Appeal Decision on the Elsey Croft Development, Skipton by Skipton Properties Ltd against the 
decision of Craven District Council (29th September 2017).   
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2 National Planning Context 
2.1 Our economic viability appraisal has been carried out having regard to the various statutory 

requirements comprising primary legislation, planning policy, statutory regulations and 

guidance. 

2.2 This is set out in the June 2017 report and not repeated here. 
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3 Local Plan Context 
3.1 This section of our report sets out the Local Plan context for Craven. 

3.2 This is set out in the June 2017 report and not repeated here except for the following. 

New Local Plan Policies  

3.3 The new Local Plan will set out the spatial strategy and policies for change, development and 

conservation in Craven District (outside the Yorkshire Dales National Park (YDNP) for the 

period 2012 to 2032. 

3.4 We have previously reviewed the draft policies to determine what impact the new Local Plan 
policies have on viability. This is set out in Table 3.2 of our June 2017 report. 

3.5 Apart from the need to review Policy H2: Affordable Housing as a result of this Addendum 

report, there have been no substantive changes to the policies in the proposed Publication 

Draft Plan which impact on viability.  Council officers are recommending to members that Policy 

H2: Affordable Housing should propose to seek 30% housing on the vast majority of housing 

sites to be developed during the plan period.  This is a reduction from 40% proposed in the 

Summer 2017 Pre-Publication Consultation Draft Plan. 
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4 Viability Assessment Method 
4.1 In this section of our June 2017 report we set out our detailed viability methodology, the 

relevant professional guidance and some important principles of land economics. We do not 

repeat this again here however the following aspects are key for this Addendum.  

The Harman Report 

4.2 The Harman report ‘Viability Testing Local Plans’2 (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.’3   

4.3 Harman recommends that ‘the Threshold Land Value is based on a premium over current use 

values ….’4 

4.4 The Harman report clearly favours an approach to benchmarking which is based on current / 

existing use value plus a premium. However, in practice development sites are transacted by 

reference to the Market Value which for development land is derived from the Residual Land 
Value (RLV).   

RICS Guidance 

4.5 The RICS guidance on Financial Viability in Planning5 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 plan6 (Box 7) 

(our emphasis) 

4.6 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 or CIL (area wide) viability 

testing. This is set out below - 

                                                   
2 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) 
3 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 
4 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 
5 RICS Professional Guidance England (August 2012) Financial viability in planning, 1st edition guidance note GN 94/2012 
6 This includes all Local Plan policies relevant to the site and development proposed 
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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) 

4.7 This is to make an allowance for emerging (greater) obligations for e.g. infrastructure and 

affordable housing which, assuming that developers profit is fixed (see below), has to come out 

of land value. 

Guidance on Land Value Adjustments 

4.8 A number of Planning Inspectorate reports have commented upon the critical issue of land 

value, including: 

 Mayor of London CIL (Jan 2012) 

 Greater Norwich CIL (Dec 2012) 

 Sandwell CIL (Dec 2014) 

4.9 These all support a ‘policy’ adjustment of a 25% reduction from ‘Market Value’ to allow for 

emerging policy.  Note that all these decisions and precedents are now quite historic. 

4.10 More recently greater emphasis is being placed on the existing use value (EUV) + premium 

approach to planning viability to break the circularity of ever increasing land values. This 
circularity is described in detail in the research report by the University of Reading, ‘Viability and 

the Planning System: The Relationship between Economic Viability Testing, Land Values and 

Affordable Housing in London’ (January 2017) and the policy response considered in the new 

Mayor of London SPD ‘Homes for Londoners’ (August 2017). 

4.11 In terms of the EUV + premium approach, the HCA Transparent Viability Assumptions (August 

2010) published a consultation paper on transparent assumptions for Area Wide Viability 
Modelling. This notes that, ‘typically, this gap or premium will be expressed as a percentage 

over EUV for previously developed land and as a multiple of agricultural value for greenfield 

land’7. It also notes that benchmarks and evidence from planning appeals tend to be in a range 

of ‘10% to 30% above EUV in urban areas.  For greenfield land, benchmarks tend to be in a 

range of 10 to 20 times agricultural value’ 8. 

4.12 Due to ever increasing land values (partly driven by developers negotiating a reduction in policy 

obligations on grounds of ‘viability’) we are finding that the range between existing use value 

                                                   
7 The HCA Area Wide Viability Model, Annex 1 Transparent Viability Assumptions, August 2010, Consultation Version para 3.3 
8 The HCA Area Wide Viability Model, Annex 1 Transparent Viability Assumptions, August 2010, Consultation Version para 3.5 
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(EUV) and ‘Market Values’ and especially asking prices is getting larger. Therefore 20 x EUV 

and 25% reduction from ‘Market Value’ may not meet in the middle and it is therefore a matter 

of judgement what the TLV should be. 

Viability Modelling Best Practice 

4.13 The general principle is that CIL/planning obligations including affordable housing (etc.) will be 

levied on the increase in land value resulting from the grant of planning permission.   

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

 

Source: The Harman Report 

4.15 Our specific appraisals for each for the land uses and typologies are set out in the relevant 

section below. 

4.16 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 from the viability analysis 

against existing or alternative land use relevant to the particular typology – the Threshold Land 

Value. 

4.17 A scheme is viable if the total of all the costs of development including land acquisition, 
planning obligations and profit are less than the Gross Development Value (GDV) of the 

scheme.  Conversely, if the GDV is less than the total costs of development (including land, 

S106s and profit) the scheme will be unviable. 

4.18 This approach is summarised on the diagram below (Figure 4.2). 

                                                   
9 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 

Figure 4.1 - Elements Required for a Viability Assessment9
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Source: AspinallVerdi © copyright 

4.19 If the balance is positive, then the policy is viable. If the balance is negative, then the policy is 

not viable and the CIL and/or affordable housing rates should be reviewed. 

How to interpret the Viability Appraisals 

4.20 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. The landowner has a choice - to sell the site or not to sell their site 

depending on their individual circumstances. Historically this would be left to ‘the market’ and 

there would be no role for planning in this mechanism. 

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

herein as being ‘fundamentally’ viable. 

4.22 However, planning policy in England has become increasingly detached from the development 

process of real estate. Since the credit crunch planning policy has sought to intervene in the 

land market by requiring that at [an often ‘arbitrary’] ‘threshold’ (TLV) or ‘benchmark’ land value 
is achieved as a ‘return to the landowner’. This leaves Local Authorities ‘open’ to negotiations to 

reduce affordable housing and other contributions on viability grounds which sets up a powerful 

force of escalating land values (which is prejudicial to delivery in the long term). 

4.23 In planning viability terms, for a scheme to come forward for development the RLV for a 

particular scheme has to exceed the landowner’s TLV.   

Figure 4.2 - Balance between RLV and TLV 
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4.24 In Development Management terms every scheme will be different (RLV) and every 

landowner’s motivations will be different (TLV). 

4.25 For Plan Making purposes it is important to benchmark the RLV’s from the viability analysis 
against existing or alternative land use relevant to the particular typology – the Threshold Land 

Value – see Figure 4.2 above. 

4.26 The results of the appraisals should be interpreted as follows: 

 If the ‘balance’ is positive (RLV > TLV), then the policy is viable.  We describe this as 

being ‘viable for plan making purposes herein’.   

 If the ‘balance’ is negative (RLV < TLV), then the policy is not viable for plan making 
purposes and the CIL rates/planning obligations and/or affordable housing targets should 

be reviewed.   

4.27 This is illustrated in the following boxes of our hypothetical appraisals (appended). In this case 

the RLV at £59.4m is some £37.2m higher than the assumed TLV of £22.2m meaning the 

balance is positive.  

 

4.28 In addition to the above, we have also prepared a series of sensitivity scenarios for each of the 

typologies.   

4.29 This is to assist in the analysis of the viability (and particularly the viability buffer) and to de-
emphasise the TLV.  Every site is different and there are a large number of variables which can 

have a significant impact on viability on a site-by-site basis including profit. 

4.30 To illustrate this, we have prepared sensitivity analysis of each of the appraisals to key 

variables such as planning obligations, Affordable Housing, TLV and profit; and construction 

costs.   

Figure 4.3 - Hypothetical Appraisal - Example of Results
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4.31 Detailed instructions for the interpretation of the sensitivity appraisals can be found in section 4 

of our June 2017 report. 

4.32 The typologies are very sensitive to small changes to key inputs and particularly S106, 
Affordable Housing, TLV and profit. 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 

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

4.33 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 Residential 
5.1 In this section we set out our updated assumptions in respect of land value (TLV) and provide 

additional comments on the scheme mix, affordable housing transfer values and profit. 

5.2 All other assumptions are the same as for our June 2017 report. 

Residential Typology Assumptions 

5.3 These are the same as for our June 2017 report except for the market housing scheme mix. 

Scheme Mix 

5.4 We have updated the scheme mix for the market housing in typologies 6 to 12 based on the 
SHMA Update 201710.   

5.5 This is as follows (Table 5.1). 

1B H 2B H 3B H 4B H 5B H 1B F 2B F Total 

3% 16% 57% 22% 2% - - 100% 

 

5.6 This changes the market mix more towards smaller units which has a depressing effect on 
scheme viability.  

Residential Value Assumptions 

5.7 For the purposes of this Addendum we have not changed the sales values for market housing 

(nor have we changed the construction costs). 

Transfer Values 

5.8 As is known, the Council’s approach to Negotiating Affordable Housing Contributions guidance, 

August 2016 has been found to be unlawful11.  

5.9 Following the stakeholder consultation in March 2017, which included transfer prices in its 

assumptions on viability, the Council gave a commitment to review prices. This was timely as it 

followed publication of the SHMA 2016 which gave updated information on affordability (house 

prices and incomes) and the launch of a new HCA funding programme (2016 – 2021). It also 

                                                   
10 Craven Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA), Update 2017Final Report, November 2017 
11 The ‘Negotiating Affordable Housing Contributions (August 2016)’ document been found unlawful by the High Court in Skipton 
Properties Limited versus Craven District Council (March 2017) case. 

Table 5.1 - General OMS Scheme Mix
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followed the announcement of a 1% rent cut imposed on RPs for 4 years from 2016 and further 

reductions to rental income following Welfare Reform and other changes.  It is rental income 

that allows RPs to borrow to develop. 

5.10 Since our previous report in June 2017 further work has been done to verify the transfer values.  

See the separate paper from CDC in this respect dated November 2017.  

5.11 This has resulted in the proposal that one flat rate will be payable by RPs at the rate of £1,000 

psm. This was the rate that was used previously in the June 2017 report and this same rate has 

been used in our appraisals herein. 

Residential Cost Assumptions 

5.12 These are unchanged from our June 2017 report. 

Residential Profit Assumptions 

5.13 For the purposes of this EVA we consulted on a baseline profit of 17.5% to the private housing 

(open market sales (OMS) values) - with a sensitivity analysis which shows the impact of profit 

between 15-20%. We also consulted on 6% profit to the on-site affordable housing (where 

applicable).   

5.14 We received feedback to say that developers required profit of 20%. We therefore ran our 

viability appraisals in June 2017 based on 20% profit on OMS (with sensitivities down to 15%). 

5.15 Since June 2017 there has been a decision in respect of the appeal by Gleeson Developments 

Limited against Barnsley Metropolitan Borough Council concerning a development of 97 units 
at Lowfield Road, Bolton upon Dearne, Barnsley12. Here the Inspector concluded that ‘the 

development could reasonably operate at a profit margin of 17.5% for the market dwellings’.  In 

this case the site was greenfield and the Inspector had ‘not been provided with any compelling 

evidence from the appellant to indicate that there are significant risks associated with 

developing this site.’ 

5.16 Notwithstanding this we have continued to use a profit of 20% on the market units for this 
Addendum.  We consider this to be a generous margin and allows for ‘buffer’ in addition 

to the contingency allowance (3% included). 

5.17 The sensitivity analyses within the appendices show the ‘balance’ (i.e. RLV – TLV) for 

developers profit from 20% on private housing down to 15%.  This clearly shows the significant 

impact of profit on viability (especially for larger schemes).     

                                                   
12 Appeal Ref: APP/R4408/W/17/3170851 - Appeal Decision by Daniel Hartley BA Hons MTP MBA MRTPI an Inspector 
appointed by the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government Decision date: 23 October 2017 
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Residential Land Value Assumptions 

5.18 The land value assumption is possibly the most important assumption in Plan Viability as the 

NPPF (2012) requires that the RLV of a scheme is greater than the TLV in order to ensure that 

there are competitive returns to a willing land owner to enable the development to be 

deliverable13.  This is difficult to demonstrate a site specific level and very difficult at a district 

wide Plan level.  See Figure 4.1 - Elements Required for a Viability Assessment, Figure 4.2 - 

Balance between RLV and TLV and paragraphs 4.20 – 4.27 above. 

Previous TLV Assumptions June 2017 

5.19 Our approach to land values and particularly TLVs is set out in detail within section 4 of our 

June 2017 report and detailed land value research was set out separately at Appendix 2 of the 

same report. 

5.20 For the purposes of our EVA in June 2017 we adopted the following TLVs (Table 5.2) – 

 

Source: AspinallVerdi ref: 170109_v4 

5.21 As you can see from the following charts, based on 40% affordable housing, in many cases the 

RLV was only just equal to or greater than the TLV.  This does not leave a significant margin or 

‘buffer’ – albeit profit is included at 20%. 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                   
13 Department of Communities and Local Government (March 2012) The National Planning Policy Framework ISBN: 978-1-4098-
3413-7 paragraph 173 

Table 5.2 - Land Value Assumptions 
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Updated Land Value Evidence 

5.22 The main focus of this Addendum has been to allow further stakeholder consultation and revisit 

our land value evidence. This has involved the following: 

 Craven District Council issuing a ‘Call for Evidence’ email to its contact list of 

stakeholders on 25th October 2017 (see Appendix 1); 

 AspinallVerdi issuing a ‘Call for Evidence’ email to its contact list of stakeholders on 26th 

October 2017; 

 AspinallVerdi following up its ‘Call for Evidence’ with a telephone call; and 

Figure 5.1 - RLV and TLV comparison for Skipton

Figure 5.2 - RLV and TLV comparison - Rest of the District
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 AspinallVerdi revisiting its other sources of information from Legal Documentation, Site-
Specific Economic Viability Assessments (EVAs), Rightmove, local agent websites and 

Estates Gazette Interactive. 

5.23 We have updated and extended our land values database. This database enables us to filter 

land value records by: 

 evidence of: Existing Use Value (EUV); TLV evidence; market comparable evidence; 

asking values etc. 

 evidence type: e.g. documented transaction, option or promotion agreement, planning 

appeal decisions, website listing or anecdotal etc. 

 location e.g. Skipton or rest of the District 

 site size acres / ha 

 number of units 

 planning status including the percentage of affordable housing. 

5.24 We have c 60 records within the database which we have accumulated since the start of this 

study.  We append relevant extracts of the database sorted by EUV, TLV and Asking Values 
and by Skipton and the Rest of the District (see Appendix 3). 

5.25 It is important to note that we have received only two written responses to our call for evidence.  

We received an email from Dacre Son and Hartley.  We also received a formal letter from 

Addison Planning Consultants Ltd on behalf of Skipton Properties (see Appendix 2). This offers 

no further land value evidence.  

Existing Use Values 

5.26 Existing Use Values (EUV) in the context of this plan viability study are greenfield, agricultural 

sites given that our development typologies are only of this nature. We have twenty-seven data 
points for EUVs from anecdotal evidence, marketing brochures and site-specific EVAs. This 

evidence suggests values in Craven District range from £3,000 per acre - £17,850 per acre.  

5.27 Breaking the data down into the market areas of Skipton and ‘Rest of the District’ (ROD), the 

table below summarises the evidence to demonstrate that agricultural values in Craven are 

generally in the region of our previous assumptions at £10,000 per acre in Skipton and £7,000-

£8,000 per acre in the ROD. 
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 Skipton Rest of the District 

Minimum (£ per acre) £4,902 £3,000 

Average (£ per acre) £9,563 £8,473 

Maximum (£ per acre) £13,514 £17,857 

 

5.28 Clearly there are multiple factors which influence the value of a piece of agricultural land and for 

a plan-wide viability study it is not necessary to interrogate all facets driving the quoting price or 

transaction price whether that be written evidence, anecdotal comment or via property 

particulars. Arguably more pertinent to the data points from a plan viability perspective, is the 

quality of that information in terms of the source and whether the value (overall or £ per acre) is 
aspirational or based on a true valuation / transaction of a site. 

5.29 It is worth noticing however, that the site marketed at £17,857 per acre has been refused 

permission for use as stables and the potential for this use may feed into some ‘hope value’. 

Another key driver behind value differentiation in our evidence is the size of the plot for sale.  

This is demonstrated by the figure below which shows EUVs on a per acre basis are generally 

greater on smaller plots of land. In terms of a variation across the District, the figure below 

supports the assumption that agricultural land values are marginally stronger in and around 
Skipton, although the difference is perhaps less marked than before. 

 

Source: AspinallVerdi land value database 

Table 5.3 - Existing Use Value Evidence, by Market Area

Figure 5.3 - Existing Use Value Evidence by Plot Size
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5.30 In terms of quality of evidence, we have two data points from site-specific EVAs where 

comment has been made on the EUV of the site as greenfield agricultural land: 

 10.20-acre site in Skipton in 2016 at £50,000 (£4,900 per acre); and 

 8.99-acre site in Skipton in 2016 at £90,000 (£10,000 per acre). 

5.31 The above is considered to be robust given that anecdotal evidence or market listings have the 

potential to be aspirational. However, not disregarding the wider evidence we are content with 

our EUV assumptions as: 

 Skipton at £10,000 per acre 

 Rest of the District (ROD) at £8,500 per acre 

5.32 When using an EUV plus premium approach for a plan wide study, the difference in Threshold 

Land Value (across the different market areas) can be driven by a variation in the EUV (£ per 

acre) and/or the premium applied to this value. Previously, we made the distinction solely on 
EUV but having gathered further evidence perhaps the difference between the two market 

areas is less marked in terms of agricultural values. However, a factor that perhaps should be 

reflected more is the desirability of land due to its location and the attainable Gross 

Development Value (GDV) of a scheme. As evidenced in our residential market paper dated 

May 2017, there is a premium for new-build property in Skipton over the ROD. We have 

reflected this in the EUV premium multiplier (see Table 5.6 - TLV Assumptions (November 

2017) below). 

Paddock Land and Small Sites 

5.33 The purpose of reflecting upon Paddock Land values is to demonstrate the land value hierarchy 

we set out in our Land Market paper dated May 2017. Paddock land values tend to have some 

hope value incorporated into them due to development potential. We have two data points 

which demonstrate this occurrence: 

 Wenning Avenue, High Bentham – 1.03-acre site listed by Fisher Wrathall at £75,000 

(£72,800 per acre);  

 Church Lane, East Marton – 0.82-acre site listed by David Hill at £40,000 (£48,800 per 

acre); and 

 Settle College, Giggleswick – 0.94-acre site listed on Rightmove at £163,000 (£173,404 

per acre). 

5.34 We note that there is a broad range in value, but this is perhaps reflected in the likelihood of the 

sites coming forward for development. Church Lane has had planning refused for a single 

dwelling; Wenning Avenue is marketed as potentially suitable for commercial development; and 
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the Settle College site is situated close to other residential uses and services and interested 

parties are recommended to contact the Council with regards to the potential of the site. The 

later explains the level of hope value attached to this asking price. 

Threshold Land Values 

5.35 Moving along the value curve, we have the concept of TLV, the value at which a willing 

landowner would release his or her land for development. We have twelve data points for what 

we consider to be ‘Threshold Land Value’ evidence and this indicates a range across Craven of 

£100,000 per acre - £445,000 per acre. 

5.36 The table below breaks the data down into the market areas of Skipton and ‘Rest of the District’ 

(ROD). Note that the sample size for ROD is smaller and thus the average is stronger than 
Skipton. However, on a site-by-site basis (and evidence through conversation with agents) 

there is far more complexity around landowners’ aspirations / requirements and developers’ 

desire / motivation for selling or purchasing a site. A consistent trend in our consultation with 

agents is that Skipton would be classed as a different market to the ROD, commanding higher 

values both in terms of Gross Development Value, but also land values. 

 Skipton Rest of the District 

Minimum (£ per acre) £100,000 £217,400 

Maximum (£ per acre) £445,200 £326,100 

 

5.37 The strongest evidence for our land value assumptions derives from legal agreements or 

options. Strong evidence is also provided by information around appropriate thresholds within 

site-specific Economic Viability Assessments and Planning Inspectors reports. We have 

therefore weighted our assumptions around these considerations. We draw your attention to 

the database at Appendix 3 and specifically: 

 Aldersley Avenue, Skipton – Option Agreement (Minimum Price) at £180,000 per acre 

 Horse Close, Skipton – EVA report £255,000 per acre 

 Elsey Croft, Moorview Way, Skipton – Independent Valuer Option determination at 

£315,000 per acre 

 Elsey Croft, Moorview Way, Skipton – Land Registry recorded price from Applicants EVA 
report at £300,000 per acre 

 Elsey Croft, Moorview Way, Skipton – Planning Inspectors report at £300,000 per acre 

Table 5.4 - Threshold Land Value Evidence, by Market Area 
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Asking Values 

5.38 The difference between asking values and TLV is that asking values are treated more 
cautiously as data points because they have the potential to be aspirational market listings and 

not viable. The other significant factor is that land values may not reflect policy obligations and 

therefore would need to be adjusted back for this cost. 

5.39 The uncertainty around asking values is reflected in the broader range of values within this 

dataset, with £161,900 per acre at the lowest end of the spectrum up to £720,700 per acre. 

5.40 The table below breaks the data down into the market areas of Skipton and ‘Rest of the District’ 

(ROD).  This information which is largely derived from sales particulars or agent consultations 

shows the value differentiation between Skipton and the ROD. 

 Skipton Rest of the District 

Minimum (£ per acre) £202,350 £161,900 

Average (£ per acre) £427,100 £376,500 

Maximum (£ per acre) £720,700 £540,550 

 

5.41 Excluded from the values presented above, but incorporated into our asking values dataset is 

the anecdotal evidence within the 2013 Viability Study by PBA which noted that gross 
residential development land values (before policy requirements and site-specific development 

constraints) were: 

 Lower end (say ROD) at £400,000 per acre 

 Higher end (say Skipton) at £485,000 per acre 

Updated TLV Assumptions  

5.42 Having regard to all of the above, for the purposes of this EVA update we have adopted the 

following TLVs (Table 5.6) – 

 

 

 

Table 5.5 - Asking Value Evidence, by Market Area
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Source: 171122 Land Values Data_Craven_v16 

5.43 This shows a ‘top down’ approach and a ‘bottom up’ approach. The values adopted reflect 

those concluded from our land value market research (see Appendix 3). 

5.44 The bottom up approach in Table 5.6 shows the TLV for Skipton as £310,000 per acre 

(£766,010 per hectare) and £260,000 per acre (£642,460 per hectare) for the rest of Craven. 

This is based on the net value per hectare for agricultural land (existing use value). This is 

‘grossed up’ to reflect a net developable to gross site area ratio of 75%. The uplift multiplier / 
‘premium’ between the net EUV and the TLV is circa 23.  It is important to note that this is 
above the top end of the range suggested by the HCA (x20) and therefore includes a 

significant ‘buffer’ (in addition to the 20% developer’s profit, contingency and ‘normal’ 

abnormals). This TLVs act as the benchmark to test the RLV’s of schemes to determine 

whether sites would come forward for development. 

5.45 From the top down, the market values inserted into the table derive from our market 

assessment of residential development land in Skipton and the rest of Craven. The TLVs 

calculated from the bottom up, reflect a circa 28-30% discount from the aspirational market 

value for Skipton and the rest of Craven. 

5.46 In terms of small sites (i.e. no affordable housing) we have reviewed land values having regard 

to paddock land values and prices per plot. From our Threshold Land Value (TLV) discussed in 
the subsequent chapter, we have evidence of values per plot as follows: 

 Lower-end at £10,000 

 Average of £25,000 

 Upper-end at £43,000 

5.47 We have used the upper end of the range which demonstrates the significant benefit of no 

affordable housing. 

Table 5.6 - TLV Assumptions (November 2017) 
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5.48 Having regard to all of the above land market research and analysis. We are content that the 

TLVs in Table 5.6 are significant incentive for landowners to sell/release land for development. 

5.49 It is important to note that the TLVs contained herein are for ‘high-level’ plan viability 
purposes and the appraisals should be read in the context of the TLV sensitivity table 
(contained within the appraisals). It is important to emphasise that the adoption of a 
particular TLV £ in the base-case appraisal typologies in no way implies that this figure 
can be used by applicants to negotiate site specific planning applications.  Where sites 
have obvious abnormal costs (e.g. retaining walls for sloping sites) these costs should 
be deducted from the value of the land. The land value for site specific viability 
appraisals should be thoroughly evidenced having regard to the existing use value of 
the site. I.e. this report is for plan-making purposes and is ‘without prejudice’ to future 
site specific planning applications. 

5.50 Furthermore, given the EUVs and the x20+ premium, we consider these TLVs to be very 
generous.  In this context and the context of the 20% developers profit we are confident 
that the Council’s proposed affordable housing requirement (30%) is viable at a Plan 
level and for the vast majority of sites.  The Council is proposing that only in very 
exceptional circumstances will it reduce affordable housing to below the 30% 
requirement on viability grounds.  Where sites contain abnormal costs landowners 
cannot expect to receive land values based on the premiums herein and (depending on 
the scale of the abnormals) should receive values at the bottom end of the HCA range 
(10-20x).  Similarly, if developers wish to compete to secure land at high premiums 
which could impact either on the level of affordable housing or on profit, the local 
authority will not subsidise profit and the developer will be expected to deliver 30% 
affordable housing. 
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Residential Viability Results 

5.51 We set out below a summary and results of our updated viability appraisals. 

Scheme 1:  3 Unit scheme 

5.52 This typology is viable. We have appraised the scheme based on ‘low’ housing market area 

values (High Bentham) and high Threshold Land Value (TLV) assumptions to test the ‘worst 

case scenario’. In terms of the TLV we have assumed a value of £643,000 per acre / 

£1,591,000 per hectare which equates to £43,000 per plot.  This is significantly above the 
Skipton TLV per acre/per hectare benchmarks. 

5.53 This typology is not required to contribute any affordable housing and is below the thresholds 

for S106 contributions.   

5.54 The sensitivity appraisals demonstrate that there is no viability reason why these typologies 

could not contribute towards planning obligations, but this could only be through site specific 

S106 for infrastructure or CIL (or in the future potentially the Local Infrastructure Tariff (LIT)) – 

due to the 10-unit threshold. 

Schemes 2-3: 8 Units 

5.55 These typologies are viable. 

5.56 Schemes 2 – 3 are below the 10-unit threshold (and not in a Rural Designated Area) and so are 

not required to contribute towards affordable housing.  Neither are they required to contribute 

towards Sport, Open Space and Recreation, Education and Skipton Highways. 

5.57 Scheme 2 is based on higher Open Market Sales (OMS) values for the Skipton market area 

and Scheme 3 is based on the lowest OMS values (i.e. High Bentham market area) (to test the 
worst case scenario).  

5.58 In terms of the TLV we have assumed a value of £643,000 per acre / £1,591,000 per hectare 

which equates to £43,000 per plot, given that these typologies are below the 10 unit threshold.  

Again, this is significantly above the Skipton TLV per acre/per hectare benchmarks.  

5.59 Both schemes generate substantial development surpluses. 

5.60 As with the 3-unit scheme, the sensitivity appraisals demonstrate that there is no viability 

reason why these typologies could not contribute towards planning obligations, but this could 

only be through site specific S106 for infrastructure or CIL (or in the future potentially the Local 
Infrastructure Tariff (LIT)) – due to the 10-unit threshold. 
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Scheme 4: 8 Units 

5.61 This typology is viable. 

5.62 Scheme 4 is below the 10-unit threshold, but above the 5-unit threshold for schemes in a Rural 

Designated Area.  We have carried out two appraisals of this scheme.  The first appraisal (“8 

Units Scheme 4 (onsite)”) appraises the scheme on the basis that the affordable housing is 

delivered on-site.  This based on 30% affordable housing and the lowest OMS values (i.e. High 

Bentham market area) (to test the worst case scenario). 

5.63 We have used the TLV for ‘all other service centres and rural locations’, given that these 

schemes have to accommodate affordable housing.  This results in a development surplus of 

£98,636 after TLV, affordable housing and developers profit. 

5.64 The second appraisal (“8 Units Scheme 4 (CS)”) shows the same scheme, but calculates the 

equivalent commuted sum.  As you can see from the appraisal (appended), the commuted sum 

of £257 psm results in the same (‘equivalent’) surplus of £109,322. 

5.65 We therefore recommend a commuted sum of (say) £245 psm for small schemes below 
the 10-unit threshold which are in a Rural Designated Area (above the 5-unit threshold).  
This includes a further viability ‘buffer’ of 5% over and above the conservative values 

assumptions, contingency, ‘normal’ abnormals and profit assumptions. 

5.66 Note that the sensitivity tables on the “8 Units Scheme 4 (CS)” appraisal are redundant across 
the columns as there is 0% on-site affordable housing. 

Scheme 5: 12 Unit Generic RES scheme 

5.67 This is not viable. 

5.68 It is based on 100% affordable housing and £nil grant. 

5.69 The affordable housing is based on £1,000 psm flat rate.  We have used a TLV of £12,500 per 

plot which is not unreasonable for a RES site. 

5.70 We note that the NPPF specifically states that 'local planning authorities should be responsive 

to local circumstances, and consider whether allowing some market housing would facilitate the 

provision of rural exception sites to meet local needs'  14 

5.71 This is an option for consideration, however, the danger with the above policy of allowing 

private housing on rural exceptions sites is that landowners will inevitably think that they can 

charge more for the land i.e. the threshold land value will go up. 

                                                   
14 Department of Communities and Local Government (March 2012) The National Planning Policy Framework ISBN: 978-1-4098-
3413-7 paragraph 54. 
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5.72 The Housing White Paper refers to giving, ‘much stronger support for ‘rural exception’ sites that 

provide affordable homes for local people – by making clear that these should be considered 

positively where they can contribute to meeting identified local housing needs, even if this relies 

on an element of general market housing to ensure that homes are genuinely affordable for 

local people’.15 

5.73 This helps to strengthen the link between private housing on RES sites, but we still have 

concerns about introducing market housing onto RES sites.  Landowners will not necessarily 

make the link between the market housing and the cross-subsidy required to the affordable 

housing.  Landowners will see the market housing as the ‘thin end of the wedge’ which enables 

them to attribute ‘hope value’ to much higher land value than they might otherwise expect the 
receive for just 100% affordable housing - they will want their uplift in value particularly in 

comparison with allocated sites. There is a danger that market housing on RES sites could 

result a spiralling land values for this type of development which would be counter-productive.   

5.74 It is between the Council and the Registered Providers to retain RES sites with 100% affordable 

housing, and make up any funding shortfall from the HCA or via internal subsidy from the 

Registered Providers. 

Schemes 6&7: 17 Units 

5.75 These typologies are viable. 

5.76 Both typologies represent 17 unit schemes in Skipton (6) and all other Service Centres, Villages 

and Rural Locations (7).  Both typologies include 30% affordable housing on-site. 

5.77 Scheme 6 is based on the higher Skipton OMS values and the higher TLV for the Skipton 

housing market area.  It includes S106 for Sport, Open Space and Recreation but is below the 

threshold for other contributions (see typologies matrix). 

5.78 Scheme 7 is based on the lowest OMS values (High Bentham market area) to test the ‘worst 

case scenario’ and the lower TLV for ‘all other service centres and rural locations’. It includes 
S106 for Sport, Open Space and Recreation and Primary Education contributions in 

accordance with policy, but is below the threshold for other contributions (see typologies 

matrix). 

5.79 Both generate substantial development surpluses.   

5.80 Scheme 6 is more viable due to the higher OMS values and lower S106 contributions 

(notwithstanding the higher TLV).  The sensitivity tables demonstrate that there is a healthy 

margin (‘buffer’) of viability in all sensitivities. 

                                                   
15 Department of Communities and Local Government, Fixing our broken housing market, February 2017, Page 82 
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5.81 Scheme 7 is slightly less viable due to the lower OMS value assumed (notwithstanding the 

lower TLV) and also the higher S106 contributions required.  The OMS values are based on the 

lowest housing market area values (High Bentham) and the higher sales values of the Settle 
market area would considerably add to viability/development surpluses. Notwithstanding this, 

there is still a healthy margin of viability. 

Schemes 8-10: All Other Service Centres, Villages and Rural Locations 

5.82 Within these appraisals we have tested a 35, 66 and 150 unit scheme respectively to represent 

schemes that could come forward in other parts of the District (other than Skipton). 

5.83 They are all viable. 

5.84 All of these typologies are based on the lowest OMS values (i.e. High Bentham market area) (to 
test the worst case scenario) and lower TLVs for ‘all other service centres and rural locations’. 

In addition to 30% on-site affordable housing these schemes include contributions for Sport, 

Open Space and Recreation, Primary Education and for the largest scheme, Secondary 

Education. 

5.85 All of the schemes are viable (see sensitivity analyses).  Scheme 10 has the smallest (but still a 

large) surplus.  It is important to recall that the appraisals includes: a market housing mix 

skewed towards smaller units (as per the SHMA update); lower OMS values and not the 

medium OMS values; TLV based on 24 x EUV; Profit @ 20%; contingency and ‘normal’ 
abnormals.   

Schemes 11&12: Skipton 

5.86 We have tested a 100 and 290-unit scheme to represent large schemes that could come 

forward in Skipton. 

5.87 They are both viable. 

5.88 These typologies are based on the highest (Skipton) OMS values and therefore the higher TLV.   

In addition to 30% on-site affordable housing these schemes include contributions for Sport, 
Open Space and Recreation, Primary and Secondary Education and Highways improvements. 

5.89 Both of the schemes are viable and the development ‘surplus’ is larger than for the other 

typologies above.  This can be seen on the sensitivity tables. 

5.90 For scheme 11 (100-unit scheme), there is a balance (i.e. a surplus of RLV over TLV) of c 

£69,000 per acre.  This is a healthy margin of viability for plan making purposes.   
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5.91 The situation is similar for scheme 12 (290-unit scheme).  Here there is a balance (i.e. a surplus 

of RLV over TLV) of c £71,000 per acre.  Again, this is a healthy margin of viability for plan 

making purposes as can be seen on the sensitivity tables.   

Summary 

5.92 The above results are illustrated on the charts below. 

 

 

 

Figure 5.4 - RLV and TLV comparison for Skipton

Figure 5.5 - RLV and TLV comparison - Rest of the District
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5.93 The above charts are based on 30% affordable housing and as you can see there is a healthy 

buffer in the RLV above the TLV.  It is also important to note that these charts include: 

 a market housing mix skewed towards smaller units (as per the SHMA update)  

 lower OMS values and not the medium OMS values in the rest of the District appraisals 

 TLV based on c 23 x EUV 

 Profit @ 20% on the market units (6% on the affordable units) 

 contingency and  

 ‘normal’ abnormals.   
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6 Supported Living 
6.1 In addition to the residential strategic sites and typologies (in section 5 above), we have also 

updated our appraisals in respect of generic sheltered housing and extra-care housing 

typologies. 

6.2 We set out below the results of our updated appraisals having regard to the updated TLV 

assumptions (see out above in section 5).  All other assumptions are the same as for our June 

2017 report. 

Supported Living Land Values 

6.3 For the purposes of our appraisals, we have assumed the same TLVs for the greenfield 

residential typologies above (but, note the allowance for demolition and site clearance costs) to 

reflect the service centre most likely location of supported living schemes. 

Supported Living Viability Results 

6.4 We have tested both Sheltered Housing and Extra-Care typologies across the District, 

focussing on previously developed land within the Service Centre locations. 

6.5 Key viability issues for these typologies include –  

 The high net-to-gross ratio compared to C3 apartment typologies which reduces the 

saleable area; 

 The larger unit sizes which reduces the number of units that can be accommodated 
within a particular sales area; 

 The higher build cost based on the gross area an BCIS data; 

 The high development density which reduces the quantum of land assumed and 
therefore the TLV, but not by enough to off-set the above costs; 

6.6 It is important to note that the typologies assume private sector developers/developments.  The 

funding and appraisal model is likely to be different for a Register Provider developing such 

schemes.  

Scheme 13 – Age Restricted / Sheltered Housing 

6.7 Due to the above key viability issues, we have prepared three appraisals for scheme 13, as 

follows: 

 “55 Units – Scheme 13 (PC)” – this is the policy compliant scheme based on 30% 
affordable housing; 
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 “55 Units – Scheme 13 (onsite)” – this is an illustrative scheme which shows the quantum 
of affordable housing that could, in theory, be viable on-site; 

 “55 Units – Scheme 13 (CS)” – this appraisal shows the same viable scheme, but 

calculates the equivalent commuted sum. 

6.8 As you can see from the “55 Units – Scheme 13 (PC)” appraisal (appended), a 55 unit scheme 

is not viable based on 30% affordable housing. There is a development deficit of c. £86,000. 

This includes OMS values benchmarked to the medium value zone (Settle).  It also includes 
TLVs based on the Skipton land values as a proxy for the likely brownfield / town centre 

development site required by operators (including an allowance for demolition/site clearance).  

6.9 The “55 Units – Scheme 13 (onsite)” appraisal shows the maximum on-site affordable housing 

that generates a £1 balance / development surplus (29%).  This is right on the margin of 

viability for plan-making purposes.  Note on the sensitivity tables that any changes to the 

appraisal assumptions on the downside/negative, put the scheme straight into deficit. 

6.10 The “55 Units – Scheme 13 (CS)” appraisal shows the equivalent maximum as a commuted 
sum.  This equates to £379 psm.  Again this is right on the margins of viability and we 
recommend that this is the maximum commuted sum that Craven could contemplate for 
Sheltered/Age Restricted housing.  It may be more appropriate to move away from the 
margins of viability and incorporate a lower commuted sum within the policy e.g. (say) 
£360 psm – which would give a ‘buffer’ of c. 5%.  

6.11 Note that the sensitivity table columns on the “55 Units – Scheme 13 (CS)” appraisal are 

redundant as there is 0% on-site affordable housing. 

Scheme 14 – Assisted Living / Extra Care Housing 

6.12 Similarly, due to the above key viability issues, we have prepared three appraisals for scheme 

13, as follows: 

 “60 Units – Scheme 14 (PC)” – this is the policy compliant scheme based on 30% 

affordable housing; 

 “60 Units – Scheme 14 (onsite)” – this is an illustrative scheme which shows the quantum 
of affordable housing that could, in theory, be viable on-site; 

 “60 Units – Scheme 14 (CS)” – this appraisal shows the same viable scheme, but 

calculates the equivalent commuted sum. 

6.13 As you can see from the “60 Units – Scheme 14 (PC)” appraisal (appended), a 60 unit ECH 

scheme is not viable based on 30% affordable housing. There is a development deficit of c. 

£1.25 million. This includes OMS values benchmarked to the medium value zone (Settle).  It 
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also includes TLVs based on the Skipton land values as a proxy for the likely brownfield / town 

centre development site required by operators (including an allowance for demolition/site 

clearance).  

6.14 The “60 Units – Scheme 14 (onsite)” appraisal shows the maximum on-site affordable housing 

that generates a £1 balance / development surplus (11%).  This is right on the margin of 

viability for plan-making purposes.  Note on the sensitivity tables that any changes to the 

appraisal assumptions on the downside/negative, put the scheme straight into deficit. 

6.15 The “60 Units – Scheme 14 (CS)” appraisal shows the equivalent maximum as a commuted 
sum.  This equates to £144 psm.  Again this is right on the margins of viability and we 
recommend that this is the maximum commuted sum that Craven could contemplate for 
Assisted Living / Extra Care housing.  It may be more appropriate to move away from the 
margins of viability and incorporate a lower commuted sum within the policy e.g. (say) 
£135 psm – which would give a ‘buffer’ of c. 5%.  

6.16 Note again that the sensitivity table columns on the “60 Units – Scheme 14 (CS)” appraisal are 

redundant as there is 0% on-site affordable housing. 
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7 Conclusions and Recommendations 
7.1 In this section we draw together the results summary tables from the viability modelling. 

Residential Uses  

7.2 Based on the residential viability results above, we recommend that: 

i the affordable housing requirement of 30% is viable across the District having regard to 

the cumulative impact of the Plan policies (including appropriate contributions for Sport, 

Open Space and Recreation, Primary and Secondary Education and Highways 

improvements). 

ii there is no viability reason why the smaller typologies (10 or less units) could not 

contribute towards planning obligations, but this could only be through site specific S106 

for infrastructure or CIL (or in the future potentially the Local Infrastructure Tariff (LIT)) – 

due to the 10-unit threshold.  We recommend this is monitored for future national policy 

changes. 

iii an equivalent commuted sum of up to a maximum of £257 psm ((say) £245 psm) is 

viable for small schemes between 6-10 dwellings within designated rural areas; 

iv Rural Exception Sites (RES) are maintained as just that, exceptions.  Any policy to 

enable affordable housing on RES schemes by the introduction of market housing has 

the potential to raise land values and landowners apply ‘hope value’ for future open 

market residential development.  This outcome would not facilitate the delivery of 

affordable housing in rural areas. 

Supported Living 

7.3 In addition to the above we make the following recommendations in respect of supported living 

typologies: 

v The maximum equivalent commuted sum for Age Restricted / Sheltered Housing is £379 

psm and it may be more appropriate to move away from the margins of viability and 

incorporate a lower commuted sum within the policy e.g. (say) £360 psm – which would 

give a ‘buffer’ of c. 5%. This is based on 29% affordable housing on-site. 

vi The equivalent maximum commuted sum for the Assisted Living / Extra Care Homes is 

£144 psm.  Again this is right on the margins of viability and it may be more appropriate 

to move away from the margins of viability and incorporate a lower commuted sum within 

the policy e.g. (say) £135 psm – which would give a ‘buffer’ of c. 5%. This is based on 

11% affordable housing on-site. 
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7.4 In addition, we recommend that, in accordance with best practice, the plan wide viability is 

reviewed on a regular basis (say, every 3 years) to ensure that the plan remains relevant as the 

property market cycle(s) change. 

7.5 Furthermore, to facilitate the process of review, we recommend that the Council monitors the 

development appraisal parameters herein, but particularly data on land values across the 

District. 

7.6 Finally, it is important to reiterate that this viability appraisal includes very healthy margins / 
‘buffers’ for both developers profit and TLV. We also include contingency and ‘normal’ 
abnormals. We therefore recommend that the provision of 30% of new dwellings as 
affordable housing on-site is a minimum requirement rather than a target.  

7.7 The local planning authority will expect that the vast majority of sites coming forward will be 

able to deliver 30% affordable housing.  Abnormal costs associated with individual sites should 

be negotiated between the landowner and the developer to ensure that 30% affordable housing 
is still deliverable. We recommend that only in very exceptional circumstances should the 
local planning authority review individual sites in terms scheme viability. In these 

circumstances we recommend that developers conduct negotiations with the Council on an 

‘open book’ basis. We also recommend that the Council considers publishing viability 

appraisals to ensure transparency. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



  Craven – Local Plan Viability Addendum Report 
Pre-Publication Consultation Draft Plan 

November 2017 
 

  
  

 
 

 

Appendix 1 – Land Value Call for Evidence 
 
 
  



 
 

 

Aspinall Verdi Limited, Registered Office: 2nd Floor, Matthew Murray House, 97 Water Lane, Leeds, LS11 5QN 
Registered in England and Wales No. 6908655, VAT Registration No. 973 6146 94 
Registered Valuers Regulated by the Royal Institution of Chartered Surveyors 

 

  Matthew Murray House,  
97 Water Lane,  
Leeds, LS11 5QN 

To whom it may concern,  

  
 0113 243 6644 

ben@aspinallverdi.co.uk 
www.aspinallverdi.co.uk 

  
Our ref: 171025 Open call for land value 

evidence_v2  
Your ref:  

  
  25th October 2017 
Dear Stakeholder,   
   
Craven District Council, Local Plan Viability Assessment 
Final Call for Land Value Evidence 
 
As you may be aware, AspinallVerdi was appointed in November 2016 by Craven District Council to 
provide economic viability advice in respect of the cumulative impact on development of the new Local 
Plan policies. 
 
In order to be as collaborative, transparent, and robust as possible in accordance with the PPG, we are 
carrying out further research into land values across the District.  On behalf of Craven District Council 
we are issuing this final call for land value evidence. 
 
The new Local Plan will replace the existing Craven District (outside the Yorkshire Dales National Park) 
Local Plan which was adopted on July 1999. The new Local Plan will set out the spatial strategy and 
policies for change, development and conservation in Craven District outside the Yorkshire Dales 
National Park for the period 2012 to 2032.   
 
In late 2016/early 2017 we carried out research into land values in the District to help inform the viability 
assessment.  We consulted with stakeholders at a workshop on 1st March 2017 and subsequently 
completed our viability assessment in June 2017.  This was published on 19 June 2017 and it can be 
found at http://www.cravendc.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=12467&p=0  
 
One of the key determinants of the viability assessment is the assumption in respect of Threshold Land 
Values (TLV) for development sites. Our detailed methodology and approach to TLVs is set out within 
our June 2017 report (including the Land Value annex thereto). 
 
The purpose of contacting you now is to inquire whether you have any additional land value evidence 
that you would like to submit to feed into the Local Plan viability process?  
 
Note that any evidence will be treated in the strictest of confidence and sites will not be singled 
out and named within our report.  
 
We would be grateful if you can provide any TLV evidence, including:  
 

 Location / details of the development site (e.g. sales particulars or site layout plan);  
 Transaction date;  
 Nature of transaction (sale, option, promotional agreement);  
 Gross and net site area (ha);  
 Number of units;  
 Existing use; 



  
2 

 
 

 Planning status (full planning, outline planning etc.); 
 Affordable Housing (%) and any S106 requirements;  
 Price £ (£ per ha);  

 
It would be useful if you could confirm whether you intend to provide any evidence. 
 
The deadline for further evidence is Wednesday 15th November 2017.  Please send any 
representations directly to AspinallVerdi in writing at the above address or email 
joshw@aspinallverdi.co.uk  
 
Yours faithfully, 

 
Ben E Aspinall MRICS MRTPI 
Managing Director 
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Addison Planning Consultants Ltd 

5B Calls Landing,  

36-38 The Calls, Leeds, LS2 7EW 

Registered Company Number: 08945769 

VAT Registration: 186373672 

    
  
  
 

 Date: 13th November 2017 
Our Ref: APC00002 

Planning Policy Team,  
Craven District Council,  
1 Belle Vue Square,  
Skipton,  
BD23 1FJ 

  
Dear Sir/Madam, 
 
RE: LOCAL PLAN CONSULTATION – ASPINAL VERDE CALL FOR LAND VALUE 

EVIDENCE  

 

I refer to the letter from Aspinal Verde Ltd dated the 20th October 2017 setting out an invitation to 
provide land value evidence by a deadline of the 15th November 2017.  The letter refers to the 
Aspinal Verde Local Plan Viability Assessment published on the 19th June 2017 and goes on to 
state: 
 
“One of the key determinants of the viability assessment is the assumption in respect of Threshold 

Land Values (TLV) for development sites. Our detailed methodology and approach to TLVs is set 

out within our June 2017 report (including the Land Value annex thereto). 

 

The purpose of contacting you now is to inquire whether you have any additional land value 

evidence that you would like to submit to feed into the Local Plan viability process?” 

 
Addison Planning Consultants Ltd on behalf of Skipton Properties (SPL) submitted detailed 
Representations in relation to the methodology and approach set out in the Local Plan Viability 
Assessment.   
 
We are concerned that this request for land value information appears ‘isolated’ from the much 

more substantive issues raised in our Representation.  In that regard, we do not yet know: 
• The nature and extent of any other Representations made in relation to the June 2017 

Consultation exercise. 
• The Council Officer’s response and advice to Council Members to the fundamental 

criticisms set out in our Representation about the evidence base and proposed draft 
Affordable Housing policy. 

• The Council’s position with regard to the interpretation of the evidence and Representations 
made. 

 

                           

Addison Planning Consultants Ltd 
t: 0113 8879755 

m: 07931 406268 
e: jayeverett@addisonplanning.com 

www: addisonplanning.com 
 

 



 

2 | P a g e  

 

We are also concerned about providing further evidence to an ‘ad-hoc’ consultation without 
understanding the context and indeed, whether the methodology and approach has/will change 
from the June consultation.  
 
The period provided for providing evidence (3 weeks) is also unsatisfactory.  The nature of the 
District means the number of residential land transactions can be sporadic and new evidence may 
emerge over the formal consultation period on the Local Plan in due course.  
 
SPL therefore reserve the right to provide further Representations on the methodology and 
approach in the Local Plan Viability Assessment including land value evidence throughout the 
Local Plan process. 
 
Kind Regards 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
JAY EVERETT 
MANAGING DIRECTOR 
ADDISON PLANNING CONSULTANTS LTD 

 



Printed: 29/11/2017 12:31 

1

Ben Aspinall

From: Jonathan Isles <jji@dacres.co.uk>
Sent: 14 November 2017 11:49
To: Josh Wedge
Subject: Land at Shires Lane, Embsay

Dear Josh, 
 
I refer to our telephone conversation yesterday.  
 
One of my colleagues has been involved with the above site which has been under Option to a local 
developer.  Upon the granting of planning permission, the Option was exercised at the minimum price of 
circa £1.9m.  The net developable acreage is 4.87 acres.  The calculation of the greenfield value is a little 
more difficult.  The cost of the affordable housing (40%) can be added back easily enough, as can the 
financial obligations in the Section 106.  The difficulty arises with the abnormals which were not agreed 
with the developer, whose valuation of the land was considerably less than the minimum price.  Thus, by 
going ahead with the purchase at the minimum price, it is safe to assume that he was able to find the 
necessary savings either through his construction costs or the abnormals.   
 
If one adds back the full cost of the abnormals claimed by the developer, this takes the greenfield value to 
circa £1.18m per net developable acre.  If you exclude the abnormals, the greenfield value comes down to 
circa £880,000 per net developable acre.  The truth probably lies somewhere in between. 
 
I hope this helps.  I would be grateful if you could treat this information in confidence.  Do please let me 
know if you need anything further. 
 
Kind regards, 
 
Jonathan  
 

Jonathan Isles FRICS 
Managing Director 
  
 
Dacres Commercial 
Land & Development 
1-5 The Grove 
Ilkley 
West Yorkshire 
LS29 9HS 
Tel: 01943 885408 
Fax: 01943 816086 
 
Please consider the environment before printing this email 
 
Subject to Contract & Without Prejudice 
 
This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential and may contain privileged information intended solely for the use of the addressee. If 
you are not the intended recipient you are hereby notified that any dissemination of this communication is strictly prohibited. If you are not the 
intended recipient, please advise the sender immediately by return email, or contact our head office on 01943 600655 and delete this message 
from your system. As this message has been transmitted over a public network Dacre, Son & Hartley cannot guarantee its accuracy or 
completeness.  If you suspect that the message may have been intercepted or amended, please contact the sender. Dacre, Son & Hartley 
Limited Registered Office: 1-5 The Grove, Ilkley, West Yorkshire LS29 9HS. Registered in England No: 3090769. 
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171122 Land Values Data_Craven_v16 - All Land Data

2

6

7

24

32
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49

62

A B C D E F G H I J K L M N O P Q R S

Evidence of… Evidence Type Date of 
Evidence Market Zone Land Address / Site Name / 

Typology
Site Area 

(acres)
Site Area 

(ha) Existing Use Planning for x 
No. of Units % AH Planning Ref # Planning Status

Date of 
Planning 
Status

Detail of Planning Status Value £ Value 
(£/acres) Value (£/ha) Value (£/unit) Comments

Asking Values Anecdotal 30/01/2017 Skipton Generic residential development land 
in Skipton N/A N/A Greenfield Residential 

Development Land N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A - £202,347 £500,000 -
The agent stated that residential consent land will vary in price significantly even within Skipton. This is the lower end of the 
spectrum, for generic land not in a prime location (e.g. South Skipton). There was a suggestion that this sort of price per 
hectare could be achieved in Gargrave.

Asking Values Anecdotal 30/01/2017 Skipton Generic residential development land 
in Skipton - higher end N/A N/A Greenfield Residential 

Development Land N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A - £343,990 £850,000 - This is the top end for what residential consent land in Skipton could sell for according to the agent. Not clear whether this can 
be achieved on a policy compliant basis.

Asking Values Website Listing 26/01/2017 Skipton Lothersdale, Keighley 0.59 0.24 Greenfield Residential 
Development Land 1  53/2016/16781 Full Planning - Approved 01/08/2016 Planning consent for an 'ultra-moden detached house' with circa 232sqm of living space and 4 

double bedrooms £225,000 £381,356 £942,331 £225,000 Site is situated on the edge of Lothersdale village - evidently land value per acre is high due to small site and the fact only one 
plot is going to be developed out means this is not the strongest comparator. 

Asking Values Anecdotal 03/02/2017 Skipton Corner Field, Skipton 6.00 2.43 Greenfield Residential 
Development Land 73 40% 63/2015/16113

2017/18340/FUL
Full Planning - Pending 
Decision 29/08/2017

Outline permission for 90 residential units - council has a 40% affordable housing target.

Understand that owner of site has now submitted a full planning app for 73 units at 40% 
affordable.

£4,140,000 £690,000 £1,704,990 £56,712

Spoke with agent who suggested there was lots of interest in this site with 11 bids. Sold unconditionally based on 6 acres net, 
but had higher conditional offers that would have meant the site would achieve £1.7 mil per ha or £690,000 per acre. This is a 
good location in Skipton and the greenfield site had very few abnormal costs. Suggested that the effect of affordable housing 
has knocked about £3-3.5 million off their bids for this site. Generally, affordable housing and costs for abnormals can see bids 
halved.

Asking Values Anecdotal 01/11/2016 Skipton Carla Beck Farm, Carleton, Skipton 2.22 0.90 Greenfield Residential 
Development Land 24 40% 17/2016/16571 Outline - Approved 07/07/2016

Outline planning permission with an indicative layout of 24 superior dwellings situated on the 
outskirts of Carleton. Planning policy documentation states that no development will occur until a 
scheme including no less than 40% affordable otherwise agreed with the local authority by the 
means of a viability assessment.

£1,600,000 £720,721 £1,780,901 £66,667 The site is 2 miles from Skipton. Called the agent to discuss the achieved sale price and date.

Asking Values Website Listing 07/11/2017 Skipton Clay Hall, Broughton Road, Skipton 3.45 1.40 Greenfield Residential 
Development Land 20 40%

Decision No:
63/2016/17312
63/2013/13823

Outline - Approved 17/01/2017 Erection of up to 20 dwellings - subject to viability at this stage 40% required. £900,000 £260,870 £644,609 £45,000

Greenfield site on the edge of the Leeds / Liverpool canal  - the site is not in the best location as is the otherside of the A629 
however, is circa 1.4km from Skipton Railway Station and 2km from Skipton town-centre along Broughton Road. Spoke to 
secretary of James Pye and Son, Paul Schofield is away on leave until Nov 27th. Plenty of interest in the site but not able to 
comment on anything else.

Asking Values Comparable 
Evidence 14/11/2017 Skipton Land at Shires Lane, Embsay 4.87 1.97 Greenfield Residential 

Development Land 51 40% 26/2015/16284 Full Planning - Approved 09/06/2016 Full planning application for residential development of 51 no. houses £1,900,000 £390,144 £964,045 £37,255 Upon the granting of planning permission, the Option was exercised at the minimum price of circa £1.9m.  The net developable 
acreage is 4.87 acres. 

Printed: 29/11/2017 12:38
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A B C D E F G H I J K L M N O P Q R S

Evidence of… Evidence Type Date of 
Evidence Market Zone Land Address / Site Name / 

Typology
Site Area 

(acres)
Site Area 

(ha) Existing Use Planning for x 
No. of Units % AH Planning Ref # Planning Status

Date of 
Planning 
Status

Detail of Planning Status Value £ Value 
(£/acres) Value (£/ha) Value (£/unit) Comments

Asking Values Anecdotal 30/01/2017 Rest of the District Generic residential development land 
in Rest of the District - lower end N/A N/A Greenfield Residential 

Development Land N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A - £161,878 £400,000 - Across the district this is the minimum figure the agent suggested generic residential consent land would sell for per 
acre/hectare. However, it was noted it is difficult to generalise with such a variety between Skipton and the more rural areas.

Asking Values Anecdotal 30/01/2017 Rest of the District Generic residential development land 
in Rest of the District - higher end N/A N/A Greenfield Residential 

Development Land N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A - £303,521 £750,000 -
Across the district this is the maximum figure the agent suggested generic residential consent land would sell for per 
acre/hectare. However, it was noted it is difficult to generalise with such a variety between Skipton and the more rural areas. 
Not clear whether this can be achieved on a policy compliant basis.

Asking Values Website Listing 03/01/2017 Rest of the District Greenhead Lane, Low Bentham 0.74 0.30 Greenfield Residential 
Development Land 4

Decision Notice 
No: 

08/2015/16248
Outline - Approved 25/11/2015 Outline planning permission for 4 detached dwellings (3 x 4 bed and 1  x 3 bed) £400,000 £540,541 £1,335,676 £100,000

This is a small site on the edge of a rural village in the north of the District, it is an indication as to market values but should be 
treated with caution given the size of the site and proposed development. Note that this is a small site and thus price per acre 
slightly inflated.

Asking Values Website Listing 07/11/2017 Rest of the District Residential Development Site 
Greenhead Lane, Low Bentham 0.80 0.32 Greenfield Residential 

Development Land 4 Decision No:
08/2015/16248 Outline - Approved 25/11/2015 Development of four dwelling houses (3 x 4 bed with integral garages and 1 x 3 bed with parking) £400,000 £500,000 £1,235,500 £100,000 Site on the edge of small village settlement, near Forest of Bowland AONB. Example of market value for smaller sites which on 

a per acre basis would be greater due to size of site (less than 1 acre).
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Evidence of… Evidence Type Date of 
Evidence Market Zone Land Address / Site Name / 

Typology
Site Area 

(acres)
Site Area 

(ha) Existing Use Planning for x 
No. of Units % AH Planning Ref # Planning Status

Date of 
Planning 
Status

Detail of Planning Status Value £ Value 
(£/acres) Value (£/ha) Value (£/unit) Comments

Existing Use Value Anecdotal 30/01/2017 Skipton Agricultural land in Skipton N/A N/A
Agricultural
(No Development 
Potential)

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A - £12,000 £29,652 - Spoke with an agent who suggested that in Skipton, the top end agricultural land would be valued at circa £12,000 per acre.

Existing Use Value Website Listing 09/01/2017 Skipton Long Preston, Skipton 1.63 0.66
Agricultural
(No Development 
Potential)

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A £20,000 £12,270 £30,303 - Fore sale by private treaty - in two lots, at £65,000 for 2.53ha and £20,000 for 0.66 ha.

Existing Use Value Website Listing 09/01/2017 Skipton Long Preston, Skipton 6.25 0.66
Agricultural
(No Development 
Potential)

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A £65,000 £10,400 £98,485 - Fore sale by private treaty - in two lots, at £65,000 for 2.53ha and £20,000 for 0.66 ha.

Existing Use Value Website Listing 03/01/2017 Skipton Cracoe, Skipton 10.23 4.14
Agricultural
(No Development 
Potential)

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A £70,000 £6,843 £16,908 -
The vendor and his successors in title will be entitled to 50% of any uplift in value generated by the granting of planning 
permission for development for a period of 20 years from the completion of sale. But the land is also subject to a restrictive 
covenant preventing the construction of any buildings.

Existing Use Value Website Listing 11/01/2017 Skipton Church Street, Gargrave, Skipton 12.85 5.20
Agricultural
(No Development 
Potential)

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A £85,000 £6,615 £16,346 - Two parcels of grassland for freehold sale by private treaty (2.72ha & 2.48ha) - vacant possesion on completion.

Existing Use Value Website Listing 27/01/2017 Skipton Horton, Skipton 1.75 0.71
Agricultural
(No Development 
Potential)

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A £20,000 £11,429 £28,169 - Described as productive grass fields, this site is sold in four lots, which each have road frontage.

Existing Use Value Website Listing 27/01/2017 Skipton Horton, Skipton 4.27 0.71
Agricultural
(No Development 
Potential)

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A £45,000 £10,539 £63,380 - Described as productive grass fields, this site is sold in four lots, which each have road frontage.

Existing Use Value Website Listing 27/01/2017 Skipton Horton, Skipton 2.05 0.71
Agricultural
(No Development 
Potential)

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A £20,000 £9,756 £28,169 - Described as productive grass fields, this site is sold in four lots, which each have road frontage.

Existing Use Value Website Listing 27/01/2017 Skipton Horton, Skipton 3.70 0.71
Agricultural
(No Development 
Potential)

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A £50,000 £13,514 £70,423 - Described as productive grass fields, this site is sold in four lots, which each have road frontage.

Existing Use Value Site Specific EVA 
Reports 14/05/2016 Skipton North Parade, Skipton 10.20 4.13

Agricultural
(No Development 
Potential)

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A £50,000 £4,902 £12,113 - The valuation surveyor believes this reflects the current use value - as if there were no residential potential.

Existing Use Value Site Specific EVA 
Reports 02/02/2016 Skipton Horse Close, Skipton 8.99 3.64

Agricultural
(No Development 
Potential)

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A £90,000 £10,011 £24,737 - This is anecdotal evidence from a valuation surveyor hypothetically stating if this site had no potential for residential use.

Existing Use Value Website Listing 06/11/2017 Skipton Off Thorpe Lane 12.11 4.90
Agricultural
(No Development 
Potential)

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A £78,500 £6,482 £16,018 - Website indicates that it has sold subject to contract. Land has direct access from Thorpe Lane.
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Evidence of… Evidence Type Date of 
Evidence Market Zone Land Address / Site Name / 

Typology
Site Area 

(acres)
Site Area 

(ha) Existing Use Planning for x 
No. of Units % AH Planning Ref # Planning Status

Date of 
Planning 
Status

Detail of Planning Status Value £ Value 
(£/acres) Value (£/ha) Value (£/unit) Comments

Existing Use Value Anecdotal 30/01/2017 Rest of the District Agricultural land in the rest of the 
District N/A N/A

Agricultural
(No Development 
Potential)

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A - £10,000 £24,710 - Spoke with an agent at Windle Beech Winthrop, who suggested that land value varies significantly across the district. For high 
quality farmland with little planning potential, the value could be up to £10,000 per acre.

Existing Use Value Anecdotal 30/01/2017 Rest of the District Agricultural land in the rest of the 
District N/A N/A

Agricultural
(No Development 
Potential)

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A - £3,000 £7,413 - Spoke with an agent at Windle Beech Winthrop, who suggested that land value varies significantly across the district. For poor 
quality farmland with no planning potential, the value could be as low as £3,000 per acre.

Existing Use Value Website Listing 03/01/2017 Rest of the District Chapel le Dale, Ingleton 5.90 2.39
Agricultural
(No Development 
Potential)

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A £45,000 £7,627 £18,847 - Pasture land in the Yorkshire Dales offered freehold with vacant possession - said to appeal to equestrian, farming or 
conservationists.

Existing Use Value Website Listing 26/01/2017 Rest of the District The Croft Clapham 4.20 1.70
Agricultural
(No Development 
Potential)

N/A N/A N/A N/A Planning application for five horse stables wth tack room and paddocks. Not granted permission. £75,000 £17,857 £44,125 - Site is situated off the A65, in a remote location. Assumed agricultural value due to refusal of planning permission but clearly 
has some hope value for future development (even if just as stables).

Existing Use Value Website Listing 26/01/2017 Rest of the District Buckden 2.35 0.95
Agricultural
(No Development 
Potential)

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A £35,000 £14,894 £36,802 - Pasture land situated on the edge of the village of Buckden - classified as severely disadvantaged.

Existing Use Value Website Listing 01/04/2015 Rest of the District Gravel Hill, Track Bank Lane, Great 
Broughton 2.40 0.97

Agricultural
(No Development 
Potential)

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A £12,300 £5,125 £12,664 - Grass paddock land on the outskirts of Great Broughton. The land is fenced with gated access.

Existing Use Value Website Listing 01/11/2016 Rest of the District Blaithwaite Farm, Giggleswick, Settle 7.79 3.15
Agricultural
(No Development 
Potential)

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A £65,000 £8,344 £20,618 - Rural piece of meadowland with road frontage.

Existing Use Value Website Listing 01/10/2016 Rest of the District Meldingscale Farm, Keasden, 
Clapham 29.92 12.11

Agricultural
(No Development 
Potential)

N/A              N/A N/A N/A N/A £170,000 £5,682 £14,040 - Sold in two lots, this was the smaller of the two with the other containing existing residential and commercial space.

Existing Use Value Website Listing 06/11/2017 Rest of the District Buckstone Lane, Sutton-in-Craven 5.67 2.29
Agricultural
(No Development 
Potential)

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A £49,500 £8,730 £21,572 - Productive and relatively level single meadow with frontage and direct access to Buckstone Lane.

Existing Use Value Website Listing 06/11/2017 Rest of the District Dick Lane, Sutton-in-Craven 14.78 5.98
Agricultural
(No Development 
Potential)

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A £45,000 £3,045 £7,523 - Direct access to Dick Lane, but hill pasture land is undulating.

Existing Use Value Website Listing 07/11/2017 Rest of the District Land at Horton Grange Farm, Horton 
in Craven 46.53 18.83

Agricultural
(No Development 
Potential)

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A £360,000 £7,737 £19,118 - One of two plots of productive grassland which benefit from roadside access and 8 miles west of Skipton. Land is slightly 
undulating.

Existing Use Value Website Listing 07/11/2017 Rest of the District Land at Horton Grange Farm, Horton 
in Craven 42.40 17.16

Agricultural
(No Development 
Potential)

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A £350,000 £8,255 £20,397 - One of two plots of productive grassland which benefit from roadside access and 8 miles west of Skipton. Land is slightly 
undulating.

Existing Use Value Website Listing 07/11/2017 Rest of the District Land off Ellers Road, Sutton-in-Craven 3.55 1.44
Agricultural
(No Development 
Potential)

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A £35,000 £9,859 £24,362 - Pasture and meadow land situated on the outskirts of Sutton-in-Craven with roadside access. Site does change in levels falling 
away from the roadside. On the border with Bradford.
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A B C D E F G H I J K L M N O P Q R S

Evidence of… Evidence Type Date of 
Evidence Market Zone Land Address / Site Name / 

Typology
Site Area 

(acres)
Site Area 

(ha) Existing Use Planning for x 
No. of Units % AH Planning Ref # Planning Status

Date of 
Planning 
Status

Detail of Planning Status Value £ Value 
(£/acres) Value (£/ha) Value (£/unit) Comments

Threshold Land 
Value

Legal Agreements / 
Options etc. 01/02/2014 Skipton Elsey Croft, Moorview Way, Skipton 6.22 2.52 Greenfield Residential 

Development Land 103 40% 63/2013/13350 Reserved Matters - 
Approved 08/05/2013

Outline Planning was granted on Appeal in January 2012 following refusal of application ref 
63/2010/11062 in July 2011.  The Appeal Decision is dated 23 January 2012.  The outline 
application included an indicative layout for 107 dwellings.  The Appeal Decision included various 
conditions including 40% affordable housing.  DTZ note that none of the conditions are 
considered to be unduly onerous (see page 8 DTZ report).  - DTZ then refer to the consented 
scheme being for 103 dwellings including 40% affordable housing (para 6.10 and page 11)

£1,965,000 £316,086 £781,048 £19,078

This is the DTZ Independant Expert report

We note the following:
- Option Agreement is dated 11 August 2011 - Carter Jonas and Savills failed to reach an agreement on open market value so 
DTZ act as independent valuers. 
- We understand that the Option agreement was an arms length transaction
- The definition of Open Market Value in the Option Agreements includes the terms and obligations and provisions of any 
Planning Obligation (i.e. 40% affordable housing)
- Gross site area is 9.6 acres, but we are working on a net basis.
- Outline planning granted in January 2012 for 107 dwellings at 40% affordable - none of the conditions were considered to be 
unduly onerous.
- Consented scheme is 103
- Purchase price is market value less Appeal costs upto a maximum of £100,000 
- contingency has been excluded (given accuracy housebuilders can estimate costs)
- 2 per month sales rate
- 6% professional fees; sales & marketing at 3% 
- profit at 18% profit (blended)
- finance at 6.5%

Threshold Land 
Value

Site Specific EVA 
Reports 20/11/2015 Skipton Elsey Croft, Moorview Way, Skipton 6.22 2.52 Greenfield Residential 

Development Land 103 40% 63/2013/13350 Reserved Matters - 
Approved 08/05/2013

Jackson Webb Limited were appointed as an independ-ent Valuer on 5th August 2015 by Skipton 
Properties Limited, the applicant, to appraise the development known as Elsey Croft, Skipton. The 
report is to take the form of a Financial Viability Assessment (FVA). The FVA is based upon 
proposals set out in planning application no. 63/2015/15726 (Skipton East Ward), previously de-
termined by Craven District Council. It is understood that this FVA is to be submitted as part of a 
further applica-tion made under Section 73 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990, to vary 
conditions within this permis-sion.

Planning permission was previously granted through an Appeal Decision dated 23rd January 
2012, Appeal Ref. APP/C2708/A/11/2157022, this was in respect of an application no. 
63/2010/11062, made on 28th September 2010. The application was made in outline with all mat-
ters reserved, other than the access off Moorview Way. Indicative plans showed a layout for 107 
dwellings, open spaces, landscaping zones and pedestrian access routes.

Application no. 63/2015/15726 sought to change the proposed layout approved on Appeal, 
reducing the over-all number of units within the Appeal site from 107 to 103 dwellings. As part of 
the development approved on Appeal had already been constructed and/or sold the most recent 
permission was in respect of 93 of the 103 dwellings that now form the whole development.

£1,865,000 £300,000 £741,300 £18,107

This is from the Jackson Webb EVA report

We note the following:
- Jackson Webb appraised the entire 103 unit scheme
- Site covers an area of 3.9 hectares (gross, we have used net for comparison)
- At the time construction of the housing was underway, indicating that the DTZ acquistion price was 'viable'
- Jackson Webb undertook a Land Registry search of subject site (No. NYK420623) which stated the site was purchased by 
Skipton Properties Limited on 2nd December 2014 from Ms M J Wilman for the sum  of £1,865,000.
- 'Site value should equate to market value' - purchase price was policy compliant
- para 92. Jackson Webb believe that due to pent up demand and a lack of competing schemes the sales at Elsey Croft have 
been progressing well. And this will be represented in the cash-flow by the scheme continuing to sell well for the asking prices, 
in order that the development will be practi-cally completed within 12 months of the date of the report without any void period; as 
each property is sold the month after it is practically completed. - why then require a decrease in AH?
- Sales costs included at 3%
- Contingency of 2-5%
- Professional fees 5.32% included
- Jackson Webb 'benchmarked' the site value based on the plot value and developers profit of 20% (page 21)  - The subject site 
is currently a construction site, with the benefit of a partially implemented planning per-mission, for 103 dwellings. Arguably, the 
Existing Use Value is therefore the residual site value based upon a partially implemented scheme of 103 dwellings.
- Jackson Webb sought to dismisse the option price (page 22).  However the arguments appear inconsisent. Values are now 
20% higher (increasing RLV); costs are higher (decreading RLV); and profit is based on 20% (not 18% as DTZ) (reducing RLV). 
They also state that, In attempting to determine a Site Value, Jackson Webb have taken into consideration the local planning 
policy to provide a level of 40% affordable housing. - how can this be, if their appraisal results in only 20%
- Jackson Webb use a benchmark site value of £70,000 per plot which would generate a site valu of £4,270,000 (note that the 
Inspector did not agree with this (see below))

Threshold Land 
Value

Site Specific EVA 
Reports 29/09/2017 Skipton Elsey Croft, Moorview Way, Skipton 6.22 2.52 Greenfield Residential 

Development Land 103 40% 63/2013/13350 Reserved Matters - 
Approved 08/05/2013

Background and Scope of the Appeal
4. Outline permission was granted in 2012 for 103 dwellings1. This was followed by a reserved 
matters permission2 in 2013 pursuant to the outline for 103 dwellings which was subject to a 
S106 agreement to provide 41 affordable housing units, reflecting a condition on the outline 
approval requiring 40% affordable housing. Subsequent applications were received in relation to 
minor amendments including an application to vary the house types for the first 10 dwellings3 
which was approved in March 2015. Following the commencement of construction on the first 10 
dwellings the appellant sought to revise the house
types for the remaining 93 dwellings. This application was approved subject to a number of 
conditions, including condition 2, the subject of this appeal, which sought to secure 40% 
affordable housing on the site. An application4 to discharge this condition was subsequently 
submitted and refused in October 2015. An application5 to vary this condition to reduce the 
amount of affordable housing on site to 20% was submitted in November of 2015 and registered 
in January of 2016. It was subsequently refused by the Council in April 2016. It is this application 
which is the subject of this appeal.

£1,865,000 £300,000 £741,300 £18,107

This is from the Planning Insepctorate report

We note the following:
- Appeal under s73
- Appeal was of Condition 2 - affordable housing
- 10 units have been / in process of being built and sold therefore the inspector was instructed on determining the balance which 
was 93
- Note the appraisals were of 103 units, but the Inspector was determining the balance of 93 units
- Council's appraisal based on purchase price of £1,865,000 (£300,000 per acre) and shows 40% is viable - only quashed 
because of the High Court case ruling against Craven's AH policy
- Inspector confirmed; The Council’s initial appraisal was carried out by Ms Jacobs on behalf of the Council. She used as a 
starting point the actual purchase price of the site of £1,865,000, which equates to over £300,000 per acre. Her Scenario 2 
models a scheme for 103 houses using actual construction costs and sales revenue where available, with provision of 40% AH 
on 93 of them. To my mind this closely reflects the actual development project as approved and carried out to date. It shows 
that a profit of between 18 or 19% can be achieved, depending on the units to be given over as AH.
- And, As such, I accept the logic of Ms Jacob’s approach and the findings of her valuation. 29. On Ms Jacob’s assessment, as 
a worse case scenario which provides a contingency of 3%, the site could deliver 40% affordable housing at a blended profit 
level of between 18 and 19%.
- I have also been provided with no compelling evidence that in an area with an  identified need for a range of affordable 
housing the transfer of the SPL choice affordable dwellings is likely to present a development risk to the appellant. A profit level 
of between 18% and 19%, as identified by the Ms Jacobs therefore appears to me to be sustainable in this case.
- 31. In relation to viability I therefore conclude that the development is capable of sustaining the delivery of 40% affordable 
housing on site.

However, the Applicant reduced affordable housing from 40% to 20%  given the absence of AH policy in Council's adopted plan 
documents (due to the High Court decision).

Threshold Land 
Value

Site Specific EVA 
Reports 14/05/2016 Skipton North Parade, Skipton 10.20 4.13 Greenfield Residential 

Development Land 105 30% 63/2012/13167 Reserved Matters - 
Approved 02/08/2016

Reserved matters application for the erection of 105 dwellings and associated infrastructure, 
MUGA sports pitch and areas of open space granted in Outline consent referenced 
63/2012/13167 on 14 March 2013. Understand that the Developer has since agreed to 30% AH, 
which was the recommendation of the Valuation Surveyor. 

£1,020,000 £100,000 £247,100 £9,714 The Valuation Surveyor feels the £100,000 represents more than a suitable uplift in value for the landowner to sell and result in 
a policy compliant scheme. Cushman and Wakefield have valued the land at £197,000 per acre.

Threshold Land 
Value

Site Specific EVA 
Reports 14/05/2016 Skipton North Parade, Skipton 10.20 4.13 Greenfield Residential 

Development Land 105 30% 63/2012/13167 Reserved Matters - 
Approved 02/08/2016

Reserved matters application for the erection of 105 dwellings and associated infrastructure, 
MUGA sports pitch and areas of open space granted in Outline consent referenced 
63/2012/13167 on 14 March 2013. Understand that the Developer has since agreed to 30% AH, 
which was the recommendation of the Valuation Surveyor. 

£2,009,400 £197,000 £486,787 £19,137 The Valuation Surveyor feels the £100,000 represents more than a suitable uplift in value for the landowner to sell and result in 
a policy compliant scheme. Cushman and Wakefield have valued the land at £197,000 per acre.

Threshold Land 
Value

Legal Agreements / 
Options etc. 26/04/2016 Skipton Land at Aldersley Avenue, Skipton 14.23 5.76 Greenfield Residential 

Development Land 97 63/2016/17313 Full Planning - Pending 
Decision 02/09/2016 Full application for the erection of 97 dwellings - understand the Applicant is proposing 10% AH. 

Note that the option agreement pre-dates the receipt of planning application. £2,561,933 £180,000 £444,780 £26,412
This is the minimum land value signed in the option agreement between Zephyr Properties Limited, Craven District Council and 
Persimmon Homes Limited dated 26th April 2016. Greenfield site, in Skipton - very strong piece of evidence to demonstrate 
TLV. We note that Johnson Mowat have been involved in acting for the developer on the planning submission for this site.

Threshold Land 
Value

Site Specific EVA 
Reports 02/02/2016 Skipton Horse Close, Skipton 8.99 3.64 Greenfield Residential 

Development Land 88 40% 63/2015/16162 Refused 10/03/2016

Previously had planning for 110 units and agreed a land value based on a policy compliant 
scheme. Due to flooding issues, plans been revised down to 88 units and applicant requested a 
revised contribution of AH to 23%. The Valuation surveyor has proven the scheme viable at 40% 
with a land value of £2.3m.

£2,300,000 £255,840 £632,180 £26,136

Council owned site, set on getting £3.5m for the land but with 40% this was not possible. Flood zoning changed and large part 
of site became undevelopable. Significant abnormals in this with a bridge required. Understood that the Council not yet sold the 
site as of April 2017. The Valuation Surveyor feels that this represents a more than suitable uplift in value for the land as it 
would be worth £10,000 per acre if it had no development potential (current use value).

Threshold Land 
Value Anecdotal 01/10/2013 Skipton Readily Developable Parcels of 

Residential Land in Craven 2.47 1.00 Greenfield Residential 
Development Land 35 N/A N/A N/A No planning - assumption of 35 dwellings per hectare to calculate approximate value per unit. £1,100,000 £445,164 £1,100,000 £31,429 Based on readily developable parcels - the higher end value for Craven District in the PBA Viability Study (2013). The TLV 

would be netted back for site abnormals as Craven is challenging topographically.
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A B C D E F G H I J K L M N O P Q R S

Evidence of… Evidence Type Date of 
Evidence Market Zone Land Address / Site Name / 

Typology
Site Area 

(acres)
Site Area 

(ha) Existing Use Planning for x 
No. of Units % AH Planning Ref # Planning Status

Date of 
Planning 
Status

Detail of Planning Status Value £ Value 
(£/acres) Value (£/ha) Value (£/unit) Comments

Market Value 
(Policy Compliant) Anecdotal 30/01/2017 Rest of the District Kendal Road, Hellifield 2.76 1.12 Greenfield Residential 

Development Land 21 38% 42/2015/15870
42/2016/16640 Withdrawn 24/11/2016

Outline planning permission for 21 residential units and current application for new vehicular 
access off A65. Outline application contains 38% affordable housing with 8 units providing a mix 
of 75% affordable rent and 25% affordable sale. Whilst granting outline permission, the inspector 
stated that the detailed requirements of affordable housing were yet to be decided - application 
was subsequently withdrawn after outline consent.

£600,000 £217,391 £537,174 £28,571
Situated on the edge of Hellified village, the site has views of the surrounding countryside and excellent rail and road links to the 
North and North West, whilst being within 6 miles of Settle and 9 miles of Skipton. The agent confirmed that the site could go for 
between £600,000-£900,000.

Market Value 
(Policy Compliant) Anecdotal 30/01/2017 Rest of the District Kendal Road, Hellifield 2.76 1.12 Greenfield Residential 

Development Land 21 38% 42/2015/15870
42/2016/16640 Withdrawn 24/11/2016

Outline planning permission for 21 residential units and current application for new vehicular 
access off A65. Outline application contains 38% affordable housing with 8 units providing a mix 
of 75% affordable rent and 25% affordable sale. Whilst granting outline permission, the inspector 
stated that the detailed requirements of affordable housing were yet to be decided - application 
was subsequently withdrawn after outline consent.

£900,000 £326,087 £805,761 £42,857
Situated on the edge of Hellified village, the site has views of the surrounding countryside and excellent rail and road links to the 
North and North West, whilst being within 6 miles of Settle and 9 miles of Skipton. The agent confirmed that the site could go for 
between £600,000-£900,000.

Threshold Land 
Value

Legal Agreements / 
Options etc. 15/02/2017 Rest of the District Felstead, Low Bentham 1.36 0.55 Brownfield Residential 

Development  Land 16 40% Uknown Reserved Matters - 
Approved Unknown

Site had outline planning consent for 7 units. Proposal for 16 units is not policy compliant 
providing just 4 affordable units. Valuation Surveyor's appraisal is policy compliant and is viable, 
Applicant accepted this.

£360,000 £264,706 £654,088 £22,500 The land value is the price paid for the site, which the valuation surveyor thinks fairly reflects the cost of carrying out the 
proposed scheme.

Threshold Land 
Value Anecdotal 01/10/2013 Rest of the District Readily Developable Parcels of 

Residential Land in Craven 2.47 1.00 Greenfield Residential 
Development Land 35 N/A N/A N/A No planning - assumption of 35 dwellings per hectare to calculate approximate value per unit. £800,000 £323,756 £800,000 £22,857 Based on readily developable parcels - the lower end value for Craven District in the PBA Viability Study (2013).  The TLV would 

be netted back for site abnormals as Craven is challenging topographically.

Printed: 29/11/2017 12:43
S:\_Client Projects\1611 Craven LPlan Viability Assessment_Craven DC\1612 Land Values\171106  Land Value Re-Analysis\171122 Land Values Data_Craven_v16
© Copyright Aspinall Verdi Limited



  Craven – Local Plan Viability Addendum Report 
Pre-Publication Consultation Draft Plan 

November 2017 
 

  
  

 
 

 

Appendix 4 - Residential Typologies 
 
  



171122 Typologies Matrix Craven LPlan_v11 - Residential Typologies

Ref. # Resi 
Units

Location / Value Zone 
scenario 

Most likely development 
scenario 

Development 
Density (dph)

Net Developable 
Site Area (ha)

Net Developable 
Site Area (acres)

Sport, Open 
Space and 
Recreation 

Contributions

Education 
Contributions - 

Primary

Education 
Contributions - 

Secondary

Highways 
Contributions AH Target AH basis AH Tenure Mix: Market Housing Mix: * Affordable Housing Mix: *

(£/unit) (£/unit) (£/unit) (£/unit) (%) Aff Rent 
(% of AH)

Sub-market / 
Inter. / Starter

(% of AH)

Sub-market / 
Inter. / Starter

(% of total) 
(>10%)

1B H 2B H 3B H 4B H 5B H 1B F 2B F Total 1B H 2B H 3B H 4B H 5B H 1B F 2B F Total

1 3 All Service Centres Greenfield - paddock land 37 0.08 0.20 n/a - 10 unit 
threshold

n/a - 15&25 unit 
threshold

n/a - 100 unit 
threshold

n/a - large Skipton 
sites only n/a n/a - 10 unit 

threshold - - - - - - - 100.0% - - 100.0% - - - - - - - -

2 8 Skipton - Principal Town 
Service Centre Greenfield - paddock land 37 0.22 0.53 n/a - 10 unit 

threshold
n/a - 15&25 unit 

threshold
n/a - 100 unit 

threshold
n/a - large Skipton 

sites only n/a n/a - 10 unit 
threshold - - - - 12.5% 50.0% 25.0% 12.5% - - 100.0% - - - - - - - -

3 8 All other Service Centres, 
Villages and Rural Locations Greenfield - paddock land 37 0.22 0.53 n/a - 10 unit 

threshold
n/a - 15&25 unit 

threshold
n/a - 100 unit 

threshold
n/a - large Skipton 

sites only n/a n/a - 10 unit 
threshold - - - - 12.5% 50.0% 25.0% 12.5% - - 100.0% - - - - - - - -

4 8
Other Service Centres, 
Villages and Rural Locations 
- in Designated Rural Area

Greenfield - paddock land 37 0.22 0.53 n/a - 10 unit 
threshold

n/a - 15&25 unit 
threshold

n/a - 100 unit 
threshold

n/a - large Skipton 
sites only 30% commuted sum 75% 25% 8% - - 40.0% 40.0% 20.0% - - 100.0% 20.0% 60.0% 20.0% - - - - 100.0%

5 12 Rural locations Generic RES site 37 0.32 0.80 £3,540 n/a - 15&25 unit 
threshold

n/a - 100 unit 
threshold

n/a - large Skipton 
sites only 100% on-site 75% 25% 25% - - - - - - - - 20.0% 60.0% 20.0% - - - - 100.0%

6 17 Skipton - Principal Town 
Service Centre Greenfield allocations 32 0.53 1.31 £3,151 n/a - 25 unit 

threshold
n/a - 100 unit 

threshold
n/a - large Skipton 

sites only 30% on-site 75% 25% 8% 3.0% 16.0% 57.0% 22.0% 2.0% - - 100.0% 20.0% 60.0% 20.0% - - - - 100.0%

7 17 All other Service Centres, 
Villages and Rural Locations Greenfield allocations 32 0.53 1.31 £3,540 £3,399 n/a - 100 unit 

threshold
n/a - large Skipton 

sites only 30% on-site 75% 25% 8% 3.0% 16.0% 57.0% 22.0% 2.0% - - 100.0% 20.0% 60.0% 20.0% - - - - 100.0%

8 35 All other Service Centres, 
Villages and Rural Locations Greenfield allocations 32 1.09 2.70 £3,540 £3,399 n/a - 100 unit 

threshold
n/a - large Skipton 

sites only 30% on-site 75% 25% 8% 3.0% 16.0% 57.0% 22.0% 2.0% - - 100.0% 20.0% 60.0% 20.0% - - - - 100.0%

9 66 All other Service Centres, 
Villages and Rural Locations Greenfield allocations 32 2.06 5.10 £3,540 £3,399 n/a - 100 unit 

threshold
n/a - large Skipton 

sites only 30% on-site 75% 25% 8% 3.0% 16.0% 57.0% 22.0% 2.0% - - 100.0% 20.0% 60.0% 20.0% - - - - 100.0%

10 150 All other Service Centres, 
Villages and Rural Locations Greenfield allocations 32 4.69 11.58 £3,540 £3,399 £2,536 n/a - large Skipton 

sites only 30% on-site 75% 25% 8% 3.0% 16.0% 57.0% 22.0% 2.0% - - 100.0% 20.0% 60.0% 20.0% - - - - 100.0%

11 100 Skipton - Principal Town 
Service Centre Greenfield allocations 32 3.13 7.72 £3,151 £3,399 £2,536 £1,500 30% on-site 75% 25% 8% 3.0% 16.0% 57.0% 22.0% 2.0% - - 100.0% 20.0% 60.0% 20.0% - - - - 100.0%

12 290 Skipton - Principal Town 
Service Centre Greenfield allocations 32 9.06 22.39 £3,151 £3,399 £2,536 £1,500 30% on-site 75% 25% 8% 3.0% 16.0% 57.0% 22.0% 2.0% - - 100.0% 20.0% 60.0% 20.0% - - - - 100.0%

13 55 District Wide Age Restricted / Sheltered 
Housing - brownfield land 125 0.44 1.09 £3,151 n/a n/a n/a 30% off-site commuted 

sum 75% 25% 8% - - - - - 60.0% 40.0% 100.0% - - - - 60.0% 40.0% 100.0%

14 60 District Wide Assisted Living / Extra-Care 
Housing - brownfield land 100 0.60 1.48 £3,151 n/a n/a n/a 30% off-site commuted 

sum 75% 25% 8% - - - - - 60.0% 40.0% 100.0% - - - - 60.0% 40.0% 100.0%

* mix is adjusted on the smaller typologies to reflect the number of units on the scheme
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171122 Craven Residential appraisals v11 - Version Notes

Date Version Comments

171122 v11

Page 1/102
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171122 Craven Residential appraisals v11 - Summary Table

3 Unit - Scheme 1 8 Units - Scheme 2 8 Units - Scheme 3 8 Units(CS) - Scheme 4 12 Units(RES) - Scheme 5 17 Units - Scheme 6 17 Units - Scheme 7 35 Units - Scheme 8 66 Units - Scheme 9 150 Units - Scheme 10 100 Units - Scheme 11 290 Units - Scheme 12 55 Units (Age Res) - Scheme 13 60 Unit (ECH) - Scheme 14

Baseline Parameters:

Site Area (net residential development) (ha) 0.08                          0.22                             0.22                             0.22                                     0.32                                         0.53                               0.53                               1.09                               2.06                               4.69                                   3.13                                   9.06                                   0.44                                                       0.60                                           

Development density (dph) 37.0                          37.0                             37.0                             37.0                                     37.0                                         32.0                               32.0                               32.0                               32.0                               32.0                                   32.0                                   32.0                                   125.0                                                     100.0                                         

Total No. Units 3 8 8 8 12 17 17 35 66 150 100 290 55 60

Affordable Housing (%) (on-site) 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% 30.00% 30.00% 30.00% 30.00% 30.00% 30.00% 30.00% 0.00% 0.00%

Affordable Rent (%) 75.00% 75.00% 75.00% 75.00% 75.00% 75.00% 75.00% 75.00% 75.00% 75.00%

LCHO (%) 25.00% 25.00% 25.00% 25.00% 25.00% 25.00% 25.00% 25.00% 25.00% 25.00%

Appraisal:

Total GDV (£) 1,102,500 2,398,110 2,194,020 2,194,020 852,000 3,632,802 3,406,939 7,014,286 13,226,939 30,061,224 21,369,423 61,971,327 12,924,038 17,623,688

Site Specific S106 (£ per unit) (all units) 3,151 6,939 6,939 6,939 9,475 10,586 10,586 3,151 3,151

AH Commuted Sum (£) 216,333 1,668,441 902,940

AH Commuted Sum (£ per unit) 27,042 30,335 15,049

Developers Profit (£) 220,500 479,622 438,804 438,804 51,120 675,866 630,694 1,298,487 2,448,576 5,564,945 3,975,685 11,529,485 2,584,808 3,524,738

Developers Profit (% blended) 20.00% 20.00% 20.00% 20.00% 6.00% 18.60% 18.51% 18.51% 18.51% 18.51% 18.60% 18.60% 20.00% 20.00%

Total Cost (including profit) (£) 876,677 1,729,092 1,680,863 1,910,326 3,019,525 2,947,950 2,963,601 6,083,246 11,454,311 26,392,337 18,027,912 52,221,621 12,538,843 17,098,422

RLV (net) (£) 197,595 585,391 449,012 248,232 (2,167,525) 599,246 387,920 814,660 1,551,050 3,210,276 2,923,822 8,530,993 337,045 459,607

RLV (£/acre) 986,242 1,095,682 840,422 260,000 (2,704,655) 456,492 295,509 301,429 304,340 277,159 378,641 380,960 310,001 310,001

RLV (£/ha) 2,437,003 2,707,431 2,076,682 642,460 (6,683,203) 1,127,992 730,203 642,460 752,024 684,859 935,623 941,351 766,012 766,012

RLV comments Viable Viable Viable Viable Not Viable Viable Viable Viable Viable Viable Viable Viable Viable Viable

Balance for Plan VA:

TLV (£/acre) 643,869 643,869 643,869 260,000 187,171 310,000 260,000 260,000 260,000 260,000 310,000 310,000 310,000 310,000

TLV (£/ha) 1,591,000 1,591,000 1,591,000 642,460 462,500 766,010 642,460 642,460 642,460 642,460 766,010 766,010 766,010 766,010

Surplus/Deficit (£/acre) 342,373 451,814 196,553 204,619 (2,891,826) 146,492 35,509 41,429 44,340 17,159 68,641 70,960 1 1

Surplus/Deficit (£/ha) 846,003 1,116,431 485,682 505,614 (7,145,703) 361,982 87,743 102,372 109,564 42,399 169,613 175,341 2 2

Surplus/Deficit comments Viable Viable Viable Viable Not Viable Viable Viable Viable Viable Viable Viable Viable Viable Viable

Scheme 4 - is based on 0% on-site affordable housing and a commuted sum.  The commuted sum is calculated based on the equivalent [ 30% ] on-site affordable housing.

Scheme 13 - is based on 0% on-site affordable housing and a commuted sum.  The commuted sum is calculated based on the equivalent [ 29% ] on-site affordable housing.

Scheme 14 - is based on 0% on-site affordable housing and a commuted sum.  The commuted sum is calculated based on the equivalent [ 11% ] on-site affordable housing.
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APPENDIX 5 
 
Craven Local Plan Background Paper:  
Affordable Housing Transfer Prices:  November 2017 
 

1 Affordable housing transfer prices are an important element of the Council’s assessment of 
plan viability.  They are payable by Registered Providers (RP’s) – usually housing associations 
– to private developers for affordable homes built on mixed tenure residential development 
sites of 11 dwellings or more.  

2 These transfer values are not intended to cover build costs, but to enable Registered 
Providers (RP’s – usually housing associations) to deliver affordable homes at rents and sales 
prices that are within the reach of local people on local incomes. Developer subsidy (in the 
form of discounted transfer prices) and RP borrowing (based on affordable rents capped by 
Local Housing Allowance rates) combine to fund affordable homes.  

3 The Homes and Communities Agency (HCA – the government body that funds and regulates 
housing associations) is supportive of transfer prices which provide clarity for developers by 
minimising risk when carrying out development appraisals. (see letter from the HCA in 
Annex 1).   

4 Transfer prices also mean that abortive competition between RP’s is eradicated and costs to 
the public purse minimised. 

5 Transfer prices were first introduced in Craven in April 2012, following the introduction of 
‘affordable rent’.  Whilst it has long been government policy that affordable housing is cross 
subsidised by developer profit on mixed tenure sites, the increases in rents at that point 
informed the 2012 transfer price levels.  Since then they have been £950 per sq metre for 
houses in Skipton and South Craven (£900 psm for flats) and £1000 psm for houses 
elsewhere (£950 psm for flats).   

6 Following the stakeholder consultation on the Council’s plan viability assessment in March 
2017, the Council gave a commitment to review prices.   This was timely as it followed 
publication of the SHMA which gave update information on affordability (house prices and 
incomes) and the launch of a new HCA funding programme (2016 – 2021). It also followed 
an announcement of a 1% rent cut imposed on RP’s for 4 years from 2016 and reductions to 
rental income following Welfare Reform and other changes. It is rental income that allows 
RP’s to borrow to develop.  

7 It is proposed that prices are maintained broadly at the 2012 levels with one flat rate 
payable at £1,000 psm. 

8 The Council has consulted with RP partners and their responses are given in Annex 1.  
Partners confirm that it should be viable for most property types, but not all.  One bed units 
are a particular cause for concern, but there is scope to ‘cross subsidise’ these from transfer 
prices payable on larger homes and affordable sale properties.  

9 Notwithstanding this concern, the rate of £1,000 across the District is supported by Craven 
District Council as it will assist in the viability of its affordable housing on site provision figure 
and support development.  

10 The Council is proposing a 30% provision of affordable homes on mixed tenure residential 
sites.  This is to be regarded by the Council as a minimum figure for the majority of 
residential sites.  However, in the event that unusual circumstances on a site result in costs 
well above normal for a development and it can be demonstrated that 30% affordable 
homes cannot be achieved viably because of this transfer value on a site by site basis, either 
a lower percentage of affordable housing will be agreed as part of a viability appraisal, or 
HCA grant will be payable to close the viability gap and help meet the 30% affordable 
housing. 



  
 
 
14 November 2017 
 
 
Jenny Wood 
Craven District Council 
1 Belle Vue Square 
Broughtion Road 
Skipton 
BD23 1FJ 
 
 
 
Dear Jenny 
 
Transfer Prices - Local Plan Inquiry 
 
The HCA is supportive of the approach taken by Craven District Council through the 
development partnership between 2 local authorities (Craven and Harrogate) and 12 
housing associations to deliver affordable homes in the area.  Though not popular with 
developers, as values for the affordable homes are fixed, Registered Providers selected by 
the Council, and specific design standards are required which are not their standard 
products, the approach ensures that Registered Providers can access homes to meet local 
housing need and create mixed sustainable communities in high value market areas, which 
was an issue before the partnership was established.   
 
Yours sincerely 
 
K.Anderson 
 
Karen Anderson 
Senior Specialist (Home Ownership and Supply) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Homes and Communities Agency 
St. George’s House, Kingsway, Team Valley, 
Gateshead, Tyne & Wear, NE11 0NA 
 
0300 1234 500 
homesandcommunities.co.uk 
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Jenny Wood 
Affordable Housing Development Officer   
Craven Council 
1 Belle Vue Square 
Broughton Road 
Skipton 
BD23 1FJ 
 
 
6th November 2017 
 
Dear Jenny 
 
Home Group were asked recently to provide feedback on the transfer prices to be 
utilised for affordable homes via S106 agreements in Craven. Home Group confirm 
that the set transfer prices of £1000/sqm across all types are affordable based on an 
affordable rent at the level appropriate for this area, taking into account local 
incomes, affordability and market rents.  
 
As the level of rent recievable is restricted we can only pay the amount that allows 
us to achieve this rent and meet our business set financial KPIs. This means that 
paying in excess of the £1000/sqm set transfer price in Craven is unlikely to be 
viable.  
 
Any shared ownership homes must be appraised on a realistic sale position that 
allows people on local incomes to access the homes. The rent and initial share 
purchased are calculated on a scheme by scheme basis based on available 
mortgage products, rates and deposits, local incomes and affordability, this can 
often restrict what we can afford to pay for these homes.   
 
In addition to the transfer price we need to make a financial allowance in our 
appraisal for specification upgrades to the developers often limited standard 
specification. These upgrades are required to ensure the homes are efficient to 
manage and maintain and align them with the Home Group standard specification, 
or in the case of shared ownership ensure the property offers what a sale property 
needs to to gain buyer interest in this area of the market.     
 
The homes often come with limited or no defect cover after completion, putting an 
additional strain on our maintenance arrangements, so this is often factored into our 
appraisal on these types of acquisitions. 
 
Service charges need to be factored in to our offer, they are deducted from the rent 
we receive resulting in less rental income in our appraisal. This means that high 
service charges or estate charges, as are common now on most schemes even 
houses, have to be factored in to the price we are able to pay for a S106 home.  
 

Home Group 
76 Wellington Street 

Leeds 
LS1 2AY 
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Properties must meet the relevant size standards, as if not then they must be 
downgraded to a lower occupancy, i.e. a 3 bed may have to be let as a 2 bed. In 
Craven having the set property sizes in the guidance helps to prevent this in most 
instances and is appreciated. 
  
Set transfer prices mean that developers can have their affordable revenues in place 
and agreed prior to making the land offer to the vendor so the hit is agreed from day 
one. It also prevents abortive work by RPs in bidding for the homes. We welcome 
the use of set transfer prices in Craven.  
 
Regards 
 
Amber Malone 
Senior Development Manager  
Home Group 
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Jenny Wood 
Affordable Housing Development Officer   
Craven Council 
1 Belle Vue Square 
Broughton Road 
Skipton 
BD23 1FJ 
 
 
6th November 2017 
 
Dear Jenny 
 
Home Group were asked recently to provide feedback on the transfer prices to be 
utilised for affordable homes via S106 agreements in Craven. Home Group confirm 
that the set transfer prices of £1000/sqm across all types are affordable based on an 
affordable rent at the level appropriate for this area, taking into account local 
incomes, affordability and market rents.  
 
As the level of rent recievable is restricted we can only pay the amount that allows 
us to achieve this rent and meet our business set financial KPIs. This means that 
paying in excess of the £1000/sqm set transfer price in Craven is unlikely to be 
viable.  
 
Any shared ownership homes must be appraised on a realistic sale position that 
allows people on local incomes to access the homes. The rent and initial share 
purchased are calculated on a scheme by scheme basis based on available 
mortgage products, rates and deposits, local incomes and affordability, this can 
often restrict what we can afford to pay for these homes.   
 
In addition to the transfer price we need to make a financial allowance in our 
appraisal for specification upgrades to the developers often limited standard 
specification. These upgrades are required to ensure the homes are efficient to 
manage and maintain and align them with the Home Group standard specification, 
or in the case of shared ownership ensure the property offers what a sale property 
needs to to gain buyer interest in this area of the market.     
 
The homes often come with limited or no defect cover after completion, putting an 
additional strain on our maintenance arrangements, so this is often factored into our 
appraisal on these types of acquisitions. 
 
Service charges need to be factored in to our offer, they are deducted from the rent 
we receive resulting in less rental income in our appraisal. This means that high 
service charges or estate charges, as are common now on most schemes even 
houses, have to be factored in to the price we are able to pay for a S106 home.  
 

Home Group 
76 Wellington Street 

Leeds 
LS1 2AY 
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Properties must meet the relevant size standards, as if not then they must be 
downgraded to a lower occupancy, i.e. a 3 bed may have to be let as a 2 bed. In 
Craven having the set property sizes in the guidance helps to prevent this in most 
instances and is appreciated. 
  
Set transfer prices mean that developers can have their affordable revenues in place 
and agreed prior to making the land offer to the vendor so the hit is agreed from day 
one. It also prevents abortive work by RPs in bidding for the homes. We welcome 
the use of set transfer prices in Craven.  
 
Regards 
 
Amber Malone 
Senior Development Manager  
Home Group 
 
 
 
 
  
 





 

 

Jenny Wood 
Affordable Housing Development Officer 
Craven District Council 
1 Belle Vue Square,  
Broughton Road,  
Skipton,  
BD23 1FJ         25th October, 2017  
   
 
Dear Jenny  
 

Re Craven District Council Transfer Prices  
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide feedback on the transfer prices for affordable homes 
in Craven. 
 

I can confirm that £1000/m2 transfer price should be achievable in Craven for Accent. This 
will obviously depend on the mix, type and tenure of properties proposed.  
 
For Accent and many other Providers, we have a rent policy set by our Boards that has to 
reflect the Local Housing Allowance (LHA). On Accent properties the affordable rent we will 
charge is either 80% of the market rent or the LHA cap whichever is the lower.  
 

In the Craven District Council area, the LHA rate level is low compared to others in the region 
and this clearly has an impact on what we can afford to pay for an affordable home in 
Craven. We will need to charge a rent that is within the LHA allowance. 
 

Even though the Government has recently announced that Providers can start to increase 
rents from 2020 onwards, they have not matched this with any increase in the LHA so for 
areas such as Craven, where an affordable rent at 80% of market rent is already close to the 
LHA cap, this permitted rent increase of CPI plus 1% will not translated into higher rental 
returns as we will need to keep our rents at LHA levels to ensure they are affordable to local 
people. 
 

I trust this provides the background on why Accent Housing would wish the transfer price to 
be no higher than £1000m2 on new affordable developments 
 
Should you require any further information, please do not hesitate to contact me. 
 
Yours Sincerely 
 
 
S.E. Missin 
Development Programme Manager 
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