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C r e a t in g t h e e n v i r o n m e n t f o r b u s i n e s s 

1. Introduction 

1.1 Context 

Ryedale District Council is preparing a Local Development Framework (LDF) to replace the current Local Plan 

and so guide development through the planning process up to 2026. The first element of this – the Core Strategy 
Development Plan Document (DPD), hereafter referred to as the “core strategy” – will respond to the Regional 

Spatial Strategy (RSS) and set out the broad locations of land allocations.  In doing so, a robust evidence base is 

needed to underpin the articulation of the local policies that will be produced. 

The Council has commissioned this study to inform it approach to affordable housing provision against the 

concerns of Planning Policy Statement 3: Housing (PPS3)1 and its accompanying document Delivering Affordable 
Housing.  PPS3 stipulates that LDFs should set a plan wide target for the amount of affordable housing to be 
provided and that this target should reflect an assessment of the likely economic viability of land for housing in the 
plan area – an issue that is clearly paramount in the current economic downturn. This assessment needs to be not 
only robust but transparent and up-to-date so that the financial implications of affordable housing provision within 

developments are understood together with other policy requirements, such as the Code for Sustainable Homes, 
which will influence economic viability and so delivery. 

As development economics vary with location, it is important to provide evidence of the relative viability for the 
largest settlements of Malton and Norton as well as of Pickering, Kirkbymoorside and Helmsley as well as the rural 

area.  This aspect helps to inform consideration of the choice of broad location and, potentially, the phasing of 
development also taking into account the cost of local infrastructure needs to be met either through S106 

agreements or the Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL).  

As the LDF covers the period to 2026, and because the future is uncertain, it is important to consider how economic 
circumstances may change over this period.  This helps inform whether, for development management purposes, a 
staged approach towards the overall target provision. 

This study does not address the area within the boundaries of the North Yorkshire Moors National Park Authority 
who are the local planning authority (LPA) for this part of Ryedale. 

1.2 Objectives 

The overarching objective of this study is to evaluate the potential of the LDF to meet affordable housing need up 

to 2026.  Within this, the following objectives and evidence requirements need to be met: 

1 Paragraph 29, PPS3 
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1.3 

C r e a t in g t h e e n v i r o n m e n t f o r b u s i n e s s 

To specify and understand the nature and dynamics of the local housing market in terms of house 
prices, development costs and land values; 

To evaluate the currently viability of development across Ryedale; 

To evaluate recent trends in house prices and land values to understand how Ryedale is performing 
compared to regional and national trends and to inform reasonable assumptions of how this may 
change in future; 

To consult, validate and agree the methodology and findings of the study with a range of development 
stakeholders active in Ryedale; 

To establish,  based upon the agreed economic scenarios, how the viability of affordable housing 
provision could change in the medium to longer term; 

To suggest how the policy provision of the core strategy could best respond to meet the Council’s 
overarching objectives. 

These objectives are met through the use of a residual valuation approach that evaluates the residual values (the 
‘gap’ between development revenues and costs) against which the costs of land and S106/CIL are to be met. 

Structure of this Report 

The structure of this report is as follows: 

The methodology is outlined at Section 2; 

The application of the methodology is at Sections 3 to 6; 

The findings are set out in Sections 7 to 9; and 

Conclusions are at Section 10. 
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C r e a t in g t h e e n v i r o n m e n t f o r b u s i n e s s 

2. Methodology 

2.1 Caveat 

Fundamentally, this study is strategic and theoretical that seeks to identify the broad influences upon viability in the 

potential broad locations across the District.  It does not assess individual sites although its findings will inform the 
Council’s assessment of specific proposals in due course.  

It can be said that the current economic downturn provides a somewhat unhelpful context to the study and it could 
be argued that it is being undertaken under exceptional and unrepresentative conditions.  Nevertheless, the future is 
inherently unpredictable and there is a policy requirement for the study so current conditions and market responses 

must be acknowledged within a statement at a point in time so that changes can be monitored and evidence updated 

to ensure that policy responds effectively. 

2.2 Residual Valuation 

2.2.1 Theoretical Basis 

Viability is assessed through a residual valuation approach.  This considers the relationship between the potential 
revenue from a given scheme (RV) (sales revenues, rents etc) against the non land costs (NLC) (build costs, 

overheads, S106/CIL requirements, Code level) of delivery.  If the residual value (RS) equates to that sought by the 
landowner for the land then the development can be said to be viable. Plate 2.1 shows graphically this basic 

relationship RS = RV – NLC.  It is stressed that a residual valuation does not indicate whether development will 
come forward but it does however indicate whether it would offer sufficient returns to both landowner and 

developer to be viable. 
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C r e a t in g t h e e n v i r o n m e n t f o r b u s i n e s s 

Plate 2.1 Derivation of Residual Land Value 

2.2.2 Current Uncertainty 

As, under this approach, residual value is critical, its relevance to any assessment of viability must be established. 

It has to be acknowledged that the current economic downturn has created complications: 

The downturn has drastically reduced house prices and hence potential revenue yields. As costs are 
relatively static, the only flexibility is provided by the cost paid for land and this has, nationwide, 
fallen dramatically over the past two years.   Unless there is an imperative to sell, landowners are 
‘sitting tight’ in the expectation that the worth of their asset will be enhanced with economic recovery; 

Implicit in this is that the value of land is established through the ‘going rate’ based upon past 
transactions that reflected conditions which may not now apply.  For instance, offers are now being 
made by developers in the knowledge of the cost implications of the Code for Sustainable Homes and 
affordable housing; 

Related to the above point is the greater imperative upon planning authorities to obtain developer 
contributions towards the need for enhanced infrastructure (either through the CIL or S106 
agreements). 

There is therefore a latent tension between landowners and developers at the present time.  Depending upon their 

understanding of emerging costs, landowner expectations may remain high whilst affordable housing and other 

policy requirements mean that developers will not be able to meet these in future. The downturn serves to blur this 

picture and it is likely that a degree of economic recovery is required to enable land values to find a new level 
based upon more realistic, common expectations. 

H:\Projects\Project Subfiles\25088 LEE Ryedale LDF Evidence © Entec UK Limited 
Base Support\Docs\4.Further Amended Draft Final Report May Page 4 
2010\Final Issue to RDC 280510\rr013i2.doc 22 July 2010 



    

     

         

       

    

  

    

 

   
   

   
    

     
  

  
   

      

    
 

  

     

   

   

    

  

   

   

  

   

   

   

    

         
     

     

C r e a t in g t h e e n v i r o n m e n t f o r b u s i n e s s 

Implicit in any ‘going rate’ is that development is not considered viable simply because it is more valuable than its 

existing use.  Unless there is an imperative to sell – and this cannot be reliable basis for policy – landowners are 
unlikely to sell good quality agricultural if it yields just in excess of its current value in Yorkshire of £140,000 per 
hectare.  Similarly, rentals accrued from employment uses means that the relationship between employment and 

residential land values is not a simple comparison.   

In summary therefore, the eventual price paid for residential land will be influenced by specific factors as follow: 

The influence of location expressed through relative house prices; 

Whether developers meet niche markets.  For instance, higher costs will be associated with high 
specification of materials required in, for instance, areas of high environmental quality or conservation 
areas; 

The nature and mix of the development proposed. Higher density flatted development and small sites 
generally command different values to ‘bulk land’ of 2 hectares or more; 

The level of the affordable element and the nature of its tenure – social rental produces less revenue 
than intermediate tenures such as low cost home buy or shared equity schemes; 

Other options open to the landowner.  The competitiveness of a buoyant employment market may 
deter a change of use especially where the landowner concerned has the strategic ability to fund 
employment provision and factor in rents throughout the life of the development; 

The nature of purchase agreements and approach to risk.  An upfront option payment may be less 
advantageous to the landowner than an outright sale.  Strategic promotion and planning status will also 
be a factor. 

A strategic study cannot take account of all these circumstances although it must acknowledge that the ‘going rate’ 

will vary according to site specifics.  Consequently, it does not assess the core strategy proposals against a single 
land value but seeks to establish a ‘zone of viability’ defined by the range of land values.  Section 5 below 
suggests, that based upon consultations, there is a consensus that between £1M to £1.5M per hectare is currently 
being paid for residential land in Ryedale. 

As far as possible, this addresses current uncertainty and the residual valuation approach provides an appropriate 
and robust method for assessing development viability. 

2.2.3 Assessment Tool 

The study uses the Three Dragons Development Appraisal Toolkit (DAT) which is a well known and long 

established product.  The DAT has been used nationwide in over 150 studies for local authorities in a range of 

urban, commuter belt and rural settings.  It offers the facility to incorporate house price, base build, exceptional and 

other costs that reflect local circumstances.  In assessing each scenario, Table 2.1 sets out the elements incorporated 
into the DAT. 
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C r e a t in g t h e e n v i r o n m e n t f o r b u s i n e s s 

Table 2.1 Factors Incorporated into the DAT 

Revenue Items Cost Items Policy & Other Costs Items 

House Prices within Sub-Markets 

Dwelling Mix 

Development Density 

Affordable Housing Tenure 

Rental Values 

Level of Housing Grant 

Base Development Costs 

Overhead Costs 

Abnormal Site Costs 

Flood Resilience 

Contamination 

Demolition and Site Preparation 

Code for Sustainable Homes Level 

Affordable Housing Proportion 

Other Developer Contributions / CIL 

Utilities 

Highways 

Education 

Leisure (inc Open Space) 

Health 

Guidance notes for the use of the DAT are at Appendix A. 

2.3 Methodology Summary 

Taking these factors into account, the stages of the methodology are summarised below and in Figure 2.1. 

2.3.1 Gathering of Evidence to Inform the DAT 

An evaluation of the existing housing market to identify and sub-divide the District into housing sub-
markets – this identifies areas of relatively high or low house prices and therefore development 
revenues; 

The specification of the common revenue and costs assumptions used and the methods by which the 
cost of abnormal items are calculated; 

Compilation and agreement of the potential cost implications of the main infrastructure requirements 
of highways, education and leisure for development of a given size; 

An evaluation of recent trends in house prices, development costs and land values to establish 
benchmark values as well as of recent economic predictions. 

2.3.2 2009 Assessments 

Production of 2009 DAT assessments under current market conditions to specify current residual 
values against benchmark land values. These are produced at three assessment levels: 
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C r e a t in g t h e e n v i r o n m e n t f o r b u s i n e s s 

- Post Code Level – to evaluate the impact of sub-markets variations across the District; 

- Small Site Level – to evaluate the ability of small sites to deliver off-site, as against on-site, 
affordable provision; and 

- Town and Spatial Option Level – to evaluate the growth options being considered through the 
evolution of the Core Strategy. 

Validation of 2009 DAT assessments through stakeholder consultation to seek consensus upon 
assumptions, costs and trends. 

2.3.3 Modelling of Scenarios 

Applying a series of agreed economic scenarios to the validated 2009 DAT assessments; and 

Evaluation of the proportion of affordable housing potentially deliverable against benchmark land 
values over the period up to 2021 together with its likely timing.  Again this is undertaken at: 

- Post Code Level; 

- Small Site Level; 

- Town and Spatial Option Level – this also incorporates the impact of the cost of alternative 
highway measures for Malton and Norton. 
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C r e a t in g t h e e n v i r o n m e n t f o r b u s i n e s s 

3. Evidence to Inform the DAT 

3.1 Sources and Validation 

The assumptions that inform the DAT have been drawn from a combination of the following sources: 

Publicly available data drawn from, for instance, the Office for National Statistics (ONS), the HM 
Land Registry (HMLR), the Valuation Office (VO) and the Royal Institute of Chartered Surveyors 
(RICS); 

The application of industry standard assumptions in respect of overhead and developer margins; 

Technical notes and best practice guidance produced by a number of bodies that give informed 
information in relation to abnormal costs (e.g. flood resilience) and infrastructure provision (e.g. DfEE 
school place costs).  These are validated against real site development examples where appropriate; 

Locally available evidence on the requirement and costs of other required infrastructure (e.g. 
highways). 

These assumptions have been subject to consultation with local developer stakeholders to ensure that they are 
reasonable and relevant to local conditions.  Details are provided in Section 5 below. 

3.2 Identification of Housing Sub-Markets 

HM Land Registry Data by Post Code Sectors 

The main determinant of development revenues is prevailing house prices and their spatial variation.  Using data 
drawn from HM Land Registry data for the second quarter of 2009 at post code sector geography (to 4 figure level 

eg, YO 64 2) are initially stratified according to the market prices of new three-bedroom terraced dwellings.  This 
is a common product type that has been, and will continue to be, offered in most areas of the District And this 
provides a robust initial comparator.   

The price range across the sixteen post code sectors is then stratified into six sub markets range and the main 
settlements allocated to each as in Table 3.1.  The following should be noted 

That several sectors cross the boundaries of the North York Moors National Park which is not within 
the scope of this study; 

The geography of the post code sectors do not conform to that of the ward boundaries that formed the 
basis of the District’s 2010 Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) undertaken by Arc4 Ltd. 
Despite this both exercises confirm the same pattern in house price decline towards the eastern end of 
the District. 
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C r e a t in g t h e e n v i r o n m e n t f o r b u s i n e s s 

Table 3.1 Summary of Housing Market Areas 

Housing Market 
Area 

Post Code 
Sector 

Large 
Settlements 

Intermediate 
Settlements 

Small Settlements Wards from SHMA 

Prime Ryedale 

National Park West 

South West Ryedale 

Pickering, Malton and 
NYMNP Hinterland 

Norton on Derwent & 
Hinterland 

East Ryedale 

YO62 4 

YO62 7 (South) 

YO62 5 (South) 

YO7 2 (East) 

Y61 4 (North) 

YO60 7 

YO60 6 

YO18 7 (South) 

YO18 8 (South) 

YO62 6 (South) 

YO17 7 

YO17 6 

YO17 8 

YO17 9 

YO 25 3 

YO12 4 

Helmsley 

Pickering 
(East) 

Pickering 
(West) 

Kirkbymoorside 

Malton 

Norton on 
Derwent (East) 

Norton on 
Derwent 

Hovingham 

Sheriff Hutton 

Thornton-Le-
Dale 

Ampleforth, Slingsby 

Nawton, Wombleton 

Nunnington, East Newton 

Cold Kirby, Scawton 

Oldstead, Byland Abbey 

Barton-Le- Willows, 
Coneysthorpe 

Cropton, Wrelton 

Sinnington, Safton, 
Spaunton 

Great Habton, Swinton, 
Broughton 

Rillington, Duggleby, 
Sherburn 

Leavening, Thixendale, 
Langton 

Foxholes, Butterwick 

Potter Brompton 

Hovingham Ampleforth 
(part) 

Helmsby, Sinnington (part), 
Ampleforth (part) 

South West Ryedale, 
Sheriff Hutton, Hovingham 
(part), Derwent (part) 

Amotherley, Malton, 
Kirkbymoorside, Pickering 
East, Pickering West, 
Cropton (part) Sinnington 
(part), Thornton Dale (part) 

Norton East, Norton West, 
Rillington, Derwent (part), 
Sherburn (part), Wolds 
(part) 

Sherburn (part), Wolds 
(part) 

Source: HM Land Registry, 2009 

The summarised raw data is at Appendix B. 

3.3 Revenue and Costs Assumptions 

3.3.1 Revenue Assumptions 

In addition to the revenues obtained from market sales, the following assumptions are also made: 
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C r e a t in g t h e e n v i r o n m e n t f o r b u s i n e s s 

Development Mix 

In the majority of cases, the development mix is based upon the findings of the SHMA detailed in Table 3.2.  The 

study amends these proportions based upon the need for apartments indicated by the needs of newly forming 
households (Table 4.5 of the SHMA) and the views of developer stakeholders on the likely market response. 

Table 3.2 Current and Assumed Development Mix 

No of Bedrooms 

Flats 

2 

Terraced 

2 3 

Semi Detached 

2 3 3 

Detached 

4 5 

SHMA % Currently 5% 20% 30% 30% - 45%* 

Assumed %s for Study 10% 15% 15% 10% 15% 10% 20% 5% 

Comparison +5% +10% -5% -10% to +5% 

* Difference mostly equates to 14% bungalows 

Contribution of Rents 

In respect of social rented units, (two thirds of the affordable element) the assumed weekly rents are set out in 

Table 3.3.  The DAT capitalises the contribution of these rents at 6%.  

Table 3.3 Assumed Rental Values 

Bedrooms 1 2 3 4 

Weekly Rents £65 £80 £85 £94 

In respect of new build ‘home buy’ units, (one third of the affordable element) the DAT assumes that the occupant 
will purchase 40% of the property and capitalises the contribution of rents on the remainder at 6%.  

Availability of Grant 

The 2009 Budget announced a package of housing stimuli measures (amounting to some £600m) to be 

administered by the HCA.  The HCA will have a package of measures available including support for delivery of 
affordable housing such as Homebuy Direct to support sales and equity, infrastructure or gap finance where good 
quality schemes can move ahead quickly.  
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C r e a t in g t h e e n v i r o n m e n t f o r b u s i n e s s 

Given the current focus of the HCA upon the urban regeneration agenda, Ryedale is unlikely to benefit from this 

initiative.  In addition, and because grant availability will be subject to a bidding process, the DAT 2009 
assessments assume no contribution from the HCA.  

3.3.2 Basic Cost Assumptions 

Base Development Costs 

Local base development costs, indexed to 2009, are obtained from the RICS data.  Details of the rates (per m3) for 

each type of development are at Appendix C. 

Overhead Costs 

The overhead cost assumptions in respect of items such as interest on borrowing, developer margin, consultancy 

fees etc are also at Appendix C and based upon current common market practice.  There is a range of practice in 
the categorisation of the elements of overheads although consultation with the Council’s Housing Market 
Partnership (HMP) – a group of invited local development stakeholders – has confirmed that, in aggregate, the 
overall uplift is appropriate.  

Under current market conditions, banks routinely seek a 20% developer margin as part of any loan agreement and 

this assumption is used in the study.  Whilst over the plan period this may revert to previously required margins of 

around 15% and have on occasion been recently reported at around 25% market consultation suggests that a 20% 

margin is more likely to apply during a period of cautious economic recovery.  

3.3.3 Abnormal Site Cost Assumptions 

Flood Risk 

Flood resilience costs are clearly dependent upon the measures required by the Environment Agency of specific 
developer proposals.  For the purposes of this study, costs to accommodate flood considerations in Flood Zone 1 to 

undertake a flood risk assessment and to provide mitigation measures to achieve greenfield run-off rates.  In respect 
of Flood Zones 2 and 3 the Council intend to conform to PPS25 and avoid development in these areas, hence the 

costs indicated in Table 3.4 should not apply.  These costs are abridged from Entec’s work for the Association of 
British Insurers (ABI) and further details of the derivation of these costs are provided in Appendix D. 
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Table 3.4 Flood Risk Mitigation Costs 

Categorisation Criteria Mitigation Costs per Ha* 

For Residential Uses For Non-Residential Uses 

Minor Flood Zone 1 £85,000 £75,000 

Medium Flood Zone 2 £170,000 £150,000 

Significant Flood Zone 3a £220,000 to £640,000. Unlikely to be acceptable for development 

Significant Flood Zone 3b No costs as an unacceptable location for development 

    

   

  

      

    

   

      

    

 

    

       

  

     

        

     

      

    

       

      

    

  

    

         
     

     

Land Quality and Contamination 

The potential for pollution from previous uses (of which there could be several) is clearly site specific and its 

severity will depend upon the nature of these uses, the extent of pollution and its origin – which may be on 
neighbouring or nearby land.  Estimating costs is difficult if the above factors are unknown, and any precision 

requires detailed assessments. 

Nevertheless, it is important to develop a mechanism to estimate the costs of remediation where they could apply 
and sites/ areas can be categorised according to their previous use so that a risk factor can be applied to each. 
Table 3.5 sets out the typical remediation costs contained in the publication by English Partnerships: “Best Practice 

Note 27 (revised February 2008) Contamination and Dereliction Remediation Costs” together with the sensitivity 
of the local groundwater environment and the nature of the proposed future development.  For instance, homes with 

gardens will require remediation to a higher standard than flats (with no gardens) or non-residential uses. 

Ryedale does not have the industrial legacy that would normally require these costs.  As the Core Strategy is for the 

most part based upon greenfield sites the study does not incorporate remediation costs within its appraisals.  If in 
the event of a contaminated site being proposed for development, then the appropriate mid-range cost from 
Table 3.5 could be applied. Further details on the derivation of these costs are provided in Appendix E. 
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C r e a t in g t h e e n v i r o n m e n t f o r b u s i n e s s 

Table 3.5 Land and Contamination Remediation Costs 

Site Description and Historic Use 

Increasing cost of remediation (£000’s per hectare)….…>…………….…………………..>………………..………………> 

Site Category A 

Industrial sites, colliery-mine 
spoil heaps, factories and 

“works” 

Site Category B 

Garages, pit-heads, railways, 
textiles, timber treatment, and 

sewage works 

Site Category C 

Metal works, scrap yards, 
shipyards, paint & solvent 

works 

Site Category D 

Gas, iron and steel works, 
chemical works, refineries, ship 

breaking and building 

Proposed End Use Low Water Risk Sites 

Residential 75-200 (140) 250-625 (440) 300-725 (515) 325-825 (575) 

Mixed Use 50-125 (90) 225-525 (375) 300-650 (475) 325-750 (540) 

Proposed End Use High Water Risk Sites 

Residential 175-400 (290) 350-900 (625) 525-1,425 (975) 700-1,725 (1215) 

Mixed Use 125-250 (190) 325-750 (540) 525-1,325 (925) 600-1,375 (990) 

Note: Based on English Partnerships BPN 27 (2008). Figures in (brackets) reflect mid-range costs 

Demolition Costs 

A greenfield lead core strategy also means that demolition costs are unlikely to feature highly within appraisals of 

viability.  In the event of demolition being required to facilitate reuse, the following rates (per m3) in Table 3.6 
have been drawn from SPONS 2009 rates and cross checked to recent tender submissions obtained by Entec. 

Table 3.6 Demolition Rates 

Method of Construction Rate for Demolition 

Brickwork with timber floor and roof 

Brickwork with concrete floor and roof 

Masonry with timber floor and roof 

Reinforced concrete frame with brick infill 

Steel frame with brick cladding 

Steel frame with sheet cladding 

3£6.95 per m 

3£11.43 per m 

3£8.95 per m 

3£11.95 per m 

3£6.49 per m 

3£5.55 per m 

The most appropriate rate would be selected according to the nature of the existing structures.  In the case of 

complex and diverse building types on the same site (for instance a hospital), then an average rate would be 
assumed according to the mix of structures. 
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C r e a t in g t h e e n v i r o n m e n t f o r b u s i n e s s 

A calculation of costs can be estimated according to the following formula:  Site area (m2) x % of area occupied by 

structure x no. of storeys (assumed to be an average of 4m tall). The following box contains a worked example: 

WORKED EXAMPLE OF DEMOLITION COST CALCULATION 

Where half of a one hectare site is occupied by a four storey reinforced concrete framed building with brick 

infilling the calculation will be: 

10,000m2 (1ha) x 50% plot ratio = 5,000m2 estimated footprint 

x 2 storeys (each 4 m high) = 40,000m3 estimated volume 

x rate for steel frame with brick cladding (£6.49) = £259,600 assessed cost of demolition 

No demolition costs are included where the site has already been levelled. 

3.3.4 Policy and Other Cost Assumptions 

Developer Contributions 

The costs associated with developer contributions are derived from: 

The costs of required highway measures have been provided by Ryedale District Council derived 
through the application of North Yorkshire County Council’s highway model; 

Education costs and leisure costs through the application of established standards of provision and cost 
estimates/ multipliers; 

It has not been possible to assess the cost implications for utilities and drainage infrastructure.  As this 
is uncertain, the study has incorporated a range of financial contributions based upon the numbers of 
dwellings. 

The Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) will allow the Council to apply a standard levy to each dwelling 

delivered to meet the infrastructure requirements that it creates.  Given that CIL is voluntary and there is no 

obligation on the Council to adopt it the study identifies likely location-specific infrastructure costs and it will be a 
matter for the Council to decide on the method of implementation.  

It is worth noting that paragraph 13 of the Draft CIL Regulations would allow the application of differential levies 

according to location.  This would give flexibility to request higher contributions in more buoyant market areas to 
be used to cross-subsidise development less able to pay for its own infrastructure needs.  This provision offers clear 

potential to deliver a Core Strategy despite an important part of it (e.g. a particular certain location) not being 

viable in isolation.  The potential of this approach in the light of the study findings is commented upon in 

Section 9.5 below. 

H:\Projects\Project Subfiles\25088 LEE Ryedale LDF Evidence © Entec UK Limited 
Base Support\Docs\4.Further Amended Draft Final Report May Page 15 
2010\Final Issue to RDC 280510\rr013i2.doc 22 July 2010 



    

 

 

 

  

 

      

 

   

      

       

   

   

  

  

    

      

 
   

     
 

     

   

         
     

     

C r e a t in g t h e e n v i r o n m e n t f o r b u s i n e s s 

Code for Sustainable Homes 

The Code became operational in April 2007 and having a code rating for new build homes became mandatory from 

May 2008; where building regulations apply, compliance is necessary at all times.  The previous Government 
indicated that Level 3 will be a mandatory requirement to all new build housing from 2010 (it is still to be 
incorporated within the Building Regulations), with higher levels of 4 to 6 becoming mandatory from 2013 and 

2016 respectively. 

A good deal of uncertainty surrounds the actual development costs of the Code.  Nevertheless, it is certainly true 
that higher performance is more expensive to achieve although the costs of the necessary technologies are likely to 

fall as suppliers respond to market demands. 

For the purposes of this study, it is assumed that the costs contained within the DCLG 2009 publication “Cost 

Analysis of The Code for Sustainable Homes” apply. These are responsive to development mix and give specific 

values for developments of differing types and sizes.  This study will model the impact varying the levels of Code 
for Sustainable Homes would have on the viability of the provision of affordable housing.  An extract is at 
Appendix F. 

These costs will need to be monitored as more information is available from market players and central 
government. 

Highways 

The cost implications of highway measures have been agreed between the Council and North Yorkshire CC (as 

highway authority).  These measures were derived from modelling of projected traffic flows associated with each 
of the residential growth scenarios through the County’s recently produced highway model.   

At Malton and Norton, the costs of two highway options have been modelled as part of the study. 

A £7.5M package of measures to internal junction improvements in Malton and Norton as well as the 
A64 junction improvements at Brambling Fields; 

A £23.5M package that includes all the above and also a junction onto the A64 at Broughton Road.  
This additional scheme is being tested. 

The costs of each growth scenario – which may alter as precise measures become known – incorporated into the 

DAT are in Table 3.7: 
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Table 3.7 Assumed Highway Infrastructure Costs 

    

   

   

     

  

    

       

    

   

   

     

   

   

      

 

   

  

    

   

 

  
     

 

     

  
    

 

       

 

         
     

     

Malton Norton Pickering Kirbymoorside Helmsley 

Costs £7.5M or £23.5M £7.5M or £23.5M £2.5M £1M £0.5M 

Utilities and Drainage 

An early emphasis upon the re-use of land may suggest that, aside from the quality and replacement infrastructure, 

the capacity of local networks should not form an overriding impediment in the short term. 

Nevertheless likely costs of utility infrastructure need to be acknowledged within the study.  Whilst the extent and 

costs of these requirements are not known, the post code evaluation assumes three financial contributions of £5k, 
£10k and £15k respectively as par of which the cost of utilities can be met.  In agreement with the Council, this is 
considered appropriate to provide a sufficient ‘spread’ of costs and is a comparable approach with that adopted in 
Entec’s previous work for a Welsh authority in 2008. 

Education 

To date contributions to education have been through individual negotiation with North Yorkshire County Council 
on larger sites only.  There is currently no adopted policy, SPG or SPD basis for this but this will be addressed 

through the Local Development Framework.  

Although there is some capacity across the District as a whole, closer examination of the five main settlements 

reveals insufficient capacity in both primary and secondary school provision.  The adjustment of catchment areas to 

match supply to demand is unpopular, contrary to the principle of choice and its impact can be difficult to predict 
given that school performance, and hence popularity, can alter with time.  The study adopts the following approach 
to the analysis of growth options: 

Demand is based upon North Yorkshire County Council’s assumptions that a demand of 25 places for 
children of primary school age and 19 places for children of secondary school age will arise from any 
development of 100 new dwellings; 

No demand for education will arise from the development of one bed-roomed flats; 

The cost of each of these places is assumed according to the current rates provided by the Department 
for Employment and Education.  These costs are incorporated into the model. 

Open Space and Pitches 

The Council generally requires open space and formal sports provision for housing developments, either on-site for 

developments of 20 houses or off-site through S106 agreements for developments of less than 20 houses. 
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C r e a t in g t h e e n v i r o n m e n t f o r b u s i n e s s 

The Ryedale District Council Open Space, Sport and Recreation Study undertaken by PMP in 2007 recommends 

provision of 2.05 ha of outdoor sports pitches and a further 1.3 ha of amenity/ greenspace per 1,000 of population. 

For larger, expansion sites, the Council also require 0.5 hectares of allotments and sports hall provision of 0.27 
courts per 1,000 population. 

The following formal and informal open space and sports provision has been included in the town and spatial 
option analyses assuming an average household size of 2.3 people per dwelling (2001 Census): 

Sites that can accommodate less than 20 houses would be required to provide an off-site contribution; 

Sites that can accommodate 20+ houses include a reduction in the net developable area for housing to 
include on-site provision for amenity/ greenspace; 

Sites that can accommodate 500+ houses include a reduction in the net developable area of housing to 
include on site provision for amenity/ greenspace and formal sport provision; 

The larger expansion sites, typically 1000+ houses include a reduction in the net developable area of 
housing to include on site-provision for amenity/ greenspace, formal sport provision and allotments. 

The off-site contributions for the smaller developments of less than 20 houses, and the cost of formal sports 

provision is calculated using the Sport England Sports Facilities Calculator.  This quantifies the likely additional 

demand for key facilities (swimming pools and sports halls) generated by new development.  The costs of this new 
demand are derived using a regional building cost index. 
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C r e a t in g t h e e n v i r o n m e n t f o r b u s i n e s s 

4. Recent Market Trends 

This section provides some general analysis on the current and future trends in the housing market at both national 
and local levels.  This research draws on publicly available information from central government agencies 

(HMLR), the banks, house builders, published reports and intelligence as well as websites and newspaper articles.  

It then details evidence of current land values against which the residual values produced by the DAT can be 

compared and examines that the implications of the economic projections upon land values in the medium term. 

4.1 Housing Market Predictions 

4.1.1 Generally 

The Governor of the Bank of England Mervyn King’s general message in January 2010 for house builders is 

salutary and that they must expect a slow and weak recovery, as earnings stagnate for what could be a considerable 
period. 

However there is some room for cautious optimism with the market making some slow improvements.  The DCLG 
published its house price index based on mortgage completions in October 2009 and it outlined that UK house 
prices rose by 2.3 % in the quarter ending October compared with a smaller rise of 2.0 % for the quarter ending 
July. 

The Halifax published its House price index showing a rise of 2.9% in the three months to October compared to the 
previous three months.  In addition, and although change over the past 12 months stands at -3.4%, the Land 
Registry outlined data for house prices in October which showed a positive monthly change of 0.6%.  The Office 

for National Statistics outlined that private housing orders in the three months to November 2009 rose 56% 
compared with the previous three months and by 23% compared to the same period a year earlier. 

As a gauge to housing trends over the last 50 years a Halifax report in January 2010 showed that house prices rose 
273% between 1959 and 2009, an average of 2.7%, but the rise was uneven.  The fastest growth occurred between 
1999 and 2009 following, in real terms, a fall of 2.4% between 1989 and 1999.  It identified four periods when 
prices rose rapidly (1971-73, 1977-1980, 1985-89 and 1998-2007).  Each of these were followed by significant 

falls and outlines a general 10 year cyclical rotation of house prices with rapid rises coming in 5 year periods.  The 

period covering the last two price rise cycles is depicted in Plate 4.1. 
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C r e a t in g t h e e n v i r o n m e n t f o r b u s i n e s s 

Plate 4.1 Halifax Long Term House Prices against BCIS Tender Price Index 

A technical note outlining the current national, sub-regional and Ryedale specific evidence is given at Appendix G. 

4.1.2 North Yorkshire 

Taken from Land Registry data, the DCLG’s quarterly house price data published in May 2010, Table 4.1 shows 

that mean houses prices in North Yorkshire have dropped slightly in the last quarter (-1.6%) after somewhat 
volatile growth over the past year (3.2% increase).  However, this has not been borne out in Ryedale where a last 
quarter drop (-3.3%) forms part of a general trend over the past year (-8.2%). 
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4.2 

C r e a t in g t h e e n v i r o n m e n t f o r b u s i n e s s 

Table 4.1 Mean House Prices (£) for Yorkshire Authorities 2008-2009 

    

    

  
  

   

 

 

   

 

 
 

  

  

     

     

         
     

     

2008 

Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 

2009 

Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 

% 
Change 
over 
Yr. 

% 
Change 
over 
Qtr. 

ENGLAND 221,270 222,441 227,182 207,372 200,539 205,736 226,487 222,444 7.3% -1.8% 

YORKSHIRE & HUMBER 155,180 159,859 156,608 150,688 140,852 146,191 158,849 161,406 7.1% 1.6% 

York 204,209 204,004 200,603 185,531 189,994 186,290 197,340 190,368 2.6% -3.5% 

North Yorkshire 223,812 223,835 223,002 210,287 195,019 194,769 220,493 217,018 3.2% -1.6% 

Craven 206,501 211,979 213,589 202,136 168,367 193,772 204,714 200,970 -0.6% -1.8% 

Hambleton 231,621 248,417 240,533 254,409 197,409 213,912 224,662 231,974 -8.8% 3.3% 

Harrogate 280,397 286,204 269,747 244,392 239,973 236,347 272,966 260,521 6.6% -4.6% 

Richmondshire 210,311 230,944 223,971 190,838 208,510 198,978 233,267 229,744 20.4% -1.5% 

Ryedale 266,365 225,208 239,240 233,013 210,153 179,771 221,301 213,924 -8.2% -3.3% 

Scarborough 179,150 169,107 167,178 172,640 150,757 146,469 162,225 170,586 -1.2% 5.2% 

Selby 185,217 184,721 200,788 174,182 170,288 172,366 189,110 188,429 8.2% -0.4% 

1 Adjusted, 2 Interim 
Source:http://www.communities.gov.uk/housing/housingresearch/housingstatistics/housingstatisticsby/housingmarket/livetables 

Land Values – Recent Trends 

The residual values resulting from the DAT assessment are then compared with evidence of current housing land 

values being obtained in the local area. These are drawn from the latest available Valuation Office, Property 

Market Report, July 2009.  This report provides the directly relevant data in Table 4.2: 
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C r e a t in g t h e e n v i r o n m e n t f o r b u s i n e s s 

Table 4.2 Land Value Trends by End Use (2007-2009) 

End Use - Type Geographic Area Land Values (£Ms) % Change 

Jan 07 Jul 07 Jan 08 Jul 08 Jan 09 Jul 09 Since 
Jan 07 

Last 12 
months 

    

     

        

      
 

  

   

 

  

 

 

 

 

   

    

 

    
 

    
     

   

         
     

     

Residential 

Small Sites (less than 5 Yorkshire and the 
houses) Humber 2.86 2.94 2.94 2.39 1.91 1.63 -43.0% -31.8% 

York* 4.00 4.00 4.00 3.20 2.60 2.10 -47.5% -34.4% 

Beverley* 2.75 2.75 2.75 2.20 2.00 1.90 -30.9% -13.6% 

Bulk land (over 2 ha.) Yorkshire and the 
Humber 2.48 2.55 2.52 2.05 1.67 1.42 -42.7% -30.7% 

York* 3.50 3.50 3.50 2.80 2.20 1.80 -48.6% -35.7% 

Beverley* 2.50 2.50 2.50 2.00 1.80 1.70 -32.0% -15.0% 

Sites for Flats or Yorkshire and the 
Maisonettes Humber 2.97 3.06 3.06 2.31 1.99 1.67 -43.8% -27.7% 

York* 4.00 4.00 4.00 3.00 2.60 2.10 -47.5% -30.0% 

Beverley* 3.00 3.25 3.25 2.40 2.35 2.10 -30.0% -12.5% 

Employment 

Business (B1) Yorkshire and the 
Humber 0.76 0.84 0.89 0.77 0.64 0.58 -23.8% -25.0% 

Industrial (B1 / B2 / B8) Yorkshire and the 
Humber 0.59 0.64 0.66 0.59 0.48 0.44 -26.1% -26.3% 

York* 0.50 0.60 0.60 0.50 0.45 0.41 -18.0% -18.0% 

Hull* 0.60 0.60 0.62 0.62 0.48 0.45 -25.0% -27.4% 

Agricultural - - - - 0.14 0.14 - -

* Included as the geographically nearest comparators 

The data demonstrates: 

The premium prices commanded for small sites and sites for higher density flat development.  These 
differentials have been maintained over the past two years; 

Very marked reductions in land values.  Region-wide land values have fallen by about 43% for all 
development types since early 2007.  There are however significant variations against this general 
picture; 

- Values in York have fallen further still by up to nearly 50%; 
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C r e a t in g t h e e n v i r o n m e n t f o r b u s i n e s s 

- Land values in Beverley, although generally lower and also falling, have been more resilient 
particularly in the last 12-18 months.  Since early 2007 values have fallen by under 15%. 

Residential values in all areas are well in excess of those for employment.  There should therefore be 
no impediment to the supply of residential land presented by a buoyant employment market in the 
foreseeable future.  Nor should there be any impediment to a change of use from existing employment 
areas.  Recent market evidence suggests that an uplift of about a third is required to secure a change of 
use from employment to residential uses.2 

Land values trends for sites of over 2 hectares and for small sites as depicted in Plates 4.2 and 4.3.  Data specific to 
Ryedale is not available.  The view of Ryedale’s HMP is that values are likely to be rather below those for 

Beverley.  There was a level of consensus that current values are in the region of £500,000 per acre or between 

£1.0M to £1.5M per hectare.  This was considered to represent the ‘going rate’ for land regardless of current use – 

the value of greenfield land following that normally required to secure the re-use/ change of use of previously 
developed land in Ryedale.  This evidence suggests that the required uplift of about a third is met.  

Plate 4.2 Recent Land Value Trends – Bulk Land ( > 2 Hectares) 
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2 Dr Andrew Golland “Gaining Ground” Planning, 19th March 2010 
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4.3 

C r e a t in g t h e e n v i r o n m e n t f o r b u s i n e s s 

Plate 4.3 Recent Land Value Trends – Small Sites (less than 5 Houses) 
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The Relationship between House Prices and Land Values 

Whilst there is a broad correlation between house prices and land values the relationship is not straightforward. 

The response of land values to changes in house prices is sluggish but volatile.  As development costs are relatively 
static the main flexibility in any viability analysis is provided by the amount paid for the land.  This means that: 

Even minor changes in house prices are largely directly passed onto the residual value and the impact 
can be dramatic especially where sites are large; and 

Land values are agreed at a point in time and can be ‘left behind’ by subsequent economic trends prior 
to development.  This depends upon the terms of the sale and can work both ways but it does explain 
the non-delivery of sites that were ‘over bought’ at the top of the boom.  The lag is typically about 18 
months. 

Despite these weaknesses, house price is the key determinant of residual value and, for the purposes of prediction, 

no better proxy exists.  This study therefore uses projected change in house prices as a basis for predicting residual 
values. 
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4.4 

C r e a t in g t h e e n v i r o n m e n t f o r b u s i n e s s 

Land Value Predictions 

Drawn from the latest available data in the Valuation Office, Property Market Report, July 2009, Plate 4.4 shows 

the Regional trend in residential land values since 1983 and helps to suggest how land values may respond to future 
economic recovery.  Overall, the trend line displays an average annual increase of 3% which is comparable to the 
house price trend in the January 2010 Halifax report.  This report adopts a number of house price recovery 
scenarios which can be expected, following a time lag of about 12 to 18 months, to influence residual values. 

These scenarios are: 

3% annual growth.  This compares with the long term trend of 2.9% pa since the early 1980s.  It is 
probably pessimistic given that it does not incorporate ‘recovery’ – the trend line parallel to, rather 
than converging with, the Regional historical trend – and does not acknowledge the recent marked 
house price increases.  However for the period of a plan strategy, it remains a relevant option; 

9% annual growth.  This assumption more closely matches recent increases in house prices and would 
see land values return to the Regional historical trend within five years.  However long term trends 
suggest that such dramatic increases (as seen over Qtrs 2 and 3 of 2009) are common but tend to be 
short lived and are not significantly reflected in longer term trends, say, over 12 to 18 months; 

5% annual growth.  This assumption would project a slow but steady recovery, in line with Mervyn 
King’s predictions, that would bring convergence with the Regional historical trend towards the end of 
the Plan period.  This ten to fifteen year cycle would also be broadly consistent with the profile in 
values between the peak years of 1989/90 and 2004 to 2007. 

It is considered that the 5% growth scenario is likely to be the reliable trend over the whole plan period. For this 

reason, the remainder of this report – for the most part – provides findings based upon the 5% scenario.  Analyses 
for the 3% and 9% growth assumption are provided in the relevant Appendix. 
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C r e a t in g t h e e n v i r o n m e n t f o r b u s i n e s s 

Plate 4.4 Yorkshire and Humberside – Historical Average Land Values and Recovery 
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4.4.1 Build Costs – Recent Trends and Projections 

Increased values will be accompanied by increases in costs. Plate 4.1 also demonstrates the relationship between 
house prices and build costs since 1984.  Whilst responsive to trends in house prices, build costs are far less volatile 

and have generally risen at a rate of about 40% of that of house prices. 

Hence it can be expected that a 5% annual increase in values will be accompanied by a 2% annual increase in costs. 

4.5 Summary of Findings 

At this point it is worth re-iterating the caveats made in Section 2 above.  Current economic circumstances and the 
dramatic fall in house prices land values since 2007 means that land may only change hands where the landowner 

has an overriding reason to sell and as this has coincided with a period when the impact of future policy costs, 
associated with affordable housing and climate change, are just becoming apparent, it is difficult to predict how 

land values and landowner expectations will respond. 

Overall the UK economy is showing signs of gradual improvement.  This is no better underlined than by the figures 
published on 26th January 2010 that confirmed that the nation is officially out of the recession, albeit marginally. 

The improvements are also underlined by the rise of rates of inflation of approximately 3% in last quarter of 2009.  

This positivity is being picked up in housing market which was showing signs of picking up in the second half of 

2009 with houses prices rising also by approximately 3%.  There is evidence that this positive trend was also being 
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C r e a t in g t h e e n v i r o n m e n t f o r b u s i n e s s 

felt in North Yorkshire in the last quarter of 2009 albeit at a slightly slower rate. In Ryedale however prices appear 

to still be falling. 

As the future is uncertain, projections are unlikely to be accurate. However, evidence of long term historical 

Regional trends and in particular the profile of land values after the 1989 peak suggests that values should recover 
towards the long term trend in about ten to fifteen years.  Such a recovery profile would be broadly produced by a 
5% annual growth rate. 

The impact of this recovery upon land values remains to be seen.  With all other things being equal, any increase in 
house prices will serve to improve residual values and the prospects of higher benefits to landowners although as 

developers increasingly need to take the costs of future policy requirements into account it is questioned whether 

these benefits will meet established expectations.  Notwithstanding this uncertainty, and the fact that this response 

will vary according to timescale and location, this study assumes a land value of £1.0M to £1.5M per hectare for 

residential land.  This is considered a robust assumption by members of Ryedale’s HMP and represents the ‘going 

rate’ for land regardless of current land use. 
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C r e a t in g t h e e n v i r o n m e n t f o r b u s i n e s s 

5. Stakeholder Consultation 

The following local stakeholders were invited to engage in the study: 

Barratt Homes Home Housing Association 

Beanland Illingworth MPC Ltd 

Boulton & Cooper Persimmon Homes Yorkshire 

Broadacres Housing Association Smith Gore 

Carter Jonas Taylor Wimpey 

Hallam Land Management Wharfedale Homes 

S Harrison Developments Ltd Yorkshire Housing 

An exercise conducted in November 2009 consulted with a number of developers on the study assumptions. 

Responses were received from. 

Beanland Illingworth Persimmon Homes Yorkshire 

Hallam Land Management Taylor Wimpey 

McBeath Property Wharfedale Homes 

As a consequence of this exercise changes were made to the assumptions as follows: 

The flatted element in the development mix was reduced from 20% to 10%.  There are currently very 
few flats being demanded or provided in Ryedale.  Nevertheless, it was considered appropriate to 
retain a modest element within the mix to meet needs associated with the growth of small households 
and the aging population; 

The developers margin was increased from 15% to 20% to take account of the current lending 
requirements of the financial sector in the current market downturn. 

The following members of the HMP have also been consulted on a ‘one to one’ and group basis to explore how the 
study should determine the point of viability: 

Beanland Illingworth Smith Gore 

Chevin Homes (RSL) Taylor Wimpey 

Persimmon Homes Yorkshire Wharfedale Homes 

Ryedale DC (Housing) 

The views of the HMP were as follow: 

Broad agreement with the overall residual valuation methodology; 

Broad agreement with the identified market areas with a decline in values from west to east; 
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C r e a t in g t h e e n v i r o n m e n t f o r b u s i n e s s 

Some disagreement with the detailed assumptions on overheads and dwelling mix; 

In respect of the current market price for residential development land in Ryedale some of the HMP 
were hesitant to be explicit due to the current volatility of the market and the low number of 
transactions.  Nevertheless, others did indicate that landowner expectation ranges between £1M and 
£1.5M per hectare. 
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C r e a t in g t h e e n v i r o n m e n t f o r b u s i n e s s 

6. Levels of Evaluation 

6.1 Rationale 

As stated in Section 3, three levels or evaluation have been undertaken at: 

Post Code (Housing Market) Level.  To evaluate the impact of sub-markets variations across the 
District; 

Small Site Level.  To evaluate the ability of sites with a capacity of five units or less to provide off-site 
as against on-site affordable housing; 

Town and Spatial Option Level.  This explores affordable housing delivery in the context of a package 
of developer contributions that relate to planned levels of growth for each settlement.  Viability is 
considered at both settlement and spatial options level. 

The assumptions and methodology of each of these exercises are addressed in turn. 

6.2 Post Code Level Evaluations 

This exercise directly addresses the impact of variations in house prices in the six distinct Housing Market Areas in 
Table 6.1. 
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6.3 

C r e a t in g t h e e n v i r o n m e n t f o r b u s i n e s s 

Table 6.1 Common Site Assumptions for Post Code Level Evaluations 

Characteristic/ Issue Assumption 

Site Size 

Development Mix 

Development Density 

Rental Levels 

Grant 

Base Development Costs 

Overhead Costs 

Abnormal Cost – Contamination 

Abnormal Cost – Flood Risk 

Abnormal Cost – Demolition 

Code for Sustainable Homes Level 

Developer Contributions 

0.5 hectares 

As assumed in Table 3.2 above 

40 dph. Considered representative of the achievable density on urban sites over the Plan period 

As assumed in Table 3.3 above 

None assumed 

As referred in Section 3.3 above and detailed in Appendix C 

As assumed in Section 3.3 above and detailed in Appendix C. Developers profit margin assumed at 
20% 

None assumed. A site specific issue not representative of Ryedale as a whole 

Flood Risk Area 1 

3Demolition of two storey building (each 6m high) occupying half the site (0.25 ha) at a cost of £6.49 / m 

Level 3 assessment now. Level 4 applies from April 2013 and Level 6 applies from April 2016 

£5,000 per dwelling initially, with the impact of £10,000 and £15,000 subsequently assessed. 

This is undertaken for a notional 0.5 hectare site and informs assessment of the relative strength between and 

within the urban and rural areas and will be relevant to assessment of non strategic windfall development of the 
type likely to come forward in the larger settlements or identified in the Council’s SHLAA.  Table 6.1 sets out the 
common assumptions that reflect the likely site conditions and costs that apply in Ryedale. 

Small Site Level Evaluations 

In apportioning housing provision, the Council has to meet the affordable needs of the rural area which requires an 
approach to handling the small sites that are likely to form an important part of the housing supply.  A range of 

approaches in LPAs seek provision (on-site or off-site) against either site size or yield criteria – the Council’s own 

policy for rural areas is to seek a contribution where sites yield at least five dwellings.  

This report seeks to evaluate the potential to revise the Council’s current policy in respect of securing financial 
contribution to off-site contribution within the context of the current threshold. 

For a small site, on-site affordable element accounts for a large proportion of the development (1 dwelling is 20%, 

2 dwellings is 40% etc).  Under current market circumstances these significant ‘steps’ in provision can require 
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C r e a t in g t h e e n v i r o n m e n t f o r b u s i n e s s 

significant revenue uplift before a further affordable unit could be delivered.  The purpose of this analysis is 

therefore: 

to assess the economic conditions under which on-site provision of 20% (1 dwelling) and 40% (2 
dwellings) could be provided on sites with a capacity of 5 dwellings; 

the extent to which off-site provision in the form of a financial payment can be delivered in advance of 
a 20% on-site contribution becoming viable. 

Four analyses have been undertaken to take account of the variations in house prices and thus development 
revenues across the District.  These are for: 

Malton, Kirkbymoorside and Pickering (for which house prices are similar); 

Norton; 

South West Ryedale; and 

East Ryedale. 

Table 6.2 sets out the assumptions used that reflect the site conditions and costs likely to apply in Ryedale. 

Table 6.2 Common Site Assumptions for Post Code Level Evaluations 

Issue Assumptions 

Site Size 

Development Mix 

Affordable Housing 

Development Density 

Rental Levels 

Grant 

Base Development Costs 

Overhead Costs 

Abnormal Cost – 
Contamination 

Abnormal Cost – Flood Risk 

Abnormal Cost – Demolition 

Code for Sustainable Homes 
Level 

Developer Contributions 

0.05 hectares 0.10 hectares 0.15 hectares 0.25 hectares 0.25 hectares 0.25 hectares 

1 market unit 2 market units 3 market units 5 market units 4 market & 1 3 market & 2 
social rent unit social rent units 

Off-site contrib. Off-site contrib. Off-site contrib. Off-site contrib. On site 20% On site 40% 

20 dph. Representative of the rural area of Ryedale as a whole 

As assumed in Table 3.2 above 

None assumed 

As referred in Section 3.3 above and detailed in Appendix C 

As assumed in Section 3.3 above and detailed in Appendix C. Developers profit margin assumed at 20% 

None assumed. A site specific issue not representative of Ryedale as a whole 

Flood Risk Area 1 

None assumed 

Level 3 assessment now. Level 4 applies from April 2013 and Level 6 applies from April 2016 

£10,000 per dwelling to address requirements for education, leisure etc.. 
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6.4 

C r e a t in g t h e e n v i r o n m e n t f o r b u s i n e s s 

Spatial Option Level Evaluations 

The LDF needs to provide for at least 15 years housing supply, equating to 3,000 net additional homes (or 200 per 

annum) over the plan period. 

In June 2009, the Council undertook public consultation upon the suggested distribution of housing across the 

District.  This exercise confirmed a primary focus upon the main towns of Malton or Norton with lesser levels in 

Pickering Kirkbymoorside and Helmsley together with about 300 dwellings in a selection of larger villages.  These 
options are specified in Table 6.3.  This study has taken this further to test the impact of the distribution of housing 
between Malton and Norton. 

Table 6.3 Spatial Options for Evaluation 

    

   

   

   

    

  

    

      

   

  

        
 

      

   

        

    

         

  

         

  

          

    

          

  

      

     
 

   

 
    

         
     

     

1. Malton Focus 

Spatial Option 

2. Norton Focus 3. Joint Malton & Norton 
Focus 

Malton 

Dwellings Required 

Norton 

Dwellings Required 

Pickering 

Dwellings Required 

Kirkbymoorside 

Dwellings Required 

Helmsley 

Dwellings Required 

Rural Area 

Dwellings Required 

50% of RSS Reqt. 

1500 Dwellings 

-

-

25% of RSS Reqt. 

750 Dwellings 

10% of RSS Reqt. 

300 Dwellings 

5% of RSS Reqt. 

150 Dwellings 

10% of RSS Reqt. 

300 Dwellings 

-

-

50% of RSS Reqt. 

1500 Dwellings 

25% of RSS Reqt. 

750 Dwellings 

10% of RSS Reqt. 

300 Dwellings 

5% of RSS Reqt. 

150 Dwellings 

10% of RSS Reqt. 

300 Dwellings 

25% of RSS Reqt. 

750 Dwellings 

25% of RSS Reqt. 

750 Dwellings 

25% of RSS Reqt. 

750 Dwellings 

10% of RSS Reqt. 

300 Dwellings 

5% of RSS Reqt. 

150 Dwellings 

10% of RSS Reqt. 

300 Dwellings 

The viability of each level of development in each of the locations can be evaluated to reveal: 

The impact of stronger or weaker housing markets in a location upon viability of a given affordable 
proportion; 

The impact of the cost of major infrastructure necessary in each location; 

The differences between the ability to deliver, say, identical amounts of development in Malton as 
against Norton, given differences in both revenues and costs in each location.  
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The implications for each spatial option can be assessed through aggregation of the particular revenues and costs of 

each of its elements and apportionments. 

The next three sections address the findings of each of the levels evaluation respectively. 
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7.1 

C r e a t in g t h e e n v i r o n m e n t f o r b u s i n e s s 

7. Findings - Post Code Level Evaluations 

2009 Assessment 

The residual values for each post code area under a number of affordable housing scenarios with a developer 

contribution of £5,000 per dwelling are graphed in Plate 7.1 and in detail at Appendix H. 

Plate 7.1 Post-Code Area Assessment of Affordable Proportions with £5k Developer Contribution per Dwelling – 
Code Level 3 

0 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

50% 40% 30% 20% 10% 0% 

% Affordable Housing 

Hovingham Helmsley 

South West Ryedale M alton 

Norton East Ryedale 

Zone of Viability 

Assuming a ‘zone of viability’ of between £1.0M and £1.5M per hectare, Plate 7.1 demonstrates the relative 

strength of the west of the District including the town of Helmsley.  Viability then declines with distance to the 
east.  The towns of Malton, Pickering and Kirkbymoorside all produce similar results although Norton performs 
less well due to its weaker market.  The least viable area is in the extreme east of the District. 

7.1.1 Varying Developer Contribution Levels 

Ryedale has the option to obtain developer contributions either through the CIL or through S106 legal agreements.  

The impact of contributions of £5,000, £10,000 and £15,000 per dwelling are shown in Tables 7.1 to 7.3 
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C r e a t in g t h e e n v i r o n m e n t f o r b u s i n e s s 

respectively.  These indicate that, although the level of contribution sought is much less crucial to any assessment 

of viability than market conditions and rather less crucial than affordable housing proportion, it nevertheless does 
produce important variations in assessment; each step in contribution of £5,000 has the effect of reducing the 
residual value by £200,000 per hectare. 

Table 7.1 Post Code Area Assessment of Affordable Proportions with £5k Developer Contribution per Dwelling – 
Code Level 3 

Post Code Area 50% 40% 

Affordable Proportion 

30% 20% 10% 0% 

YO17 6/7 (Malton) 

YO17 8/9 (Norton) 

YO62 5 (Helmsley) 

YO18 8 (Pickering) 

YO62 2 (Kirkbymoorside) 

YO62 4 (inc.Hovingham) 

YO60/YO41(SW Ryedale) 

YO12/YO25 (E Ryedale) 

RV ‘zone of viability’ 

0.43 0.67 

0.11 0.32 

1.69 2.03 

0.43 0.67 

0.43 0.67 

2.27 2.63 

1.18 1.50 

-0.26 -0.09 

1.00 to 1.50 1.00 to 1.50 

1.14 1.44 

0.74 1.00 

2.71 3.14 

1.14 1.44 

1.14 1.44 

3.44 3.92 

2.07 2.50 

0.28 0.51 

1.00 to 1.50 1.00 to 1.50 

1.80 2.14 

1.32 1.62 

3.66 4.16 

1.80 2.14 

1.80 2.14 

4.52 5.09 

2.98 3.44 

0.79 1.03 

1.00 to 1.50 1.00 to 1.50 

Viable. RV higher than 
‘zone of viability’ 

Likely to be viable. RV 
within ‘zone of viability’ 

Unviable. RV below ‘zone 
of viability’ 

The impact of every step of 10% in the affordable element varies with location producing reductions in residual 

value of between about £150,000 (East Ryedale) and £480,000 (Hovingham) per hectare.  In the areas containing 

the main settlements of Malton, Pickering and Kirkbymoorside this reduction is about £300,000 per hectare.  

In respect of the main settlement areas, the analyses indicate that with a £5,000 contribution, a high level of 
affordable housing (up to 50%) is only deliverable in Helmsley if a land value of £1.5M per hectare is accepted. 

Elsewhere, 10-30% should be possible in Malton, Pickering and Kirkbymoorside and up to 20% may be possible in 
Norton. 

Under the same assumptions, a £10,000 contribution would mean that up to a 50% affordable element is still 
deliverable in Helmsley.  Again, 20% should be possible in Malton, Pickering and Kirkbymoorside but no more 

than 10% is likely in Norton. 
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C r e a t in g t h e e n v i r o n m e n t f o r b u s i n e s s 

Under a £15,000 contribution a 40-50% affordable element is deliverable in Helmsley.  Up to 10% may be possible 

in Malton, Pickering and Kirkbymoorside but unlikely in Norton. 

Table 7.2 Post Code Area Assessment of Affordable Proportions with £10k Developer Contribution per Dwelling – 
Code Level 3 

Post Code Area 50% 40% 

Affordable Proportion 

30% 20% 10% 0% 

YO17 6/7 (Malton) 

YO17 8/9 (Norton) 

YO62 5 (Helmsley) 

YO18 8 (Pickering) 

YO62 2 (Kirkbymoorside) 

YO62 4 (inc.Hovingham) 

YO60/YO41(SW Ryedale) 

YO12/YO25 (E Ryedale) 

RV ‘zone of viability’ 

0.23 0.47 

-0.09 0.12 

1.49 1.83 

0.23 0.47 

0.23 0.47 

2.07 2.43 

0.98 1.30 

-0.46 -0.29 

1.00 to 1.50 1.00 to 1.50 

0.94 1.24 

0.54 0.80 

2.51 2.94 

0.94 1.24 

0.94 1.24 

3.24 3.72 

1.87 2.30 

0.08 0.31 

1.00 to 1.50 1.00 to 1.50 

1.60 1.94 

1.12 1.42 

3.46 3.96 

1.60 1.94 

1.60 1.94 

4.32 4.89 

2.78 3.24 

0.59 0.83 

1.00 to 1.50 1.00 to 1.50 

Viable. RV higher than 
‘zone of viability’ 

Likely to be viable. RV 
within ‘zone of viability’ 

Unviable. RV below ‘zone 
of viability’ 
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C r e a t in g t h e e n v i r o n m e n t f o r b u s i n e s s 

Table 7.3 Post Code Area Assessment of Affordable Proportions with £15k developer contribution per dwelling – 
Code Level 3 

Post Code Area 50% 40% 

Affordable Proportion 

30% 20% 10% 0% 

YO17 6/7 (Malton) 

YO17 8/9 (Norton) 

YO62 5 (Helmsley) 

YO18 8 (Pickering) 

YO62 2 (Kirkbymoorside) 

YO62 4 (inc.Hovingham) 

YO60/YO41(SW Ryedale) 

YO12/YO25 (E Ryedale) 

RV ‘zone of viability’ 

0.03 0.27 

-0.29 -0.08 

1.29 1.63 

0.03 0.27 

0.03 0.27 

1.87 2.23 

0.78 1.10 

-0.66 -0.49 

1.00 to 1.50 1.00 to 1.50 

0.74 1.04 

0.34 0.60 

2.31 2.74 

0.74 1.04 

0.74 1.04 

3.04 3.52 

1.67 2.10 

-0.12 0.11 

1.00 to 1.50 1.00 to 1.50 

1.40 1.74 

0.92 1.22 

3.26 3.76 

1.40 1.74 

1.40 1.74 

4.12 4.69 

2.58 3.04 

0.39 0.63 

1.00 to 1.50 1.00 to 1.50 

Viable. RV higher than 
‘zone of viability’ 

Likely to be viable. RV 
within ‘zone of viability’ 

Unviable. RV below ‘zone 
of viability’ 

7.1.2 Growth Projections to 2015 including Code Level 4 

Although the relationship is not simple, increasing house prices will improve residual values. If a 5% annual 
increase in sales revenues accompanied by a 2% annual increase in total costs together with the impact of Code 

Level 4 is modelled then Tables 7.4 to 7.6 model show improved performance at 2015 with developer contributions 

of £5,000, £10,000 and £15,000 per dwelling respectively.  
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C r e a t in g t h e e n v i r o n m e n t f o r b u s i n e s s 

Table 7.4 Post Code Area Assessment of Affordable Proportions with £5k Developer Contribution per Dwelling at 
5% Annual Growth in House Prices by 2015 – Code Level 4 

Post Code Area 50% 40% 

Affordable Proportion 

30% 20% 10% 0% 

YO17 6/7 (Malton) 

YO17 8/9 (Norton) 

YO62 5 (Helmsley) 

YO18 8 (Pickering) 

YO62 2 (Kirkbymoorside) 

YO62 4 (inc.Hovingham) 

YO60/YO41(SW Ryedale) 

YO12/YO25 (E Ryedale) 

RV ‘zone of viability’ 

1.60 1.95 

1.16 1.47 

3.35 3.84 

1.60 1.95 

1.60 1.95 

4.15 4.68 

2.68 3.14 

0.65 0.90 

1.00 to 1.50 1.00 to 1.50 

2.62 3.06 

2.06 2.45 

4.80 5.42 

2.62 3.06 

2.62 3.06 

5.82 6.51 

3.97 4.58 

1.43 1.76 

1.00 to 1.50 1.00 to 1.50 

3.59 4.07 

2.92 3.35 

6.18 6.88 

3.59 4.07 

3.59 4.07 

7.38 8.18 

5.27 5.93 

2.18 2.52 

1.00 to 1.50 1.00 to 1.50 

Viable. RV higher than 
‘zone of viability’ 

Likely to be viable. RV 
within ‘zone of viability’ 

Unviable. RV below ‘zone 
of viability’ 

As the range of developer contribution is fixed, the impact of each additional £5,000 is unchanged at £200,000 per 

hectare. 

As residual value is dependent upon house prices, improved conditions will means that the impact of each 

additional 10% of affordable element now ranges from about £250,000 (East Ryedale) to £500,000 (Hovingham) 

per hectare.  For Malton, Pickering and Kirkbymoorside this reduction is just over £400,000 per hectare. 

If a land value of £1.5M per hectare is accepted, the analyses indicate that with a £5,000 contribution, up to 50% 
affordable housing could be deliverable in all the main settlements with the exception of Norton where up to 40% 
appears more realistic.  Under the same assumptions, a £10,000 or £15,000 contribution would mean that a 50% 
affordable element is still deliverable in Helmsley but potential in the main settlements falling to 40% with 30% 

possible in Norton. 
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Table 7.5 Assessment of Affordable Proportions with £10k Developer Contribution per Dwelling at 5% Annual 
Growth in House Prices by 2015 – Code Level 4 

Post Code Area 50% 40% 

Affordable Proportion 

30% 20% 10% 0% 

YO17 6/7 (Malton) 

YO17 8/9 (Norton) 

YO62 5 (Helmsley) 

YO18 8 (Pickering) 

YO62 2 (Kirkbymoorside) 

YO62 4 (inc.Hovingham) 

YO60/YO41(SW Ryedale) 

YO12/YO25 (E Ryedale) 

RV ‘zone of viability’ 

1.40 1.75 

0.96 1.27 

3.15 3.64 

1.40 1.75 

1.40 1.75 

3.95 4.48 

2.48 2.94 

0.45 0.70 

1.00 to 1.50 1.00 to 1.50 

2.42 2.85 

1.86 2.25 

4.60 5.22 

2.42 2.85 

2.42 2.85 

5.62 6.31 

3.77 4.38 

1.23 1.56 

1.00 to 1.50 1.00 to 1.50 

3.38 3.87 

2.72 3.15 

5.98 6.68 

3.38 3.87 

3.38 3.87 

7.18 7.98 

5.07 5.73 

1.98 2.32 

1.00 to 1.50 1.00 to 1.50 

Viable. RV higher than 
‘zone of viability’ 

Likely to be viable. RV 
within ‘zone of viability’ 

Unviable. RV below ‘zone 
of viability’ 
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C r e a t in g t h e e n v i r o n m e n t f o r b u s i n e s s 

Table 7.6 Assessment of Affordable Proportions with £15k Developer Contribution per Dwelling at 5% Annual 
Growth in House Prices by 2015 – Code Level 4 

Post Code Area 50% 40% 

Affordable Proportion 

30% 20% 10% 0% 

YO17 6/7 (Malton) 

YO17 8/9 (Norton) 

YO62 5 (Helmsley) 

YO18 8 (Pickering) 

YO62 2 (Kirkbymoorside) 

YO62 4 (inc.Hovingham) 

YO60/YO41(SW Ryedale) 

YO12/YO25 (E Ryedale) 

RV ‘zone of viability’ 

1.20 1.55 

0.76 1.07 

2.95 3.44 

1.20 1.55 

1.20 1.55 

3.75 4.28 

2.28 2.74 

0.25 0.50 

1.00 to 1.50 1.00 to 1.50 

2.22 2.65 

1.66 2.05 

4.40 5.02 

2.22 2.65 

2.22 2.65 

5.42 6.11 

3.57 4.18 

1.03 1.36 

1.00 to 1.50 1.00 to 1.50 

3.18 3.67 

2.52 2.95 

5.78 6.48 

3.18 3.67 

3.18 3.67 

6.98 7.78 

4.87 5.53 

1.78 2.12 

1.00 to 1.50 1.00 to 1.50 

Viable. RV higher than 
‘zone of viability’ 

Likely to be viable. RV 
within ‘zone of viability’ 

Unviable. RV below ‘zone 
of viability’ 

7.1.3 Growth Projections to 2021 including Code Level 6 

Should annual growth in house prices at 5% continue until 2021, then even more encouraging assessments are 
produced.  This favourable picture is in spite of the significant costs associated with the introduction of Level 6 of 

the Code for Sustainable Homes from 2016.  Tables 7.7 to 7.9 model the impact of developer contributions of 
£5,000, £10,000 and £15,000 per dwelling respectively.  
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C r e a t in g t h e e n v i r o n m e n t f o r b u s i n e s s 

Table 7.7 Assessment of Affordable Proportions with £5k Developer Contribution per Dwelling at 5% Annual 
Growth by 2021 – Code Level 6 

Post Code Area 50% 40% 

Affordable Proportion 

30% 20% 10% 0% 

YO17 6/7 (Malton) 

YO17 8/9 (Norton) 

YO62 5 (Helmsley) 

YO18 8 (Pickering) 

YO62 2 (Kirkbymoorside) 

YO62 4 (inc.Hovingham) 

YO60/YO41(SW Ryedale) 

YO12/YO25 (E Ryedale) 

RV ‘zone of viability’ 

3.15 3.65 

2.54 3.00 

5.58 6.27 

3.15 3.65 

3.15 3.65 

6.69 7.44 

4.71 5.35 

1.86 2.23 

1.00 to 1.50 1.00 to 1.50 

4.59 5.21 

3.84 4.39 

7.62 8.50 

4.59 5.21 

4.59 5.21 

9.02 10.00 

6.53 7.38 

2.96 3.45 

1.00 to 1.50 1.00 to 1.50 

5.97 6.65 

5.07 5.67 

9.58 10.57 

5.97 6.65 

5.97 6.65 

11.24 12.36 

8.38 9.29 

4.05 4.53 

1.00 to 1.50 1.00 to 1.50 

Viable. RV higher than 
‘zone of viability’ 

Likely to be viable. RV 
within ‘zone of viability’ 

Unviable. RV below ‘zone 
of viability’ 

As previously, the impact of each addition £5,000 per dwelling of contribution remains at £200,000 per hectare. 

Increased house prices to this degree means that the impact of each additional 10% of affordable element now 
ranges from £400,000 (East Ryedale) to over £1M (Hovingham) per hectare.  For Malton, Pickering and 

Kirkbymoorside this reduction is just over £700,000 per hectare. 

Assuming again that a land value of £1.5M per hectare is accepted, the analyses indicate that 50% affordable 

housing could be deliverable in all parts of the District regardless of the level of developer contribution sought. 
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Table 7.8 Assessment of Affordable Proportions with £10k Developer Contribution per Dwelling at 5% Annual 
Growth by 2021 – Code Level 6 

Post Code Area 50% 40% 

Affordable Proportion 

30% 20% 10% 0% 

YO17 6/7 (Malton) 

YO17 8/9 (Norton) 

YO62 5 (Helmsley) 

YO18 8 (Pickering) 

YO62 2 (Kirkbymoorside) 

YO62 4 (inc.Hovingham) 

YO60/YO41(SW Ryedale) 

YO12/YO25 (E Ryedale) 

RV ‘zone of viability’ 

2.95 3.45 

2.34 2.80 

5.38 6.07 

2.95 3.45 

2.95 3.45 

6.49 7.24 

4.51 5.15 

1.66 2.03 

1.00 to 1.50 1.00 to 1.50 

4.39 5.01 

3.64 4.19 

7.42 8.30 

4.39 5.01 

4.39 5.01 

8.82 9.80 

6.33 7.18 

2.76 3.25 

1.00 to 1.50 1.00 to 1.50 

5.77 6.45 

4.87 5.47 

9.38 10.37 

5.77 6.45 

5.77 6.45 

11.04 12.16 

8.18 9.09 

3.85 4.33 

1.00 to 1.50 1.00 to 1.50 

Viable. RV higher than 
‘zone of viability’ 

Likely to be viable. RV 
within ‘zone of viability’ 

Unviable. RV below ‘zone 
of viability’ 
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Table 7.9 Assessment of Affordable Proportions with £15k Developer Contribution per Dwelling at 5% Annual 
Growth by 2021 – Code Level 6 

Post Code Area 50% 40% 

Affordable Proportion 

30% 20% 10% 0% 

YO17 6/7 (Malton) 

YO17 8/9 (Norton) 

YO62 5 (Helmsley) 

YO18 8 (Pickering) 

YO62 2 (Kirkbymoorside) 

YO62 4 (inc.Hovingham) 

YO60/YO41(SW Ryedale) 

YO12/YO25 (E Ryedale) 

RV ‘zone of viability’ 

2.75 3.25 

2.14 2.60 

5.18 5.87 

2.75 3.25 

2.75 3.25 

6.29 7.04 

4.31 4.95 

1.46 1.83 

1.00 to 1.50 1.00 to 1.50 

4.19 4.81 

3.44 3.99 

7.22 8.10 

4.19 4.81 

4.19 4.81 

8.62 9.60 

6.13 6.98 

2.56 3.05 

1.00 to 1.50 1.00 to 1.50 

5.57 6.25 

4.67 5.27 

9.18 10.17 

5.57 6.25 

5.57 6.25 

10.84 11.96 

7.98 8.89 

3.65 4.13 

1.00 to 1.50 1.00 to 1.50 

Viable. RV higher than 
‘zone of viability’ 

Likely to be viable. RV 
within ‘zone of viability’ 

Unviable. RV below ‘zone 
of viability’ 

7.2 Summary of Findings 

7.2.1 Caveats 

In drawing conclusions it should be borne in mind that these assessments assume that, consistent with national 
planning policy, development densities of 40dph are achieved in all cases – this is felt to be a reasonable 

assumption for sites within settlements.  Should this not be the case then residual values will be reduced and the 
deliverability of affordable housing reduced. 

For comparison purposes, it is also assumed that land will continue to change hands at values of between £1M and 

£1.5M per hectare.  Historically, land values correlate to house prices, for the reasons set out in Section 3 above, it 
they are more volatile and tend to lag behind by about 18 months as deals are worked through. Whilst it is thought 
likely that the costs paid for land will reduce as a proportion of development costs, land values will certainly 

respond to economic recovery and as evidence of recent transactions emerge, these enhanced values can be 
compared with the residual values that appear in Tables 7.1 to 7.9. 
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C r e a t in g t h e e n v i r o n m e n t f o r b u s i n e s s 

This findings of this section assume that a 5% annual growth in house prices.  Given the current cautious optimism 

surrounding economic recovery this assumption is considered reasonable although this will need to be monitored 
and reviewed as necessary. 

7.2.2 Currently 

Under a requirement for a developer contribution of £5,000 per dwelling, the reliable delivery of affordable 

housing has most potential in the western area of the District including Helmsley.  Assuming that a land value of 

£1M to 1.5M per hectare is accepted then there may be some potential to deliver more modest provision in Malton, 

Pickering and Kirkbymoorside with maybe a small contribution in Norton.  

This potential is necessarily compromised by the imposition of higher developer contributions.  Whilst this does 

not produce significant variations between the tables, in each case an additional £5k of contribution per dwelling 
reduces the residual site value by £100,000 (£200,000 per hectare) with a corresponding impact upon the affordable 

contribution. 

7.2.3 Before 2016 

If a 5% annual growth in development revenues is applied to the £5,000 per dwelling contribution scenario, the 

situation would soon improve to a point where by 2015 a 40% affordable element should be possible in Malton, 

Pickering and Kirkbymoorside against current land values.  The weaker housing market in Norton suggests that a 
lesser level of around 30% should be deliverable by that time. 

Increased levels of developer contribution will, as previously, reduce the residual value by the same order as 

previously although the impact of these contributions (if fixed) become less important as the market steadily 

improves. 

7.2.4 After 2016 

Performance in 2016 will be hit by the introduction of Level 6 of the Code. Nevertheless, a continued 5% growth 

will soon outweigh this to a point where an affordable element of up to 50% should be deliverable in all areas at 
2021.  The only indicated exception would be in East Ryedale where such a proportion may not be deliverable 
should a £15k per dwelling contribution be required. 
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8.1 

C r e a t in g t h e e n v i r o n m e n t f o r b u s i n e s s 

8. Findings - Small Site Level Evaluations 

2009 Assessments 

Assessments for the Small Site Level Evaluations are at Appendix I whilst Table 8.1 provides an assessment 

against land values of between £1M and £1.5M per hectare – these assume a developer contribution package of 
£10,000 per dwelling and a development density of 20 dph which evidence suggests is representative of recent 

consents on small rural sites. 

As this is a strategic study and also for consistency purposes, the same land values are used as in the rest of the 
report.  However, it is acknowledged that in areas or villages of high environmental quality higher values can be 
commanded for such sites.  It is likely that landowner expectations will be higher in these locations despite viability 

being demonstrated.   

Splitting the District into four areas, the relative health of its western area is again evident. 

Table 8.1 Assessment of Residual Values (£Ms) on Small Sites – Code Level 3 

Housing Market Area 1 Market 2 Market 
Unit Units 

3 Market 5 Market 
Units Units 

5 Market 5 Market 
Units (20% Units (40% 
Affd) Affd) 

YO17 6/7, YO18, YO62 6 
(Malton/Pickering/K’moorside) 

YO17 8/9 (Norton) 

YO60/YO41(SW Ryedale) 

YO12/YO25 (E Ryedale) 

RV ‘zone of viability’ 

2.08 1.78 

1.58 1.38 

3.38 2.82 

1.08 0.98 

1.00 to 1.50 1.00 to 1.50 

1.78 1.78 

1.39 1.38 

2.83 2.82 

0.99 0.98 

1.00 to 1.50 1.00 to 1.50 

1.20 0.63 

0.88 0.39 

2.04 1.25 

0.78 0.15 

1.00 to 1.50 1.00 to 1.50 

    

    

   

    

     

 

     

     

     

    

       

  
  

   

 

  

  

           

  
   

 

    
   

   
  

         
     

     

Viable. RV higher 
than ‘zone of 
viability’ 

Likely to be viable. RV 
within ‘zone of viability’ 

Unviable. RV below 
‘zone of viability’ 
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8.2 

C r e a t in g t h e e n v i r o n m e n t f o r b u s i n e s s 

Applying Growth Projections to On-site and Off-site Options 

Plates 8.1 to 8.4 show how potential improves if an annual house price growth assumption of 5% together and a 

2% annual increase in total costs and the impact of Levels 4 and 6 of the Code for Sustainable Homes from 2013 

and 2016 respectively are applied to each of the four areas. 

Each graph compares the three affordable housing delivery options (off-site, on-site at 20%, on-site at 40%) for a 
development of five units. 

Plate 8.1 Malton, Pickering and Kirkbymoorside - Small Sites (Affordable Options for 5 Units at 5% Annual Growth 
in House Prices) 

£0 

£500,000 

£1,000,000 

£1,500,000 

£2,000,000 

£2,500,000 

£3,000,000 

£3,500,000 

£4,000,000 

£4,500,000 

£5,000,000 
0% Afford. Off-site contribution 

20% Afford (1 unit) 

40% Afford (2 units) 

Cum. Potential 'Off Site' Contrib at £1.5M per ha. 

Cum. Potential 'Off Site' Contrib at £1M per ha. Impact of Code Level 6 

Impact of Code Level 4 

Zone of Viability 

Plate 8.1 for Malton, Pickering and Kirkbymoorside demonstrates the following: 

Schemes of five units providing a single affordable house (mid blue solid line) could begin to deliver 
reliably from around 2012 should a land value of £1.5M per hectare be accepted.  Against a lower 
value of £1M, on-site provision could already be possible; 

Schemes providing two affordable houses (light blue solid line) perform markedly less well.  The 
graph suggests that a residual value equal to current land values will be achieved by around 2020; 
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C r e a t in g t h e e n v i r o n m e n t f o r b u s i n e s s 

If no on-site affordable housing (dark blue solid line) is provided residual values will exceed £1.5M. 
The Council therefore has scope to obtain off-site contributions if more appropriate; 

If it is assumed that one such site is delivered each year, the cumulative variance between residual 
values and a land value of £1M (denoted by the higher dashed blue line) suggests that financial 
contributions for off-site affordable housing provision could amount to £1M by 2012 by which time 
20% on-site provision should be viable.  Beyond 2012 this would then rise by broadly £500,000 per 
annum; 

Against the same assumptions but against land values of £1.5M, the cumulative variance (denoted by 
the lower dotted blue line) suggests that contributions could be obtained from 2011 onwards and that 
just over £1.2M could be accrued by 2014 by which time 20% on-site provision should be viable; 

The impact of step changes in Code Levels in 2013 and 2016 is readily apparent. 

Plates 8.2 to 8.4 provide similar analyses of the findings in Norton, South West Ryedale and East Ryedale 
respectively.  These are reproduced in Appendix J together with growth projections at 3% and 9%. 

In the Norton area and assuming landowners expectations can be met by £1M per hectare, there is potential for an 
off-site affordable housing contribution of £1.2M by 2014 by which time 20% on-site provision should be viable. 

Against a land value of £1.5M per hectare, this figure would reduce to £0.5M by 2014. 
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C r e a t in g t h e e n v i r o n m e n t f o r b u s i n e s s 

Plate 8.2 Norton Area (YO18 8) Small Sites (Affordable Options for 5 Units at 5% Annual Growth in House Prices) 
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In the South West Ryedale area 20% on-site provision is currently achievable against current land values with 40% 

expected to be viable by 2012.  However, should off-site contributions be preferred then assuming a land value of 
£1M there is the potential to accrue £1.5M by 2012 rising to £5M by 2015.  Against a land value of £1.5M, this 
figure would be £1M by 2012 rising to £3.5M by 2015. 
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C r e a t in g t h e e n v i r o n m e n t f o r b u s i n e s s 

Plate 8.3 South West Ryedale Area (YO60) Small Sites (Affordable Options for 5 Units at 5% Annual Growth in 
House Prices) 
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In the East Ryedale area a 20% on-site contribution will not become reliably viable until 2018.  Against a land 

value of £1.M, an off-site contributions of £800,000 could accrue by 2015 increasing to £2M by 2021.  Against 
land values of £1.5M this would reduce to £200,000 and £1.2M respectively.  
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C r e a t in g t h e e n v i r o n m e n t f o r b u s i n e s s 

Plate 8.4 East Ryedale Area (YO12, YO25) Small Sites (Affordable Options for 5 Units at 5% Annual Growth in 
House Prices) 
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Taken from the above plates, Table 8.2 summarises out the projected deliverability of the range of delivery options 

in the four areas. 
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C r e a t in g t h e e n v i r o n m e n t f o r b u s i n e s s 

Table 8.2 Potential Contributions to Off-site Affordable Provision against Land Values of £1M and £1.5M 

On-site Provision Off-site Provision 

Housing Market Area 
20% On-site 
viable (yr) 

40% On-site 
viable (yr) 

Off-site 
Contrib. 
begins (yr) 

Off-site 
Contrib. by 
2016 (£M) 

Off-site 
Contrib. by 
2021 (£M) 

Performance Against Land Value of £1M/Ha 

Malton, Pickering & Kirkbymoorside Now 2012 Now £2.8M >£5.0M 

Norton 2011 2019 Now £1.8M £4.4M 

South West Ryedale Now Now Now >£5.0M >£10.0M 

East Ryedale 2012 After 2021 2010 £0.8M £2.2M 

Performance Against Land Value of £1.5M/Ha 

Malton, Pickering & Kirkbymoorside 2012 2019 Now £1.8M £4.5M 

Norton 2015-2017 After 2021 2011 £0.8M £2.7M 

South West Ryedale Now 2012 Now £4.5M >£10.0M 

East Ryedale 2019 Well after 2021 2014 £0.2M £1.2M 

    

          

  

  
    

 
  

 

   

  

 

   

  

   

  

 

 

   

      

   

 

       

   

    

  

      

   

     

 

         
     

     

8.2.1 On-site Provision 

Against a land value of £1M per hectare, a 20% on-site element should already be viable in the western part of the 

District and also in Malton, Pickering and Kirkbymoorside.  A 40% on-site element could also be viable in SW 
Ryedale now and in Malton, Pickering and Kirkbymoorside from 2012. 

Against a higher land value of £1.5M per hectare, a 20% on-site element should already be viable in the western 

part of the District now.  This would likely not be deliverable until 2012 in Malton, Pickering and Kirkbymoorside 
whereas similar provision in Norton and East Ryedale is between five and nine years away.  A 40% on-site element 
could also be viable in SW Ryedale now and in Malton, Pickering and Kirkbymoorside from 2019. 

Progress in all areas is significantly delayed by the impact of Code Level 6 and this is particularly the case in the 
weaker areas where the increases in revenues take longer to overwhelm its impact.  This is notably seen in Norton 

where a 40% on-site contribution is delayed about eight years.  In Malton, higher residual values are more able to 

accommodate this impact. 
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8.3 

C r e a t in g t h e e n v i r o n m e n t f o r b u s i n e s s 

8.2.2 Off-site Provision 

Against a land value of £1M per hectare, potential exists to pursue financial contributions in lieu of on-site 

provision – and this potential also extends to Norton.  

Against the higher land value of £1.5M, SW Ryedale as well as the main settlements of Malton, Pickering and 

Kirkbymoorside offer potential.  Norton could begin to yield a contribution after 2012 with a small contribution 

accruing in East Ryedale beyond 2014. 

Summary of Findings 

As this is a strategic study, and also for consistency purposes, the same land values are used as in the rest of the 
report.  However, it is acknowledged that such sites can command much higher land values than the District 

averages.  Although viability is demonstrated, should a landowner seek a higher value, this will impact upon the 
residual value as well as upon the on-site/ off-site affordable element. 

Compared with the Post Code evaluations in Section 6 the residual values are lower and this is explained by the 
lower development density (20 dph) that is more typical of small sites in the rural area.   Nevertheless, and in 
common with the post code evaluations, current potential for the reliable delivery of affordable housing would 
appear to be restricted to the western area of the District only.  

At 2015 

If land values of £1M per hectare are accepted, a 5% annual revenue growth assumption could create conditions 
under which a 20% on-site element should be possible Districtwide from 2012. 

A 40% on-site element should also be viable by 2012 in SW Ryedale and in Malton Pickering and Kirkbymoorside. 

The prospect for accruing off-site contributions conforms to the same pattern.  A policy that secures such payments 

could yield benefits across most of the District although a contribution in Norton is unlikely before 2012 should 

upper range land values be sought.  The weakest market in the east is unlikely to make a significant contribution by 

2015. 

At 2021 

Performance in 2016 will be hit by the introduction of Level 6 of the Code for Sustainable Homes.  Nevertheless, a 

40% element can be met in SW Ryedale against a £1.M land value now and a continued 5% growth will outweigh 
this influence of the Code to a point where a 40% affordable element could be reliably viable in the Malton, 
Pickering and Kirkbymoorside by 2015.  As the impact of the Code has a greater effect in the weaker market areas, 

sites around Norton may not achieve this until 2019. 
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C r e a t in g t h e e n v i r o n m e n t f o r b u s i n e s s 

Whilst SW Ryedale is unaffected, the aggregate impact of Code and a land value of £1.5M have a significant 

impact in Malton, Pickering and Kirkbymoorside – delaying viability by about seven years to 2019.  Norton is 
unlikely to perform comparably before 2021 and the east of the District somewhat later. 

Improved on-site viability does not however preclude an option to continue to obtain financial contributions 
towards off-site provision where appropriate and the evaluations suggest ample opportunity to support such a 
policy. 
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9.1 

C r e a t in g t h e e n v i r o n m e n t f o r b u s i n e s s 

9. Findings – Town and Spatial Option Level 
Evaluations 

The focus of all three spatial options being considered is upon the settlements of Malton and Norton. In each case 

the Council has a choice between two highways solutions costing £7.5M and £23.5M respectively.  

Section 9.1 comprises a statement of revenues and infrastructure costs associated with growth options 
for each town under each spatial option; 

Section 9.2 addresses the impact of education and leisure infrastructure requirements together with a 
£7.5M package of highway measures on the viability of each spatial option; 

Section 9.3 addresses the impact of education and leisure infrastructure requirements together with an 
enhanced £23.5M package of highway measures on each spatial option; 

Section 9.4 compares the performance of each strategic option under the two highways solutions and 
under three house price annual growth scenarios of 3%, 5% and 9%; 

Section 9.5 considers the implication of the introduction of the CIL in addressing disparities in the 
performance of these options and hence the ability to fund the infrastructure needs of the strategy 
adequately.  

Statement of Development Revenues and Costs 

Against the assumptions set out in Section 3, Table 9.1 summarises the revenues and cost items associated with 
each of the five main settlements.  This analysis includes of a 30% affordable element, Code Level 3 and a £7.5M 

package of highway measures in Malton/ Norton.  The following is evident: 

The low residual values.  Only Helmsley achieves values in excess of £1M per hectare; 

The relative health of the Malton market compared with Norton; 

The relatively high implied CIL requirements in Malton and Norton (over £11,000 per unit) when the 
required highway measures are taken into account. Elsewhere settlement CIL levels are about £9,400 
per unit. 

H:\Projects\Project Subfiles\25088 LEE Ryedale LDF Evidence © Entec UK Limited 
Base Support\Docs\4.Further Amended Draft Final Report May Page 59 
2010\Final Issue to RDC 280510\rr013i2.doc 22 July 2010 



    

          
  

          

      
  

 
  

   
   

 

  

   

   

  

  

  

 

   

 

  

   

 

  

     

      

  

   

 

   

    

    

         
     

     

C r e a t in g t h e e n v i r o n m e n t f o r b u s i n e s s 

Table 9.1 Schedule of Revenues and Costs Associated with each Development Option – 30% Affordable Housing – 
Code Level 3 

Spatial Option 1 Spatial Option 2 Spatial Option 3 Spatial Options 1, 2 and 3 

Development 
Specification Malton 50% Norton 50% 

Malton Norton 
25% 25% 

Pickering 
25% 

K.Moorside 
10% 

Helmsley 
5% 

Gross Area (Ha) 50.7 50.7 25.4 25.4 25.4 10.2 5.1 

No. of Houses 1500 1500 750 750 750 300 150 

Revenues incl. 30% Affordable Element 

At 2009 Prices £235.5M £216.9M £117.8M £108.5M £117.8M £47.3M £30.3M 

Costs 

Base & O/heads £180.7M £175.8M £90.3M £87.9M £90.4M £36.1M £19.9M 

Code Level 3 £7.0M £7.0M £3.5M £3.5M £3.5M £1.4M £0.7M 

Flood Risk £4.3M £4.3M £2.2M £2.2M £2.2M £0.9M £0.4M 

Education* £8.1M £8.1M £4.0M £4.0M £4.0M £1.6M £0.8M 

Highways (limited)* £7.5M £7.5M £3.8M £3.8M £2.5M £1.0M £0.5M 

Leisure* £1.0M £1.0M £0.5M £0.5M £0.5M £0.2M £0.1M 

TOTAL COSTS £208.6M £203.7M £104.3M £101.9M £103.1M £41.2M £22.5M 

*Implied CIL / dwelling £11,048 £11,048 £11,048 £11,048 £9,395 £9,410 £9,447 

Evaluation of Residual Land Value 

RV (site total) £26,9M £13.2M £13.5M £6.6M £14.7M £6.1M £.9M 

RV(per hectare) £0.53M £0.26M £0.53M £0.26M £0.58M £0.59M £1.55M 

* Infrastructure items suitable for funding through CIL 

9.2 The Viability of the Towns and Spatial Options – Limited 
(£7.5M) Highway Measures 

9.2.1 2009 Assessments of the Towns 

The three settlements of Malton, Pickering and Kirbymoorside all perform comparably reflecting their reasonably 

consistent housing prices.  The relative impact of highway costs as a proportion of revenues means that Norton 

performs least strongly and the residual value produced under a 10% affordable element is very probably below 
current market expectations.  Conversely, the stronger market in Helmsley produces the highest residual values. 

Plates 9.1 to 9.4 set out the performance of each town assuming that all the costs in Table 9.1 are met.  
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C r e a t in g t h e e n v i r o n m e n t f o r b u s i n e s s 

Plate 9.1 Malton – Viability of a 1,500 Dwelling Development – Spatial Option 1 
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Plate 9.2 Norton – Viability of a 1,500 Dwelling Development – Spatial Option 2 
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C r e a t in g t h e e n v i r o n m e n t f o r b u s i n e s s 

Plate 9.3 Pickering – Viability of a 750 Dwelling Development – Spatial Options 1, 2 & 3 
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Plate 9.4 Kirkbymoorside – Viability of a 300 Dwelling Development – Spatial Options 1, 2 & 3 
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C r e a t i n g t h e e n v i r o n m e n t f o r b u s i n e s s 

Plate 9.5 Helmsley – Viability of a 150 Dwelling Development – Spatial Options 1, 2 & 3 

9.2.2 2009 Assessments of the Strategic Growth Options 

Based upon the cost data in Table 9.1, the following Tables 9.2, 9.3 and 9.4 provide assessments of each of the 
three spatial options together with those of each of the five towns as appropriate. 
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C r e a t in g t h e e n v i r o n m e n t f o r b u s i n e s s 

Table 9.2 Malton Strategic Growth Option – Infrastructure includes £7.5M Highway Measures 

    

        

    

  

 

             

  
  

    
   

   
  

          

         
     

     

Malton Norton Pickering Kirkbymoorside Helmsley TOTAL 

RSS Requirement % 

Dwellings 

Affordable Element 

0% 

10% 

20% 

30% 

40% 

50% 

RV ‘zone of viability’ 

50% 0% 

1500 0 

1.63 -

1.26 -

0.90 -

0.53* -

0.16 -

-0.20 -

1.00 to 1.50 1.00 to 1.50 

25% 10% 

750 300 

1.68 1.67 

1.30 1.29 

0.95 0.93 

0.58* 0.59* 

0.21 0.21 

-0.14 -0.13 

1.00 to 1.50 1.00 to 1.50 

5% 90% 

150 2700 

3.14 1.73 

2.64 1.35 

2.13 0.98 

1.55* 0.61 

1.13 0.24 

0.65 -0.13 

1.00 to 1.50 1.00 to 1.50 

Viable. RV higher than 
‘zone of viability’ 

Likely to be viable. RV 
within ‘zone of viability’ 

Unviable. RV below 
‘zone of viability’ 

NB. 10% (300 dwellings) apportioned to the rural area. *Refer to RVs in Table 9.1 above 
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C r e a t in g t h e e n v i r o n m e n t f o r b u s i n e s s 

Table 9.3 Norton Strategic Growth Option – Infrastructure includes £7.5M Highway Measures 

    

      

    

  

 

             

  
  

    
   

   
  

          

         
     

     

Malton Norton Pickering Kirkbymoorside Helmsley TOTAL 

RSS Requirement % 

Dwellings 

Affordable Element 

0% 

10% 

20% 

30% 

40% 

50% 

RV ‘zone of viability’ 

0% 50% 

0 1500 

- 1.25 

- 0.92 

- 0.59 

- 0.26* 

- -0.55 

- -0.39 

1.00 to 1.50 1.00 to 1.50 

25% 10% 

750 300 

1.68 1.67 

1.30 1.29 

0.95 0.93 

0.58* 0.59* 

0.21 0.21 

-0.14 -0.13 

1.00 to 1.50 1.00 to 1.50 

5% 90% 

150 2700 

3.14 1.52 

2.64 1.16 

2.13 0.81 

1.55* 0.46 

1.13 0.11 

0.65 -0.24 

1.00 to 1.50 1.00 to 1.50 

Viable. RV higher than 
‘zone of viability’ 

Likely to be viable. RV 
within ‘zone of viability’ 

Unviable. RV below 
‘zone of viability’ 

NB. 10% (300 dwellings) apportioned to the rural area. *Refer to RVs in Table 9.1 above 
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C r e a t in g t h e e n v i r o n m e n t f o r b u s i n e s s 

Table 9.4 Joint Malton and Norton Strategic Growth Option – Infrastructure includes £7.5M Highway Measures 

    

         

    

  

 

             

  
  

    
   

   
  

          

   

   

    

      

     

    

   

     

 

     

  

         
     

     

Malton Norton Pickering Kirkbymoorside Helmsley TOTAL 

RSS Requirement % 

Dwellings 

Affordable Element 

0% 

10% 

20% 

30% 

40% 

50% 

RV ‘zone of viability’ 

25% 25% 

750 750 

1.63 1.25 

1.26 0.92 

0.90 0.59 

0.53* 0.26* 

0.16 -0.05 

-0.20 -0.40 

1.00 to 1.50 1.00 to 1.50 

25% 10% 

750 300 

1.68 1.67 

1.30 1.29 

0.95 0.93 

0.58* 0.59* 

0.21 0.21 

-0.14 -0.13 

1.00 to 1.50 1.00 to 1.50 

5% 90% 

150 2700 

3.14 1.62 

2.64 1.26 

2.13 0.90 

1.55* 0.53 

1.13 0.18 

0.65 -0.18 

1.00 to 1.50 1.00 to 1.50 

Viable. RV higher than 
‘zone of viability’ 

Likely to be viable. RV 
within ‘zone of viability’ 

Unviable. RV below 
‘zone of viability’ 

NB. 10% (300 dwellings) apportioned to the rural area. *Refer to RVs in Table 9.1 above 

The influence of the weaker Norton market is again evident with the Norton focused option being the weakest 
performer whilst the Malton focused option, without the influence of Norton’s poorer housing market, performs 

better. 

Under current conditions, the potential to deliver any affordable element is uncertain.  If even a 10% affordable 

element is included, none of the spatial options produce a residual value of £1.5M; any Core Strategy based upon 

these options relies upon an increase in house prices to be viable. 2009 evaluations are at Appendix K. 

The lower house prices in Norton produce a much weaker picture with residual values significantly lower that in 

the other towns and below probable current market expectations. Conversely, the stronger market in Helmsley 

produces the highest residual values. 

9.2.3 Growth Projections 

Plates 9.6 to 9.8 predict the level and timing of a range of affordable proportions.  All projections take account of 

the impact of the impact of enhanced Code Levels at 2013 and 2016. 
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C r e a t in g t h e e n v i r o n m e n t f o r b u s i n e s s 

Plate 9.6 Malton Strategic Growth Option – Infrastructure includes £7.5M Highway Measures – 5% Annual Growth 
in House Prices 
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C r e a t in g t h e e n v i r o n m e n t f o r b u s i n e s s 

Plate 9.7 Norton Strategic Growth Option – Infrastructure includes £7.5M Highway Measures – 5% Annual Growth 
in House Prices 
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C r e a t in g t h e e n v i r o n m e n t f o r b u s i n e s s 

Plate 9.8 Joint Malton and Norton Strategic Growth Option – Infrastructure includes £7.5M Highway Measures – 5% 
Annual Growth in House Prices 
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If a 20% affordable housing element is sought against a £1.5M land value, the Council could expect to see this 

delivered under a Malton focused strategy by 2013 although the introduction of Code Level 6 could mean that this 
is less reliable for a temporary period around 2016.  In Norton, a 20% element would be delayed to 2015 and would 
not be reliably met until 2019.  The impact of the weaker Norton market is also seen in the joint strategy option 
which performs only marginally better than the Norton option.  Against a £1.0M land value, a 20% affordable 

element is already deliverable in Malton.  A Norton based strategy cannot achieve this until after 2011. 

Against a £1.5M land value, the 40% proportion sought by the RSS would, under the assessment assumptions, be 

unlikely to be delivered until after 2021 to varying degrees according to the extent to which development is 
directed towards Norton.  In all cases, the lower land value would advance this performance by two years with the 

Malton focused option reaching a £1.0M residual value by around 2019. 
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C r e a t in g t h e e n v i r o n m e n t f o r b u s i n e s s 

9.3 The Impact of Enhanced (£23M) Highway Measures 

9.3.1 2009 Assessments 

Tables 9.5 to 9.7 set out the 2009 assessments of the spatial options incorporating an additional £16M of 

infrastructure costs associated with the new access onto the A64 at Broughton Road.  The detailed assessments are 
at Appendix K. 

Table 9.5 Malton Strategic Growth Option – Infrastructure includes £23.5M Highway Measures 

    

   

    

  

        

    

  

 

             

  
  

    
   

   
  

         
     

     

Malton Norton Pickering Kirkbymoorside Helmsley TOTAL 

RSS Requirement % 

Dwellings 

Affordable Element 

0% 

10% 

20% 

30% 

40% 

50% 

RV ‘zone of viability’ 

50% 0% 

1500 0 

1.31 -

0.95 -

0.58 -

0.22 -

-0.15 -

-0.51 -

1.00 to 1.50 1.00 to 1.50 

25% 10% 

750 300 

1.68 1.67 

1.30 1.29 

0.95 0.93 

0.58 0.59 

0.21 0.21 

-0.14 -0.13 

1.00 to 1.50 1.00 to 1.50 

5% 90% 

150 2700 

3.14 1.56 

2.64 1.18 

2.13 0.81 

1.55 0.43 

1.13 0.62 

0.65 -0.30 

1.00 to 1.50 1.00 to 1.50 

Viable. RV higher than 
‘zone of viability’ 

Likely to be viable. RV 
within ‘zone of viability’ 

Unviable. RV below 
‘zone of viability’ 
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C r e a t in g t h e e n v i r o n m e n t f o r b u s i n e s s 

Table 9.6 Norton Strategic Growth Option – Infrastructure includes £23.5M Highway Measures 

    

       

    

  

 

             

  
  

    
   

   
  

         
     

     

Malton Norton Pickering Kirkbymoorside Helmsley TOTAL 

RSS Requirement % 

Dwellings 

Affordable Element 

0% 

10% 

20% 

30% 

40% 

50% 

RV ‘zone of viability’ 

0% 50% 

0 1500 

- 0.93 

- 0.60 

- 0.27 

- -0.05 

- -0.37 

- -0.71 

1.00 to 1.50 1.00 to 1.50 

25% 10% 

750 300 

1.68 1.67 

1.30 1.29 

0.95 0.93 

0.58 0.59 

0.21 0.21 

-0.14 -0.13 

1.00 to 1.50 1.00 to 1.50 

5% 90% 

150 2700 

3.14 1.34 

2.64 0.99 

2.13 0.64 

1.55 0.28 

1.13 -0.06 

0.65 -0.41 

1.00 to 1.50 1.00 to 1.50 

Viable. RV higher than 
‘zone of viability’ 

Likely to be viable. RV 
within ‘zone of viability’ 

Unviable. RV below 
‘zone of viability’ 
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C r e a t in g t h e e n v i r o n m e n t f o r b u s i n e s s 

Table 9.7 Joint Malton & Norton Strategic Growth Option – Infrastructure includes £23.5M Highway Measures 

    

         

    

  

 

             

  
  

    
   

   
  

   

   

      

   

  

 

       

      

         
     

     

Malton Norton Pickering Kirkbymoorside Helmsley TOTAL 

RSS Requirement % 

Dwellings 

Affordable Element 

0% 

10% 

20% 

30% 

40% 

50% 

RV ‘zone of viability’ 

25% 25% 

750 750 

1.31 0.93 

0.95 0.60 

0.58 0.27 

0.22 -0.55 

-0.15 -0.37 

-0.51 -0.71 

1.00 to 1.50 1.00 to 1.50 

25% 10% 

750 300 

1.68 1.67 

1.30 1.29 

0.95 0.93 

0.58 0.59 

0.21 0.21 

-0.14 -0.13 

1.00 to 1.50 1.00 to 1.50 

5% 90% 

150 2700 

3.14 1.45 

2.64 1.08 

2.13 0.72 

1.55 0.36 

1.13 0.01 

0.65 -0.36 

1.00 to 1.50 1.00 to 1.50 

Viable. RV higher than 
‘zone of viability’ 

Likely to be viable. RV 
within ‘zone of viability’ 

Unviable. RV below 
‘zone of viability’ 

The enhanced highway measures reduce residual value by about £300,000 per hectare in Malton and Norton and by 
about £175,000 per hectare for the spatial option overall. 

In broad terms these measures delay the achievement of any given affordable element against any given land value 
by about 18 months.  This suggests that a Malton focused strategy will struggle to support a 10% affordable 

element.  The potential for any affordable element is extremely marginal for the other two strategic options.  

9.3.2 Growth Projections 

Applying a 5% annual growth projection to house prices, Plates 9.9 to 9.11 predict the level and timing of 
affordable elements.  All projections take account of the impact of enhanced Code Levels.  
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C r e a t in g t h e e n v i r o n m e n t f o r b u s i n e s s 

Plate 9.9 Malton Strategic Growth Option – Infrastructure includes £23.5M Highway Measures – 5% Annual Growth 
in House Prices 
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C r e a t in g t h e e n v i r o n m e n t f o r b u s i n e s s 

Plate 9.10 Norton Strategic Growth Option – Infrastructure includes £23.5M Highway Measures – 5% Annual Growth 
in House Prices 
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9.4 

C r e a t in g t h e e n v i r o n m e n t f o r b u s i n e s s 

Plate 9.11 Joint Malton and Norton Strategic Growth Option – Enhanced Highway Measures – 5% Annual Growth in 
House Prices 
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Against a £1.5M residual value, a Malton based strategic option would be able to deliver a 20% affordable element 

from 2014 and this would become reliable from 2017 as continued growth in revenues overcomes the impact of 
Code Level 6.  The joint impacts of Code Level 6 and the weaker market suggests that a 20% element cannot be 
achieved under a Norton based strategic option before 2021.  Assessment against a residual value of £1.0M, this 

performance would be advanced by two years. 

In respect of the RSS affordable housing target of 40%, a Malton based strategy could only be able to deliver this at 
around 2020 and only if a residual value of £1.0M is acceptable – neither of the other options can achieve this 

performance until after 2021.  

A Comparison of the Strategic Growth Options 

Although any change in house prices is very unlikely to conform to a steady annual trend, it is important to assess 

the impact of varying growth rates to indicate the timing of the viability of a given affordable element under a 
range of economic circumstances. 

Table 9.8 compares the performance of the three spatial options to deliver a 30% affordable element under the three 
house price growth scenarios of 3%, 5% and 9% growth options.  Assessments are provided against residual values 
of £1.0M and £1.5M and distinction is made between the impact of the limited and enhanced highway measures. 
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C r e a t in g t h e e n v i r o n m e n t f o r b u s i n e s s 

Table 9.8 Projected Timing of Delivery of 30% Affordable Element under 3 Growth Scenarios for Limited and 
Enhanced Highway Measures 

Limited (£7.5M) Highway Measures Enhanced (£23.5M) Highway 
Measures 

Assumed Annual Growth in House 
Prices 3% 5% 9% 3% 5% 9% 

Against Land Value of £1M/Ha 

Malton focus After 2021 2014-2019 2011 
Well after 

2021 2015-2020 2012 

Norton focus 
Well after 

2021 2020 2012 
Well after 

2021 
After2021 2014-2018 

Joint Malton / Norton focus After 2021 2015-2020 2012 
Well after 

2021 2021 2014-2017 

Against Land Value of £1.5M/Ha 

Malton focus 
Well after 

2021 2021-2022 2014-2017 
Well after 

2021 After 2021 2015-2018 

Norton focus 
Well after 

2021 
Well after 

2021 2018 
Well after 

2021 
Well after 

2021 2019 

Joint Malton / Norton focus 
Well after 

2021 After 2021 2015-2018 
Well after 

2021 
Well after 

2021 2018 

This data is also summarised for each of the three potential spatial options in Plates 9.12 to 9.14 respectively. 

H:\Projects\Project Subfiles\25088 LEE Ryedale LDF Evidence © Entec UK Limited 
Base Support\Docs\4.Further Amended Draft Final Report May Page 76 
2010\Final Issue to RDC 280510\rr013i2.doc 22 July 2010 



    

                
  

   

   

   

   

   

   

  

         
     

     

C r e a t in g t h e e n v i r o n m e n t f o r b u s i n e s s 

Plate 9.12 Malton Strategic Growth Option – 30% Affordable Element at 3%, 5% & 9% Annual House Price Growth 
Rates 
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C r e a t in g t h e e n v i r o n m e n t f o r b u s i n e s s 

Plate 9.13 Norton Strategic Growth Option – 30% Affordable Element at 3%, 5% & 9% Annual House Price Growth 
Rates 
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9.5 

C r e a t in g t h e e n v i r o n m e n t f o r b u s i n e s s 

Plate 9.14 Joint Malton and Norton Strategic Growth Option – 30% Affordable Element at 3%, 5% & 9% Annual 
House Price Growth Rates 
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Potential of the Community Infrastructure Levy 

As currently drafted the CIL offers Councils some flexibility in addressing infrastructure costs by setting a 

Districtwide levy to support viability across the District or within certain settlements.  As CIL would break the 
necessity of a specific planning link to a site/ proposal, the CIL could be levied ‘across the board’ to ensure that 
costs necessary to the delivery of the strategy are accrued from developments that are not directly dependent upon 

the infrastructure required. 

Table 9.9 sets out a notional CIL tariff for the Core Strategy based upon the infrastructure cost factors associated 

with education, highways and leisure identified for each location in Section 3 above.  Broadly, a District-wide tariff 
of between £10,000 and £16,000 per dwelling is implied depending upon whether the £16M of additional highway 

measures at Malton and Norton are included. 

Under this District-wide approach, development in the smaller settlements of Pickering, Kirkbymoorside and 

Helmsley would, in effect, spread the costs of the District’s infrastructure and reduce the burden at Malton and 
Norton by between £800 and £5,500 per dwelling.  Without this arrangement, a CIL of between £11,000 and 

£22,000 per dwelling would be required at Malton and Norton.  
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C r e a t in g t h e e n v i r o n m e n t f o r b u s i n e s s 

Table 9.9 Implied CIL Requirements to Meet Infrastructure Costs for Locations and Spatial Options 

Total Infrastructure Costs – education and leisure 
and highways including 

CIL Reqd. to Meet Infrastructure Costs for Location/ Spatial Option 

Malton Norton Pickering Kirkbymoorside Helmsley Strategy 

£7.5M Highway Measures £27.86M 

£23.5M Highway Measures £43.86M 

£11,048 £11,048 £9,395 £9,410 £9,447 £10,318 

£21,715 £21,715 £9,395 £9,410 £9,447 £16,244 

This implies, in effect, the ‘transfer’ of between £1.4M to £10.3M to the less viable areas of the strategy being 

calculated as follows:  (Strategy Infrastructure Costs per Unit – Settlement Infrastructure Costs per Unit) x No. of 
Units in Pickering, Kirkbymoorside and Helmsley 

Limited Highway Measures = (£10,318 – approx £9,400) x 1,500 dwellings = £1.4M 

Enhanced Highway Measures = (£16,244 – approx £9,400) x 1,500 dwellings = £10.3M 

Should the Council consider that infrastructure costs can be reduced from the figures currently assessed, Table 9.10 
gives an indication of the financial contribution that could be yielded by varying the District-wide CIL requirement. 

Table 9.10 Contribution and Yield of Differential CIL Tariffs against Infrastructure Costs for Spatial Options 

CIL Option 
(£/dwelling) 

Infrastructure Costs Reqd 
for Strategy. 

Infrastructure Costs 
Achieved under CIL 
Option % Achieved Shortfall 

Infrastructure Cost incl. £7.5M Highway Measures 

£5,000 £27.86M £13,50M 48% £14.36M 

£7,500 £27.86M £20.25M 73% £7.61M 

£10,000 £27.86M £27.00M 97% £0.86M 

£10,318 £27.86M £27.86M 100% -

Infrastructure Cost incl. £23.5M Highway Measures 

£5,000 £43.86M £13,50M 31% £30.36M 

£7,500 £43.86M £20.25M 46% £23.61M 

£10,000 £43.86M £27.00M 62% £16.86M 

£12,500 £43.86M £33.75M 87% £10.11M 

£15,000 £43.86M £40.50M 92% £3.36M 

£16,244 £43.86M £43.86M 100% -
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9.6 

C r e a t in g t h e e n v i r o n m e n t f o r b u s i n e s s 

Summary of Findings 

If it is assumed that a residual valuation of £1.0M is required to demonstrate viability then the following findings 

are evident: 

If current market conditions persist and if the infrastructure costs associated with education, leisure 
and highways are met, then none of the spatial options achieve residual values can deliver any element 
of affordable housing – all options rely upon increases in house prices before any affordable element is 
viable.  The addition of extra infrastructure costs associated, for instance, with more extensive 
highway measures in Malton and Norton, impact significantly upon the viability of these locations 
within the wider strategy; 

Assuming a 5% annual growth assumption with limited highway measures, a 30% element can be 
achieved under a Malton focused strategy from 2012 although Code Level 6 will make this unreliable 
until about 2018; 

A Norton led strategy produces a weaker performance.  A 5% annual growth assumption is unlikely to 
achieve a 30% affordable element until around 2019; 

The weaker Norton element also compromises the joint strategy.  A 5% annual growth assumption 
may begin to achieve a 30% affordable element from around 2016 before the impact of Code Level 6 
will render this unreliable until after 2019; 

A further delay of about twelve to eighteen months would result from the inclusion of the enhanced 
highway measures.  

For any given proportion of affordable housing, the impact of a £1.5M residual value broad implies a five year 
delay to viability.  However, this is not constant in all areas as the impact of Code Level 6 in 2016 will vary 

according to viability at that time and will have a greater impact upon weaker market areas, albeit that house prices 

are projected to rise at a similar rate to elsewhere.  This means that: 

Asssuming a 5% annual growth assumption with limited highway measures, a 30% element can be 
achieved under a Malton focused strategy from 2018, however provision should be reliable by this 
time which represents a delay of just three years over the previous scenario; 

The joint strategy, including the weaker Norton element, should begin to achieve a 30% affordable 
element at or soon after 2019. 

Depending upon the approach preferred by the Council, a CIL approach would allow the Council to support the 

viability of their chosen strategy by, in effect, spreading the costs the infrastructure needs at Malton and Norton 
through the application of a District-wide levy. 
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C r e a t in g t h e e n v i r o n m e n t f o r b u s i n e s s 

10. Conclusions 

10.1 Caveat 

Fundamentally, this study is strategic and theoretical that seeks to identify the broad influences upon viability in the 

potential broad locations across the District.  It has not assessed individual sites although its findings will inform 
the Council’s assessment of specific proposals in due course. 

It can be said that the current economic downturn provides a somewhat unhelpful context to the study and it could 
also be argued that it is being undertaken under exceptional and unrepresentative conditions.  Nevertheless, the 
future is inherently unpredictable and there is a policy requirement for the study so current conditions and market 
responses must be acknowledged within a statement at a point in time so that changes can be monitored and 

evidence updated to ensure that policy responds effectively. 

10.2 Contextual 

The study’s residual valuation approach provides a sound basis for assessing viability.  Whilst no methodology can 

predict whether a development option will come forward, it can show that it offers sufficient returns to both 
landowner and developer to be viable should it do so. 

Current economic circumstances is likely to mean that land will only change hands where the landowner has an 

overriding reason to sell.  In addition, there is a latent tension in the relationship between landowners and 
developers at the present time.  The implications of affordable housing and other policy requirements, such a flood 

resilience and the Code for Sustainable Homes mean that developers will not be able to pay what landowners may 
see as the ‘going rate’.  The current downturn probably serves to blur this picture and it maybe that a degree of 

economic recovery is required to enable land values to find a new level based upon more realistic expectations – 

clearly the timing of recovery and this response cannot be predicted with any accuracy. 

Land values are highly volatile in response to changes in house prices but tend to lag behind by about 12 to 18 
months.  They also respond a number of other factors and locational, development and site specifics will all affect 

the ‘going rate’ for land.  To acknowledge this, the study does not assess viability against a single land value but 
seeks to establish a ‘zone of viability’ defined by the range of land values.  Consultations with the development 

industry and local agents have established a level of consensus that between £1M to £1.5M per hectare is currently 
being paid for residential land in Ryedale. 

10.3 Market Recovery 

Overall the UK economy is showing signs of gradual improvement.  This is no better underlined than by the figures 

published on 26th January 2010 that confirmed the nation is officially out of the recession, albeit marginally.  The 
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C r e a t in g t h e e n v i r o n m e n t f o r b u s i n e s s 

improvements are also underlined by the rise of rates of inflation of approximately 3% in last quarter of 2009.  This 

positivity is being picked up in housing market which was showing signs of picking up in the second half of 2009 
with houses prices rising also by approximately 3%.  There is evidence that this positive trend was also being felt in 
house prices in North Yorkshire with a similar increase over 2009. 

As the future is uncertain, projections are unlikely to be reliable.  However, evidence of long term historical 
Regional trends and in particular the profile of land values after the 1989 peak suggests that values will recover 

towards the long term trend in about ten to fifteen years.  Such a recovery profile would be broadly produced by a 
5% annual growth rate.  The impact of this recovery upon land values remains to be seen.  However, and with all 

other things being equal, any increase in house prices will serve to improve residual values and the prospect of 
benefits for landowners. 

10.4 Current Viability 

Significant variations in the strength of housing markets across the District mean that the viability of any given 

level of affordable housing varies according to location.  In broad terms house prices fall from west to east with the 
lowest prices closest to Scarborough.  

Viability is evaluated at three levels. 

10.4.1 Post Code Evaluations 

These evaluations are undertaken for notional 0.5 hectare sites at a development density of 40 dph. 

If it is assumed that developer contributions will be restricted to £5k per dwelling, the prospects for the reliable 

delivery of affordable housing would appear to be restricted to the western area of the District.  Currently Helmsley 
is the only significant settlement where residual values suggest that potential may exist.  Assuming that a land 

value of £1.5M per hectare is accepted then there may be some potential to deliver a small element (in the order of 

10% on-site provision) in Malton, Pickering and Kirkbymoorside. 

This potential is necessarily compromised by the imposition of higher developer contributions.  Whilst this does 

not produce a significant variation, in each case an additional £5k of contribution per dwelling reduces the residual 
site value for a 0.5 hectare site by £100,000 (£200,000 per hectare) with a corresponding impact upon the 
affordable contribution. 

Before 2016 

If a 5% annual growth in development revenues is applied to the £5k per dwelling contribution scenario, the 

situation would soon improve to a point where by 2015 a 40% affordable element should be possible in Malton, 

Pickering and Kirkbymoorside against current land values.  The weaker housing market in Norton suggests that a 
lesser level of around 30% should be deliverable by that time. 
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C r e a t in g t h e e n v i r o n m e n t f o r b u s i n e s s 

Increase levels of developer contribution will, as before, reduce the residual value by the same order as previously 

although the impact of these contributions (if fixed) become less important as the market steadily improves. 

After 2016 

Performance in 2016 will be hit by the introduction of Level 6 of the Code for Sustainable Homes. Nevertheless, a 

continued 5% growth will outweigh this influence quickly to a point where an affordable element of at least 40% 
should be deliverable in all areas at 2021.  The only indicated exception would be in East Ryedale where such a 
proportion may not be deliverable should a £15k per dwelling contribution be required. 

10.4.2 Small Site Evaluations 

In common with the post code analyses, these evaluations are undertaken for notional sites at a development 
density of 20 dph which is representative of the rural area of Ryedale. 

These evaluations confirm that current potential for the reliable delivery of affordable housing on small sites would 

appear to be restricted to the western area of the District only.  

Before 2016 

If 2009 land values are accepted, a 5% annual revenue growth assumption could by 2014 create conditions under 
which a 20% on-site element may be possible in the Malton, Pickering and Kirkbymoorside post code areas.  The 

weaker housing market in the Norton and East Ryedale areas means that the achievement of a 20% element before 
2019 is unlikely. 

Provision to this level would be delayed by four years should 2007 ‘peak’ land values be demanded by landowners. 

There is also potential before 2016 to pursue financial contributions in lieu of one site provision.  Clearly this 

potential will depend upon landowner expectations.  It would however offer a flexible response to ongoing steady 
economic improvement that would mean that the Council could receive incremental benefits prior to reaching a 
threshold where a single on-site dwelling becomes viable. 

After 2016 

Performance in 2016 will be hit by the introduction of Level 6 of the Code for Sustainable Homes.  Nevertheless, 

against 2009 land values a continued 5% growth will outweigh this influence to a point where a 40% affordable 
element could be viable in the Malton, Pickering and Kirkbymoorside post code areas by 2021. 

Again a four year delay would arise should 2007 ‘peak’ land values be demanded.  This would mean that a 40% 

affordable element should be achievable in SW Ryedale in 2019 – elsewhere this level would not be achievable 
until beyond 2021. 
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10.5 

C r e a t in g t h e e n v i r o n m e n t f o r b u s i n e s s 

Towns and Spatial Options 

The relative viability of the Helmsley housing market area is a consistent feature of all the evaluations.  

Conversely, Norton is much less buoyant also lagging behind Malton, Pickering and Kirkbymoorside. 

This pattern is compounded by the impact of expected infrastructure costs in the towns.  The main distinguishing 

factor is the level of highway measures required in Malton and/or Norton which means that these towns have 
higher cost requirements per dwelling.  The degree to which these measures are required is still being evaluated by 
the Council but the identification of these towns as the major growth point in all three spatial options means that 
these costs will need to be dealt with in the core strategy. 

If it is assumed that a residual valuation at the lower end of the ‘zone of viability’ of £1.0M demonstrates viability 
then the following findings are noted: 

If current market conditions persist and if the infrastructure costs associated with education, leisure 
and highways are met, then none of the spatial options achieve residual values can deliver any element 
of affordable housing – all options rely upon increases in house prices before any affordable element is 
viable.  The addition of extra infrastructure costs associated, for instance, with more extensive 
highway measures in Malton and Norton, detrimentally impact upon the viability of these locations 
within the wider strategy; 

Assuming a 5% annual growth assumption with limited highway measures, a 30% element can be 
achieved under a Malton focused strategy from 2014 although Code Level 6 will make this unreliable 
until about 2018; 

A Norton led strategy produces a weaker performance.  A 5% annual growth assumption is unlikely to 
achieve a 30% affordable element until around 2022; 

The weaker Norton element also compromises the joint strategy.  A 5% annual growth assumption 
may begin to achieve a 30% affordable element from around 2016 before the impact of Code Level 6 
will render this unreliable until after 2019; 

A delay of about twelve to eighteen months would result from the inclusion of the enhanced highway 
measures. 

For any given proportion of affordable housing, the impact of a £1.5M residual value broad implies a five year 

delay to viability.  However, this is not constant in all areas as the impact of Code Level 6 in 2016 will vary 

according to viability at that time and will have a greater impact upon weaker market areas, albeit that house prices 

are projected to rise at a similar rate to elsewhere.  This means that: 

Assuming a 5% annual growth assumption with limited highway measures, a 30% element can be 
achieved under a Malton focused strategy from 2021 (a delay of six years), however provision should 
be reliable by this time which represents a delay of just three years over the previous scenario; 

A 5% annual growth assumption is unlikely to achieve a 30% affordable element until well after 2021; 
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C r e a t in g t h e e n v i r o n m e n t f o r b u s i n e s s 

The joint strategy, including the weaker Norton element, should begin to achieve a 30% affordable 
element at or soon after 2021. 

10.6 Considerations for the Core Strategy 

10.6.1 Predicting Recovery 

The currently difficult circumstances give a pessimistic impression of viability. However, and fundamentally, it is 

highly unlikely that current economic conditions will apply throughout the lifetime the LDF to 2026 and the 
volatility of land values means that the following, either individually or in combination, could markedly improve 
the position: 

There is some cautious optimism that the current economic position is improving.   House prices are 
the main determinant of land values and even modest increases can produce marked improvement in 
residual values; 

As knowledge of the issues facing developers becomes better understood by landowners and their 
agents, the ‘going rate’ for land should move to a more viable level.  In some cases this may depend 
upon raised house prices as the current downturn has served to obscure these changes. 

The Council also has a number of options should the delivery of affordable housing be considered paramount and 
this could include use of public sector sites for which a sub-premium land value is accepted.  This would depend 

upon the suitability of the location in terms of its ‘fit’ with the strategy as well as environmental and policy 
constraints. 

To address this uncertainty, the Council could consider a policy that sets out the overall target for the plan period 
but also acknowledges an interim target based upon current viability.  The target sought could then be reviewed and 

updated periodically as market circumstances suggest. There is also the possibility to apply a higher target in areas 

of stronger viability – alternatively this could be effected – although less reliably through a phasing policy that 

prioritises the more viable areas of the District.  

10.6.2 Prioritising Affordable Housing 

Affordable housing can be prioritised over other considerations in negotiations with developers.  This would need 

to be carefully applied to ensure that other critical issues (e.g. highway capacity) are addressed.  However there 
may be scope to be flexible on certain issues in particular locations.  There could be merit in further evaluation of 

the highway measures to evaluate the point at which a ‘hard threshold’ is reached.  Could for instance, a proportion 

of the growth be achieved without unacceptable impacts being created?  In the meantime there could be more scope 

to deliver affordable housing without loading the development with unnecessary cost.  This would of course create 
a potential issue for latter stages of development although this may be mitigated by better market conditions than 

apply currently. 
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C r e a t in g t h e e n v i r o n m e n t f o r b u s i n e s s 

This implies the phasing of sites so that development in weaker market areas is planned for the latter years of the 

plan to take advantage of improved economic conditions.  In the meantime, consideration could be given to 
whether demand could be adequately met by urban sites or the development of the less cost-constrained parts of the 
strategy.  This could imply an early focus upon Helmsley, Pickering and the wider rural area.  Figure 10.1 suggests 

how this might be spatially framed; 

It could also be said that the spatial options are ‘blunt instruments’ as currently framed.  Consideration could be 

given to a strategy that acknowledges area-specific thresholds to derive an optimum solution.  This could for 

instance result in a less equal split, say 80/20, between Malton and Norton. 

The Core Strategy could have a role in enhancing values and viability in Norton.  This could be achieved by a 

policy objective to deliver development of exceptional quality that creates a market attraction that it currently does 

not have.  This could be specified by a development brief within the context of the Site Allocations DPD. 

10.6.3 Mechanisms and Monitoring 

The use of commuted sums on small sites should be considered.  This could be best applied on small or other 

windfall sites where a single on-site unit would account for a significant proportion of the development and would 
also constitute a flexible, and increasingly profitable, mechanism as recovery progresses.  In this way, the Council 
would receive a useful financial contribution; 

Without enactment, the potential of the CIL as a tool remains uncertain.  Nevertheless it would contain two aspects 

that could aid provision: 

The application of a standard tariff could, to an extent, support the viability of Malton and Norton.  
This study suggests that a District-wide CIL of just over £10,000 per unit would address the 
infrastructure requirements as currently assessed and support Malton and Norton to the tune of 
between £800 to £5,500 per unit. In aggregate this would result in the pooling of resources to ensure 
that the needs of the District are met in the most effective way; 

The CIL may also offer scope to apply differential tariffs to further boost this transfer of resources.  
Whilst this warrants further assessment it could be an unpopular policy that could create a 
development impasse in the more viable areas of the District as landowners ‘sit tight’ to await it’s 
removal before bringing their sites to the market. Whilst this is a potential danger, this option does 
warrant further evaluation. 

There is certainly a need for ongoing consultation with the market upon specific proposals as well as more general 
trends and conditions within the Site Allocations DPD.  The Council’s already good relation with local 
stakeholders will provide a good platform for this. 
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10.6.4 Summary 

In summary, current economic conditions make the delivery of affordable housing problematic. However scenarios 

based around growth in house prices in response to current optimism indicates that the LDF’s policies should 

anticipate how it will respond to these improved circumstances.   

A flexible policy approach is required that allows a range of affordable proportions to be sought according to 

location.  It should also allow the potential for targets to be updated as further evidence adds to the understanding 

of local viability including the potential of specific sites as these are presented by the market. 
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DAT – GUIDANCE NOTES 

1. INTRODUCTION 

The Development Appraisal Toolkit (DAT) has been developed on behalf of 
13 local authorities and housing associations in South Wales. The 
participating organisations are: 

The following Council’s, Blaenau Gwent, Bridgend, Carmarthen, Caerphilly, 
Cardiff, Conwy, Merthyr, Monmouthshire, Newport, Pembrokeshire (incl the 
National Park) Rhondda Cynon and Taff, Torfaen, Vale of Glamorgan and the 
Housing Association Consortia of GENuS, Integrate and Syniad. 

The Welsh Assembly Government has participated in the development of the 
Development Appraisal Toolkit. 

The Home Builders Federation has been consulted in developing the 
Development Appraisal Toolkit at both the initial and final draft stages. 

The process for developing the Development Appraisal Toolkit has been 
guided and supported by a steering group of local authority and housing 
association representatives. 



   

  

       
      

        
        

         
       

 

          
         

          
        

     
     
       

         
          

  

       
     

     
      

     
   

    
       

      
        

 

        
     

     

        
   

        
   

      
   

DAT – GUIDANCE NOTES 

2. GENERAL PRINCIPLES 

2.1 Overview 

The Development Appraisal Toolkit (or DAT) provides the user with an 
assessment of the economics of residential development for specific 
schemes. It allows the user to test the economic implications of different 
types and amounts of planning obligation and, in particular, the amount and 
mix of affordable housing. The user can alter a range of different assumptions 
including house prices, grant rates, density and build costs and compare the 
results these generate. 

The DAT can be an aid to decision making but it cannot make decisions. It 
does not say if such and such a residual value is achieved then development 
can or cannot go ahead. However, it gives the user information about the 
economics of development, which can be taken into account, along with a 
range of other factors about the site, in making decisions about proposed 
schemes, be they at pre-application negotiation stage, an outline planning 
application or a full/detailed application. The DAT can also be used to help in 
policy development when the user tests out the impact of different amounts 
and type of affordable housing on a series of notional schemes in different 
market areas. 

The DAT compares the potential revenue from a site with the potential costs 
of development before a payment for land is made. 

In estimating the potential revenue, the income from selling dwellings in the 
market and the income from producing specific forms of affordable housing 
are considered. The estimates involve (1) assumptions about how the 
development process and the subsidy system operate and (2) assumptions 
about the values for specific inputs such as house prices and building costs. 
These assumptions are made explicit in the Guidance Notes. If the user has 
reason to believe that reality in specific cases differs from the assumptions 
used, the user may either take account of this in interpreting the results or 
may use different assumptions. 

The DAT should not be used in a mechanistic fashion to give results that are 
taken as inevitably correct. The results depend on the inputs. The results 
provide information to help make decisions. The results do not provide the 
decisions. 

For some inputs, such as house prices and building costs, the DAT has 
‘default’ values. The default values vary by house type and by local authority 
and, in the case of house prices, take into account different ‘market areas’ 
within local authorities. 

Where the user has scheme specific values these should be used instead of 
the default values held within the DAT. 



   

            
       

     
      
       

   
      

      
     

      

      
         

        
       
         

  
        

       
     

       
         

       

   

        
      

           
         

 

      
          

       
         

         

       
   

    

     
     

    

          
     

         
     

DAT – GUIDANCE NOTES 

The main output of the DAT is the residual value. This is the sum of money 
that is available to be shared between the developer and the landowner. It is 
a surplus that remains after all development costs, except land costs, have 
been met from revenue. Development costs include a standard return for the 
developer and contractor. The residual value will have to cover the costs of 
land acquisition. Any surplus remaining after land acquisition becomes ‘super-
normal’ profit for the developer. The residual value is thus not the same as the 
land costs, although land costs will invariably make up the larger part of the 
residual. For development to be economically viable the residual must be 
large enough to at least cover the cost of acquiring the site. 

Use can be made of the DAT to test the sensitivity of the residual value to 
different input values. Thus the user can see, for instance, how different 
amounts of affordable housing, higher or lower house prices or higher or lower 
build costs influence the residual value. The residual value is estimated at a 
given point in time. If the user wishes to test for a future situation in which for 
example house prices have increased by say 5% and build costs by say 3%, 
then this is possible. If this example is realised in the market in the future, 
then the scheme will be more valuable than if a simple snapshot is taken, 
although increases in site value over the longer period should be considered 
alongside potential holding costs. It is important to stress that the DAT does 
not predict. However, if one makes assumptions about future input values, the 
DAT can estimate the effect of these assumptions on the residual value. 

2.2 Interpreting results 

The way the results of the DAT are used is very important. The DAT does not 
indicate whether a site will come forward or not. It does not indicate whether 
a site will come forward with a specific affordable housing contribution or not. 
The user will need to make a judgement about the residual value generated 
by the Toolkit. 

There are several ‘benchmarks’ that can be used to assess whether a site is 
viable at a certain level of affordable housing contribution. First, the user can 
see if the site is negative in ‘value’; that is to say, the costs of developing the 
site are greater than the revenue generated by it. Under these circumstances, 
the site would not be expected to come forward under any circumstances. 

Second, the user can assess if the site, with the affordable housing 
contribution (or other planning obligations) is lower in value than the existing 
use. To ascertain this, we would recommend local authorities establish with 
their property advisers (either within their authority or using external advisers) 
the best possible data. Benchmarks (per hectare) can be identified from the 
Valuation Office website (www.voa.gov.uk – then follow ‘Publications – 
Property Market Report 2006 – Residential Building Land Report’). 

In most cases, the site value for residential development will be higher than 
the existing use and this will almost always be the case for agricultural land 
which does not normally exceed £5,000 per hectare in value. Where the site 
value does exceed the existing use, then the consideration, when negotiating 

www.voa.gov.uk
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affordable housing (and other planning obligations) would normally be the 
level of uplift. 

Residential land values will vary although some benchmarks are provided by 
the Valuation Office. 

It is important that these land value ‘benchmarks’ are seen in the context of 
planning policies for affordable housing. Where affordable housing policies 
are emergent or nascent, then the impacts would not be expected to have 
begun to ‘bite’. 

Policies to increase the supply of affordable housing will be best delivered 
where local authorities build up a record of comparable data that can be used 
to inform evaluation of new sites that come forward. This data might come 
directly from DAT appraisals or from developer’s own ‘open book’ 
submissions. 



   

      
   

       
   

        
    

   

  

       
     

      

         
   

     
     

         

 

          
     

   

             
     
     

      

  
  
 
      
     

    

      
    

DAT – GUIDANCE NOTES 

3. BASIC COMPONENTS OF THE DEVELOPMENT 
APPRAISAL TOOLKIT (DAT) 

3.1 The Scheme 

The DAT is designed to analyse the development economics of ‘schemes’ 
and to produce scheme-specific residual values. Usually a scheme will have a 
defined physical boundary (for example, the ‘red line’ of a planning 
application) but the DAT will operate provided the user can estimate the site 
area of the scheme. 

3.2 Different Development Situations 

A scheme can be new build or conversion/refurbishment of existing buildings 
– but if used to model a conversion, the user will usually need a lot more 
information about the scheme than for a new build scheme. 

The DAT can be used for mixed use schemes. Mixed use in this context is 
where development proposed on a site includes other uses (e.g. commercial 
or retail development) as well as residential. This (Phase II) version of the 
Toolkit includes a specific page for commercial property inputs. 

The DAT is flexible but cannot take into account every possible development 
situation. 

3.3 Unit of Measurement 

The basic unit of measurement in the DAT is the dwelling. This dictates how 
prices are measured and is the basis for the Welsh Assembly Government 
funding regime. 

3.4 Using DAT Default Values 

The DAT has default values for a number of variables. Some of these (e.g. 
professional fees, finance costs) are the same for all locations. Others will 
vary depending on their location and assumptions made about the density of 
development. Default values which vary are: 

House prices 
Build costs 
Social rents (SR) 
Market rents from which the user provides intermediate rents (IR) 
Acceptable Cost Guidance or ACG values (including wheelchair 
supplements) 
Dwelling mixes 

Figure 1 below shows, for a specific scheme, what governs the default values 
used in the DAT (the factors shown in the ‘petals’ of the diagram). 
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Figure 1: Drivers of Default Values used in the DAT 

So, for instance, the DAT will have a different mix of dwelling types for a 
scheme of 60 dph than for one of 35 dph. It will use different ACG values for 
a scheme in Band 1 than for Band 3 and will have different house prices for a 
scheme in e.g. Cardiff Inner Core area or North East Suburban Cardiff. 

The accompanying Excel file “DAT defaults.xls” provides a full listing of all 
default values which apply to each local authority. 

3.5 Core Dwelling Types 

The DAT operates using a core range of dwelling types as shown below. 

Dwelling Name No. Of Bedrooms 

Studio Flat 1 

1 Bed Flat 1 

2 Bed Flat 2 
1 Bed Terrace/Town 
House 1 
2 Bed Terrace/Town 
House 2 
3 Bed Terrace/Town 
House 3 
4 Bed Terrace/Town 
House 4 
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2 Bed Semi Detached 2 

3 Bed Semi Detached 3 

4 Bed Semi Detached 4 

3 Bed Detached 3 

4 Bed Detached 4 

5 Bed Detached 5 

2 Bed Bungalow 2 

3 Bed Bungalow 3 

Where the user has very limited scheme information (for example, at policy 
making stage or pre-application discussion stage) the core dwelling types 
provide the basis of operation for the DAT and the use of defaults. The DAT 
also allows scheme analysis where the user has more detailed information 
about the site and does not want to be constrained by the core dwelling types. 

3.6 Tenures 

The tenures used in the DAT are defined as follows: 

‘Sale housing’: housing sold on the open market. 

‘Social Rent’: housing provided by a landlord where access is on the basis of 
housing need, and rents are no higher than target rents set by the Welsh 
Assembly for housing associations and local authority rents. 

‘Homebuy’: low cost home ownership housing provided by registered social 
landlords in which the occupier owns a percentage of the property (normally 
30-50% but no less than 25%) and the remainder is owned by the RSL. 

‘Intermediate Rent’: property which is available for rent at a cost which is 
less than typical market rent in an area but above social rent levels. 

‘Equity Share’: the occupier owns a percentage of the property (typically 
around 70%) and the remainder is owned by a third party (typically the 
developer, landowner, employer or their agent). The purchaser may be 
expected to buy at the market value at a specified date in the future. 

For the purposes of the DAT, ‘affordable housing’ is the collective name given 
to Social Rent, Homebuy, Intermediate Rent and Equity Share 



   

      

 

    

     
          

     

  

      

       
          

      
     

 

     
          
         

  

       
   

  

    

      
     

  

        
      

     
        

         
             

      

                                           
     

DAT – GUIDANCE NOTES 

4. BASICS FOR USING THE DAT 

4.1 Valid User 

The user should have a valid and licensed copy of this software installed. 

The DAT is provided for the operation only by users who have obtained the 
DAT from Newport City Council on behalf of the other partners. The DAT 
should not be copied and supplied or in any way made available to any other 
persons. 

4.2 Using Excel 

To run the DAT Microsoft Excel 2000 or a more recent version is required. 

The DAT contains macros and the appropriate Excel security level (‘medium’ 
or ‘low’) is required for operation of the macros1. Users are advised to use the 
‘medium level’. However, users should take advice from their own IT experts 
to ensure that the ‘medium’ security setting is appropriate for them. 

4.3 Terminology 

These Guidance Notes provide a step-by-step guide through the each part of 
the DAT. Each part of the DAT is shown as it appears on the screen and 
guidance given about what the user needs to do along with some further 
background information and helpful tips. 

Users need to be aware that on the screen, the DAT will often show figures as 
whole numbers or numbers to one decimal place although the underlying 
figures may be at a much more detailed level. 

Important terms used in the Guidance Notes are: 

‘Tick a box’: means left click with the mouse above the box to show a tick 
(which ‘turns on’ that operation) – left clicking again will remove the tick (and 
that function is ‘turned off’). 

‘Select an option button’: this instruction will arise where the user has a series 
of options to choose from, each identified by a button with a description 
alongside. ‘Select an option button’ means left click with the mouse above the 
button to highlight it (which selects the way of working described next to the 
button). 

A ‘drop down list’ is a series of options set out in a list. To use a ‘drop down 
list’, left click the mouse over the arrow at the right of the list to bring down the 
full list. Click over the required item from the list. 

1 See the Excel help files for more information. 
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A test or run of the DAT – refers to the completion of the DAT for a scheme 
and results shown on the Scheme Results page. 

The Guidance Notes also include background information/advice about 
particular sections of the DAT. These notes are titled ‘Advisory’. 

4.4 Layout of the DAT 

The DAT is made up of a number of pages and the user is required to input 
information as they move from page to page. 

The DAT uses colour coding as follows: 

User can only enter or change values in white cells. Certain white cells have a 
red border (e.g. the ‘site area’ cell). The user must fill in these cells, as there 
are no DAT default values for these cells. 

On some pages there are DAT default values. These appear in light blue 
cells. The user cannot change values in the blue cells but can usually ‘over-
ride’ default values by entering their own values in the white cells alongside. 

Some pages have menu buttons at the top of the page which give the user 
options in, for example, access to information and movement between the 
pages. 

NB: Where screenshots appear in these guidance notes, they do not 
represent a consistent worked example. Instead they reflect a variety of 
situations. 
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4.5 View and Go to 

For swift navigation round the DAT the user can refer to the Go To menu 
button at the top of the page. This provides a set of options, which allows the 
user to go directly to a particular page of the DAT 
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5. PREPARATORY STAGES 

5.1 Data Options 

For key variables, the DAT allows the user to choose two different ways of 
working which are, 

Using the DAT default values; 
Using the user’s own scheme specific values. 

Scheme specific values are provided by the user on a scheme-by-scheme 
basis and are used in place of the DAT default values. 

5.2 Data Entry 

Throughout the DAT, once you have entered a value in a cell press the 
‘return’ key on your keyboard. 

In cases where a cell does not require a value, the cell may still refuse to 
accept a value of zero. If you wish a cell to have no value and there is already 
a number entered, use the ‘delete’ key to leave the cell empty. Do not try to 
enter a zero in the cell. 



     

  

    
       

      

   

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

6. ENTERING INFORMATION IN THE DAT 

6.1 Site Identification 

Page 1 of the DAT provides the name and other essential information to 
identify the scheme. The information should be entered in the white cells. 

1 - SITE IDENTIFICATION 

S ite D e tails 

S ite A d dres s 

S ite R e feren c e 

A pplic a t ion N um ber 

S c hem e D es c ript ion N ew s ite 

A ny w here s it e 

A ny w here tow n 

123 45 

A pp 0 1/07 

N ex t Page 

Press the 'Next Page' button to continue entering information in the DAT. 



  

        
  

       

 
  
  

         
       

   

          
    

   

 

 

  

                  
                 

    

  

6.2 Site Location 

In page 2 of the DAT, the user provides essential information about the 
location of the scheme. 

2-SITELOCATION 

Local Authority 

ACG Band 

House Price Area 

Pleaseselectthelocal authority, ACGbandandmarketareafromthedropdownlists. Ifyou 
subsequently changeoneofthethreecomponentsinthissheet–remember tocheckthattheother 
twocomponentsarestill correct. 

NextPage PreviousPage 

Caerphilly 

3 

Newbridge 

Use the three drop down lists to specify: 

The local authority 
The ACG band 
The house price area 

Users must enter information for all three components. If one of the three 
components is subsequently changed, remember to check that the other two 
components remain valid. 

Press the 'Next Page' button to continue entering information in the DAT. If 
you need to go back to the ‘previous page’, press ‘Previous Page’. 



  

  

      
   

 

       
        

  

        
      

    

    
        

     
      

    

6.3 Basic Site Information 

6.3.1 Site Area 

You MUST enter the site area in hectares. Site area includes internal roads 
and ancillary open spaces, i.e. the planned area to be developed. 

6.3.2 Density/Number of Dwellings 

If you know the number of dwellings in the scheme, select the first option 
button called ‘Enter a number of dwellings’ and enter the number in the white 
box to the right. 

If you do not know the number of dwellings, select the second option button 
called 'Enter your own density' and enter a density in the white box to the 
right. Densities are in dwellings per hectare. 

For densities of less than 40 dwellings per hectare, the DAT provides the 
option of calling up a ‘rural mix’ by using the tick box which appears: 

Is thisa rural 
development? ph 

By choosing this option, the user calls up a special dwelling mix which 
includes bungalows as well as houses and flats (See Annex 2 for further 
details). 
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The next part of this page allows the user to adjust the density of the scheme. 

Adjustdensity 10 % 

Resulting Number ofDwellings 55 

Resulting Density 55 dph 

Reset 

You can test the impact of a percentage increase or decrease in density by 
selecting a positive or negative percentage in the white box - or by using the 
arrows. Use the ‘Reset’ button to remove any density adjustment. 

The number of dwellings and density being used in the run of the DAT are 
shown in the two white boxes below. 

6.3.3 Habitable rooms and bedspaces 

The DAT 
habitable 

can provide some limited results 
rooms. If results are required per 

in terms of 
habitable 

bed
room 

spaces 
and/or 

and 
per 

bedspace, the relevant white cells must be completed. The DAT does not 
have its own values. 

Press the 'Next Page' button to continue entering information in the DAT. If 
you need to go back to the ‘previous page’, press ‘Previous Page’. 



   
    

        
  

     
    
       
     

         
      

  

      
  

   
 

  

                           

  
  

            

                                 
 

        
   

    

  

                           

  
  

            

 
 
 
 

                                 
 

        
   

    

6.4 Characteristics of Development 

4 - CHARACTERISTICS OF DEVELOPMENT 

You can either enter the details for eachunit type in thecellsbelowor pressthebutton 'Use defaultunit types' to call up the Toolkitvalues 

Ref. Description ofDwelling 
No of 
Bed-

Rooms 

Dwelling 
Type 

Noof 
Units 

Size in sq.m 
Affordable 

Size in sq.m 
Market 

Parking 
No. ofStoreys 

(1-99) 

Clickthisbutton toclear 
table contents 

Pressthisbutton to atomatically use the default 
unitstypesandmix. 

Clear Table Use DefaultUnitTypes 

When entering information about a new scheme, the user should always clear 
away any data in this page by clicking on the ‘Clear Table’ button. 

Page 4 of the DAT covers a number of variables which describe the physical 
characteristics of a scheme: 

The number of different types of dwellings 
The size of dwellings –market and affordable 
The type of parking provided with flats 
The number of storeys of blocks containing flats 

The user can choose either to enter their own information about a scheme or 
to call up the default information held by the DAT. 

6.4.1 User entered information 

When the user enters their own information, they must complete a row for 
every unit type in the scheme. 

4 - CHARACTERISTICS OF DEVELOPMENT 

You can either enter the detailsfor each unit type in the cells below or press the button 'Use defaultunit types' to call up the Toolkitvalues 

Ref. Description ofDwelling 
No of 
Bed-

Rooms 

Dwelling 
Type 

No of 
Units 

Size in sq.m 
Affordable 

Size in sq.m 
Market 

Parking 
No. ofStoreys 

(1-99) 

1 Large flat 2 Flat 20 65 70 Undercroft 6 
2 Small duplex 2 Flat 5 55 50 Undercroft 4 
3 Small house 2 House 10 58 54 Surface n/a 
4 Large house 3 House 20 75 80 Surface n/a 
5 
6 
7 
8 

Clickthis button to clear 
table contents 

Press thisbutton to atomatically use the default 
units types and mix. 

Clear Table Use DefaultUnitTypes 

For both the Dwelling type and Parking, the user is provided with a ‘drop 
down’ list. 



     

  
  
 

   

  
  
  
  

        
        

           
            

          
              

       
     

         
         

    

    
        
       

       
          

     
 

 

    
           

        
             

         
        
       

          
         
     
         

          

For dwelling type, the options in the list are: 

House 
Flat 
Bungalow 

For parking (which only applies to flats) the options in the list are: 

Underground; 
Undercroft; 
Surface; 
None. 

NB: Users should note that if the ‘Underground’ car parking option is 
selected, then additional development costs of £15,000 per flat will be 
added to the appraisal. If ‘Undercroft’ parking is selected, then £5,000 
per flat will be added. If ‘surface’ parking is selected, then no additional 
costs will be added (these are deemed to be covered in the external 
works). Care is needed in using the DAT here. The BCIS costs will pick 
up average developments (including flats). If therefore, most 
developments include for example underground parking, then the BCIS 
costs will implicitly pick up these additional costs and the user should 
therefore not select ‘Underground’ in the DAT. To ensure no additional 
costs are added, select ‘none’. 

Users are required to enter information about the size of both market and 
affordable units even if they know that some unit types will only be assigned to 
one or other ‘tenure’. Wherever possible, it is recommended that the user 
enters unit sizes for both market and affordable housing which are as realistic 
as possible. Then, if later, the user wants to test for alternative tenure mixes, 
there are appropriate unit sizes for all units and the DAT continues to provide 
appropriate estimates of residual values. 

Advisory 

There are 20 rows which users have available to define a scheme. Rarely a 
scheme may have more than 20 unit types. In this case, the user has two 
options: 

One – amalgamate some of the dwelling types to reduce the number of types 
to the 20 allowed. It will be a matter of judgement which unit types are 
combined but, as a general rule, the more alike the dwelling types, the easier 
it is to amalgamate them. For example, there are 5 x 2 bed duplex units of 50 
sq m and 5 x 2 bed duplex units of 60 sq m. These can be amalgamated to 
provide 10x2 bed duplex units of 55 sq m. Later in the DAT, the user will be 
asked to provide information about market values for different unit types. 
Where users have amalgamated units as given in the example above, users 
need to reflect this in the market value chosen. Using the above example, if 
the original 50 sq m unit has a market value of £100,000 and the 60 sq m unit 



        
   

      

     
       

         
 

has market value of £120,000, the market value which should be used in the 
DAT would be £110,000. 

The other rule for amalgamation is to combine units which are of one tenure. 

Two – users can choose to split the scheme into two or more DAT runs and 
combine the results. For instance, if the user wants to use 38 dwelling types, 
they could split the scheme into a run of 20 units and a run of 18 units and 
combine the results. 



   

     
     

    
       

  

  

  

  

  

   

   

   

   

  

  

  

  

  

    
           

         

       

  

                           

  
  

            

                                 
 

        
   

    

6.4.2 Using Default Values 

4 - CHARACTERISTICS OF DEVELOPMENT 

You can either enter the details for each unit type in the cellsbelow or press the button 'Use defaultunit types' to call up the Toolkit values 

Ref. Description ofDwelling 
No of 
Bed-

Rooms 

Dwelling 
Type 

No of 
Units 

Size in sq.m 
Affordable 

Size in sq.m 
Market 

Parking 
No. of Storeys 

(1-99) 

Click thisbutton to clear 
table contents 

Press this button to atomatically use the default 
units types and mix. 

Clear Table Use DefaultUnitTypes 

Where the user wants to use the default values contained in the DAT, the 
‘Use Default Unit Types’ button should be pressed. 

This will call up a mix of dwelling types. The mix will only include dwellings 
from the list of 15 default dwelling types used in the DAT and which are set 
out below. 

Dwelling Name 

Studio Flat 

1 Bed Flat 

2 Bed Flat 

1 Bed Terrace/Town House 

2 Bed Terrace/Town House 

3 Bed Terrace/Town House 

4 Bed Terrace/Town House 

2 Bed Semi Detached 

3 Bed Semi Detached 

4 Bed Semi Detached 

3 Bed Detached 

4 Bed Detached 

5 Bed Detached 

2 Bed Bungalow 

3 Bed Bungalow 

The composition of each dwelling mix is determined by the scheme density 
(identified in page 3 – Basic Site Information). Annex 2 sets out the default 
mixes held in the DAT. Not all 15 dwelling types appear in each mix. 

The example below is for a scheme with a density of 55 dwellings per hectare. 



         
           

 

      
    

          
    

 

         
     

   

  

                           

  
  

            

  
  

   
   

   
   

                                 
 

        
  

    

4 - CHARACTERISTICS OF DEVELOPMENT 

You can either enter the details for each unit type in the cells below or pressthe button 'Use defaultunit types' to call up the Toolkitvalues 

Ref. Description ofDwelling 
No of 
Bed-

Rooms 

Dwelling 
Type 

No of 
Units 

Size in sq.m 
Affordable 

Size in sq.m 
Market 

Parking 
No. ofStoreys 

(1-99) 

1 
2 1 Bed Flat 1 Flat 8.25 48 50 
3 2 Bed Flat 2 Flat 11 60 55 
4 
5 2 Bed Terrace/Town House 2 House 13.75 73 55 Surface n/a 
6 3 Bed Terrace/Town House 3 House 16.5 80 80 Surface n/a 
7 
8 
9 3 Bed Semi Detached 3 House 2.75 80 75 Surface n/a 

10 4 Bed Semi Detached 4 House 2.75 100 105 Surface n/a 
11 

Click this button to clear 
table contents 

Release the button to enter your own unit 
descriptions and mix 

Clear Table Use DefaultUnit Types 

As well as providing a dwelling mix, when using the default unit types, the 
DAT calls up values for the size of units. Annex 3 sets out the DAT default 
unit sizes. 

For flats, the user needs to provide information about the parking type (using 
the drop down lists provided) and the number of storeys. 

Press the 'Next Page' button to continue entering information in the DAT. If 
you need to go back to the ‘previous page’, press ‘Previous Page’. 

Advisory 

As a general rule, if there is doubt whether there is sufficient information about 
a scheme to complete all the rows for the different unit types, users should 
use the DAT default values. 



         
      

    

  

    

        
    

       

  

         
         

  

   

    

     

                                          

6.5 Market Values 

The DAT must have information about market value of the sale units to 
provide its estimates of the revenue from the scheme. 

There are two ways in which the DAT can operate: 

i) With scheme specific values identified by the user; 

ii) With the DAT default values. 

The two options are not mutually exclusive and it is possible to use a 
combination of ‘scheme specific’ and ‘default’ values. 

When entering information about a new scheme, users should first press the 
‘Clear Table’ button. 

5 - MARKET VALUES 

MarketValue price adjust(%) 100 % 

DAT defaultvalues may be used 

: For Caerphilly: Newbridge Enter Defaults 

Reset 

Clear Table 

6.5.1 Using Default Unit Types 

The ‘Enter Default’ button will only appear if the user has selected the Default 
Unit Types’ at Page 4. The screenshot below, shows the above example 
when the Enter Defaults button has been used 



5 - MARKET VALUES 

Market Value price adjust (% ) 100 % 

Ref. Dwelling Type 
No of Bed-

Rooms 
M a rk e t V a lu e 

A d ju s t e d 
M a rk e t V a lu e 

1 
2 1 Bed Flat 1 £55,000 £55,000 
3 2 Bed Flat 2 £82,000 £82,000 
4 
5 2 Bed Terrace/Town House 2 £90,000 £90,000 
6 3 Bed Terrace/Town House 3 £126,000 £126,000 
7 
8 
9 3 Bed Semi Detached 3 £143,000 £143,000 

1 0 4 Bed Semi Detached 4 £164,000 £164,000 
1 1 
1 2 
1 3 
1 4 
1 5 
1 6 
1 7 
1 8 
1 9 
2 0 

1 0 0 

DAT default values may be used 

: For Caerphilly : Newbridge 

Previous Page NextPage 

Enter Defaults 

Reset 

Clear Table 

    
 

  

    

 
  

 
 

 

  
  

   
   

   
   

     

                                        

  

  

Users can amend default market values by over-writing the values shown in 
the white cells. 



  

      
   

      
   

   

         
     

       
         

        
      

      

       
    

   

    

 
  

 
 

 

 
 
 
 

     

            
    

 

6.5.2 User defined scheme 

If the DAT is using a user defined scheme, having used the ‘Clear Table’ 
button, the screen shown below will appear. 

5 - MARKET VALUES 

MarketValue price adjust(%) 100 % 

Ref. Dwelling Type 
No ofBed-
Rooms 

Market Value 
Adjusted 

Market Value 

1 Large flat 2 
2 Small duplex 2 
3 Small house 2 
4 Large house 3 
5 
6 

This isa user entered scheme 

There are no defaultunitpricesavailable, please clear the table and 
enter your own values 

Reset 

Clear Table 

The user must provide their own market values for all the dwelling types 
shown in the left hand column. 

6.5.3 Adjusting Market Values 

The DAT allows the user to test the impact of a percentage reduction or 
increase in market values. To do this, enter the percentage increase or 
decrease. You can use the ‘up’ and ‘down’ arrows to adjust the percentage 
figure. To clear a figure from here, use the button marked ‘RESET’. 

Values shown in the column called ‘Price with % change applied’ are the basic 
values plus the percentage increase or decrease specified by the user. It is 
these figures that the DAT will use in its analysis. 

Press the 'Next Page' button to continue entering information in the DAT. If 
you need to go back to the ‘previous page’, press ‘Previous Page’. 



 

 

         
       

     
    

         
     

            
      

    

  

     
   
         

     
      

   

         
      

      
      

     
   

        
       

       
    

 
  

   

      
       

        
       
   

Advisory 

The Default Market Areas 

Background: 

The DAT bases market values on ‘market areas. Typically there are between 
five and seven market areas within each local authority. These are not 
functional market areas as defined in some of the strategic housing market 
assessments, where ‘market areas’ are derived from patterns of migration and 
their relations with travel to work areas. The market areas used in the DAT 
are really a proxy for house price areas within a local authority 

A full list of the market areas is shown in the accompanying information file. 
This shows the market area descriptor and the relevant postcode sectors that 
fall within that market area. 

Use of market areas: 

Local authorities are encouraged to use these market areas to test policy 
options as well as to negotiate affordable housing and other planning 
obligations. They provide a starting point for policy making in that it will be 
clear from using the DAT’s other default data (in particular development mix), 
that affordable housing will not usually be equally viable across all areas of 
the local authority. . 

The market areas are a starting point for negotiations with developers. 
Default house prices are indicative prices only and local authorities are 
encouraged to provide their own more local data where relevant or, where the 
figures can be properly justified, to use those submitted by the developer. 
The defaults cannot replace this type of information, although the defaults can 
usefully be used where bespoke information is not available. 

Because house prices are so critical to the appraisal, local authorities should 
beware of situations in which developers want to use the default and do not 
provide site specific information. The defaults should be used as benchmarks 
and as a way for authorities to come to a realistic but broad planning policy 
stance. 

At site specific level house prices should always be validated with the local 
authority’s property advisers and with local estate agents. 

Technical information about the defaults 

House price data is based on HM Land Registry data. The default values are 
based on a very large sample of transactions in the existing stock. It is not 
realistic to derive default values for a market area based on new sales, since 
these are relatively few in number and hence unreliable as a sample. The 
default values are however calculated by using an ‘existing to new’ conversion 



         
       

    
       

      
       

   

       
       

      
       

     
   

       
  

      
       

       
       

 

 

       
       

     
        

       
         

       
     

   

factor, ensuring that they emulate, in so far as possible, new selling prices. 
The ‘existing to new’ conversion is calculated on an annual basis to ensure 
accuracy. 

The market areas have been developed from the geographical unit of 
postcode sectors. Where postcode sectors that are in geographical proximity 
exhibit similar house prices, then together, they can be taken as a market 
area. Data has been aggregated upwards from the postcode sectors to arrive 
at average indicative prices for the market areas. 

These prices provide a reasonable guide level for analysis at a sub-authority 
area, although it should be noted that prices presented in this form are 
average prices, which may differ from the price of new or existing housing. 
Local authorities who wish for a more precise break down of prices between 
different market sectors should contact HM Land Registry direct, who can 
provide bespoke housing market data 

Ultimately for development control purposes, the best and most robust data 
will come from comparable selling prices for developments in the locality 
where the proposed scheme is located. To this end, it may prove to be a 
valuable exercise to commission research (in-house or with, for example, local 
surveyors) to establish the most likely selling prices. Information should also 
be sought from the developer, although this would probably need to be 
externally verified. 
. 
Adjusting Market Values 

Using the percentage increase or decrease facility allows the user to test the 
impact of varying house prices for comparison with current development 
costs. 

It is not recommended that a simple increase (or decrease) in basic market 
value is used to represent anticipated changes in a scheme over time (e.g. to 
‘forecast’ the possible value of later phases of a scheme which may come on 
stream X years in the future). The DAT default values only apply to schemes 
for approval/start on site in 2008. Longer-term developments would require 
periodic reappraisal of house prices, build costs and subsidy availability and 
this could be referred to in the S106 agreement. 



 

       
        

       
      

    

   

        
  

          
       

  

 
 

 

  
  

   
   

   
   

     

      

             
 

                        

  

      

  

6.6 Tenure Mix 

Screen 6 of the DAT offers users the facility to vary percentages of different 
tenures. As well as sale housing, there is social rent and the 3 types of 
intermediate tenure (Homebuy, Intermediate Rent and Equity Share). 
Housing for key workers is not identified separately since the term does not 
refer to a particular tenure. 

6.6.1 Using Default Unit Types 

In the example below, the DAT is using a default mix and the user must use 
the ‘Input by Percentage’ method. 

6 - TENURE MIX 

Social rent Homebuy 
Intermediate 

rent Equity Share 

Ref. Description 70% 15% 5% 5% 5% 
1 
2 1 Bed Flat 5.8 1.2 0.4 0.4 0.4 8.3 
3 2 Bed Flat 7.7 1.7 0.6 0.6 0.6 11.0 
4 
5 2 Bed Terrace/Town House 9.6 2.1 0.7 0.7 0.7 13.8 
6 3 Bed Terrace/Town House 11.6 2.5 0.8 0.8 0.8 16.5 
7 
8 
9 3 Bed Semi Detached 1.9 0.4 0.1 0.1 0.1 2.8 

10 4 Bed Semi Detached 1.9 0.4 0.1 0.1 0.1 2.8 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 

38.5 8.3 2.8 2.8 2.8 55.0 

Percentage purchased by purchaser for Homebuy Default: 70% User: 

Percentage purchased by purchaser for Equity Share Default: 70% User: 

The number of dwellings may be expressed as fractions for the purposes of 
financial calculations 

Total 

Entering units by quantity is not possible asa default mix has been selected. Please enter the percentage distribution ofunitsacross the 
tenures. 

X SALE 
No ofUnits 

AFFORDABLE 

Input by Percentages Input by QuantityInput by Quantity 

PreviousPage NextPage 

A notice will appear if the figures entered do not add to 100%. The DAT will 
automatically calculate the number of dwellings by type and tenure. 



  

       
        

        
         

      
    

      

          
          
  

      
     

          
      

       
        

        
       

      
      

          
    

  

 
 

 

 
 
 
 

                        
                       

                  

  

    

     

      

6.6.2 User Defined Scheme 

When the scheme in the DAT is user defined, screen 6 will offer the user the 
option of distributing the dwellings by percentage or as ‘Input by Quantity’. By 
using the buttons at the top of the page, the user selects tenure mix by type of 
dwelling. In the example below the user has selected, Input by Quantity and 
distributed each type of dwelling (e.g. Large flat) across the tenures, by 
entering information in the white cells. 

6 - TENURE MIX 

Social rent Homebuy 
Intermediate 

rent Equity Share 

Ref. Description 55% 18% 9% 9% 9% 
1 Large flat 10.0 5.0 5.0 20.0 
2 Small duplex 5.0 5.0 
3 Small house 5.0 5.0 10.0 
4 Large house 10.0 5.0 5.0 20.0 
5 
6 

You may decide the distribution ofthe units acrossthe tenuresin two ways. By Percentage: In which case you enter a percentage of 
the total number ofunits to assign to each tenure. These percentages are applied equally acrossall unit types. By Quantity: In which 
case enter the exactnumber ofunits ofeach type to assign to each tenure in the table below. 

X SALE 
No ofUnits 

AFFORDABLE 

Input by Percentages Input by Quantity 

6.6.3 Share purchased for Low Cost Home Ownership 

The bottom part of this page refers to Homebuy and Equity Share. If these 
tenures are relevant to the scheme being tested, then the user must fill in the 
white boxes. 

Percentage purchased by purchaser for Homebuy Default: 70% User: 

Percentage purchased by purchaser for Equity Share Default: 70% User: 

For Homebuy – a default value of 70% is used by the DAT. This represents 
the average percentage of the equity (market value) to be purchased by 
purchasers of the Homebuy units. If the user wants a different percentage, a 
value should be entered in the white cell to the right. 

For Equity Share – a default value of 70% is used by the DAT. This 
represents the average percentage of the equity (market value) to be 
purchased by purchasers of the Equity Share units. If the user wants a 
different percentage, a value should be entered in the white cell to the right. 

The DAT can only deal with a single percentage for each tenure category and 
this percentage will be applied to all unit types of this tenure. 

Press the 'Next Page' button to continue entering information in the DAT. If 
you need to go back to the ‘previous page’, press ‘Previous Page’. 



 

      
       

     
       

  

        
  

Advisory 

For Homebuy and Equity Share, the DAT does not provide information about 
whether a dwelling will be affordable for purchasers at a particular share size. 
Users of the DAT should consider what % share purchased will be affordable 
– given the market values being used in the DAT and their knowledge of 
income levels of potential purchasers 

Users are recommended to test the impact on revenue and residual of 
variations in percentage size share. 



  

       
      

 

       
        

        
  

    

         
 

     
     

    
     

       
     

        
           

      
       

   

     

     

  
  

   
   

   
   

                             
                           

 

   

 

  

6.7 Wheelchair Units 

Page 7 of the DAT (whether the user has worked by percentage or quantity up 
to this point) allows the user to specify the amount of wheelchair housing in 
the scheme. 

The shorthand of 'wheelchair units' shown in the DAT refers to dwellings 
which are usable by wheelchair users. Wheelchair units are larger and more 
expensive to develop. They may also have different market values from 
comparable sale units which are not wheelchair adaptable and users should 
bear this in mind when identifying market values for a scheme. 

7 - WHEELCHAIRUNITS 

Depress the Clear Table button first 

Enter a percentage oftotal units: 10% 

Ref. Description Wheel- Total Wheel- Total Wheel- Total Wheel- Total Wheel- Total 

1 
2 1 Bed Flat 0.6 5.8 0.1 1.2 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.4 0.8 
3 2 Bed Flat 0.8 7.7 0.2 1.7 0.1 0.6 0.1 0.6 0.1 0.6 1.1 
4 
5 2 Bed Terrace/Town House 1.0 9.6 0.2 2.1 0.1 0.7 0.1 0.7 0.1 0.7 1.4 
6 3 Bed Terrace/Town House 1.2 11.6 0.2 2.5 0.1 0.8 0.1 0.8 0.1 0.8 1.7 
7 
8 
9 3 Bed Semi Detached 0.2 1.9 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.3 

10 4 Bed Semi Detached 0.2 1.9 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.3 
11 

You have two options: You can enter the number ofwheelchair units to be provided in the scheme as a percentage ofthe total units, this percentage will be 
applied to all tenures and dwelling types. Alternatively you can specify how many units in each tenure and dwelling type are wheelchair units by using the 
table below. 

Intermediate rent Homebuy 
Sale 

Social rent Equity Share 

Affordable 

Apply 

ClearTable 

Apply wheelchair supplements 

When a new scheme is being entered, users should first depress the ‘Clear 
Table’ button. 

Users can specify the percentage of dwellings that are wheelchair units. This 
will be automatically applied equally to unit types in all tenures. To apply a 
percentage of wheelchair units, enter the percentage (include the % sign) in 
the white box at the top of the page and click the ‘Apply’ button. 

If a different number of wheelchair units are required for a particular tenure 
and unit type combination, then the user can enter the number of wheelchair 
units in the appropriate cell in the table. 

The grey cells are for reference and show the total number of units of that 
type and tenure in the scheme. It is only possible to enter a whole number of 
units up to the value shown in the adjacent grey cell. It is not possible to enter 
fractional wheelchair units even where a default mix results in fractional units. 



       
      

          
     

 

      
      

       
      

     
     

       
    

 

       
    
        

      
     

  

  Apply wheelchair supplements 

If the scheme will attract wheelchair supplement for social rent and Homebuy 
units, the user should tick the ‘Apply wheelchair supplements’ box. 

Press the 'Next Page' button to continue entering information in the DAT. If 
you need to go back to the ‘previous page’, press ‘Previous Page’. 

Advisory 

The Welsh Assembly Government’s funding requirements require that all 
wheelchair units are let to households that have a specific requirement for 
wheelchair designed housing and that the unit is fully designed and built to the 
Development Quality Requirement Standard for wheelchair users. This 
includes in dwellings of more than one storey that vertical lifts are installed so 
that a unit is fully wheelchair accessible. Therefore when entering the 
percentage of wheelchair units for social rent or shared ownership the 
percentage used should reflect housing need and the nomination 
requirements of the area. 

The public funding regime does not provide specific subsidy to RSLs to 
develop properties which can subsequently be adapted for wheelchair use. It 
is more cost-effective to ensure that a unit is suitable for wheelchair use (and 
occupied by an appropriate household) from day one. This should be borne in 
mind when considering the amount of social rented and shared ownership 
wheelchair housing which is to be provided. 



   

          
     

       
        

      
     

     

            
             

             
              
            

               
            
            

               
            

             
             
             
             

         

  

  
  

 
 

 
 

 
  

      
        

  

 

      

    
       

        
   

        
       

       
       

 

6.8 Acceptable Cost Guidance (ACG) and Wheelchair Supplement 
Values 

Where a scheme is using the DAT default mixes and unit types, the DAT uses 
default Acceptable Cost Guidance (ACG) figures. If the scheme contains 
wheelchair units for either Social Rent and/or Homebuy units and the user has 
previously indicated that Wheelchair Supplements will apply, Page 8 of the 
DAT will be called up. The user is asked to enter their own values for 
Wheelchair Supplements. They will only be asked for dwelling types which 
have already been identified as being either Social Rent and/or Homebuy 
units. 

Ref. Description UnitType 

1 Studio Flat 65,900 £ 42,600 £ 
2 1 Bed Flat 87,700 £ 42,600 £ 
3 2 Bed Flat Flat 0.09 2 Bed Flat 101,000 £ 42,600 £ 
4 1 Bed Terrace/Town House 87,700 £ 42,600 £ 
5 2 Bed Terrace/Town House 138,100 £ 42,600 £ 
6 3 Bed Terrace/Town House House 0.09 3 Bed Terrace/Town House 152,700 £ 70,800 £ 
7 4 Bed Terrace/Town House 177,400 £ 70,800 £ 
8 2 Bed Semi Detached 141,100 £ 58,400 £ 
9 3 Bed Semi Detached House 0.09 3 Bed Semi Detached 155,700 £ 70,800 £ 

10 4 Bed Semi Detached 180,400 £ 70,800 £ 
11 3 Bed Detached House 0.18 3 Bed Detached 158,700 £ 70,800 £ 
12 4 Bed Detached House 0.18 4 Bed Detached 183,400 £ 70,800 £ 
13 5 Bed Detached House 0.18 5 Bed Detached 204,900 £ 70,800 £ 
14 2 Bed Bungalow Bungalow 0.05 2 Bed Bungalow 141,300 £ 58,400 £ 
15 3 Bed Bungalow Bungalow 0.05 3 Bed Bungalow 177,200£ 70,800£ 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 

8 - ACG ANDWHEELCHAIRSUPPLEMENTS 

Default unit type 
Default ACG 

value 

Default 
Wheelchair 
supplement 

Wheelchair 
Supplement 

per unit 
No of WC 

Units 

ACGand/or Wheelchair supplement values are 
required - Please enter values for all listed units. 

Next Page Previous Page 

Clear Tables 

Show Default ACG and WC supplement values 

By ticking the button – “Show default ACG and Wheelchair Supplement 
values” – the ACG and wheelchair supplement values for DAT default 
dwelling types are shown (as on the right hand side of the screenshot above). 
These values are for reference for the user, to help guide selection of 
appropriate values for the Wheelchair Supplements. In the case of default 
unit types, users can ignore information about default ACG values. 

Where the DAT is running a user entered scheme, Page 8 of the DAT will also 
be called up but this time, users must enter their own ACG values and 
Wheelchair Supplements. 



            
              

         
               

         
         
         
         
         
         
        
        
        
        

      

  

  
  

 
    

 

 
 

 
  

      
        

  

  

      

       
        

         
     

  

       
      

      
     

          
    

 

        
        

    

        
      

     
       

    
     

    

Ref. Description UnitType 

1 Flat Flat 3.00 0.30 Studio Flat 65,900£ 42,600£ 
2 Flat 2 Flat 3.00 0.30 1 Bed Flat 87,700£ 42,600£ 
3 House 1 House 1.50 0.15 2 Bed Flat 101,000£ 42,600£ 
4 House 2 House 1.50 0.15 1 Bed Terrace/Town House 87,700£ 42,600£ 
5 2 Bed Terrace/Town House 138,100£ 42,600£ 
6 3 Bed Terrace/Town House 152,700£ 70,800£ 
7 4 Bed Terrace/Town House 177,400£ 70,800£ 
8 2 Bed Semi Detached 141,100£ 58,400£ 
9 3 Bed Semi Detached 155,700£ 70,800£ 

10 4 Bed Semi Detached 180,400£ 70,800£ 
11 3 Bed Detached 158,700£ 70,800£ 
12 4 Bed Detached 183,400£ 70,800£ 
13 5 Bed Detached 204,900£ 70,800£ 
14 2 Bed Bungalow 141,300£ 58,400£ 
15 3 Bed Bungalow 177,200 £ 70,800 £ 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 

8 - ACG AND WHEELCHAIR SUPPLEMENTS 

Default unit type 
Default ACG 

value 

Default 
Wheelchair 
supplement 

ACGValues -
per unit 

Wheelchair 
Supplement 

per unit 
No of WC 

Units 

ACGand/or Wheelchair supplement values are 
required - Please enter values for all listed units. 

No. of 
units 

Next Page Previous Page 

Clear Tables 

Show Default ACG and WC supplement values 

By ticking the button – “Show default ACG and wheelchair supplement values” 
– the ACG and wheelchair supplement values for DAT default dwelling types 
are shown (as on the right hand side of the screenshot above). These values 
are for reference for the user, to help guide selection of appropriate values 
when scheme specific information is limited. 

For the DAT to function, it needs values for both ACG and wheelchair 
supplements (where applicable). In the case where there are wheelchair 
units, but supplements do not apply (i.e. the Apply Wheelchair Supplement 
tick box has not been ticked, section 6.7), enter a nominal £1 for the 
supplement. 

Press the 'Next Page' button to continue entering information in the DAT. If 
you need to go back to the ‘previous page’, press ‘Previous Page’. 

Advisory 

There are ACG values and Wheelchair Supplements for each of the 15 default 
dwelling types and for the 6 ACG bands. These values can be found in the 
accompanying data set “DAT defaults.xls”. 

Some of the dwelling types in the DAT do not directly correspond to dwelling 
types shown in the guidance on ACGs provided by the Welsh Assembly 
Government. The values used in the DAT have been agreed with the 
Assembly as the best estimates for use in the DAT. However, the values 
shown should not be taken as ‘approved’ Assembly figures for use in grant 
applications and further advice from the Assembly should be sought with 
reference to applicable ACG values. 



      
         

    
     

   

    

  

    

      
        

    

       
         

    

      
      

     
     

      

Wheelchair supplements will not affect revenue calculations but will be picked 
up as part of the DAT calculation of the grant for the scheme. Wherever 
possible, users are advised to seek guidance from a locally active housing 
association both about whether Wheelchair Supplements should be used and 
appropriate values. 

6.9 Social and Intermediate Rent 

The DAT needs information about social rents and intermediate rents. 

6.9.1 Using Default Unit Types 

When entering a new scheme, press the Clear Table button first. 

Where default unit types are being used, the DAT provides default benchmark 
rents in the grey cells. The user can over-ride these, by entering their own 
values in the white cells. 

For intermediate rent, the DAT provides default market rents for each dwelling 
type in the scheme. The user has two options to derive the intermediate rent 
values the DAT will use. 

One – insert a percentage in the white box called ‘Adjust’. The DAT 
calculates the intermediate rents as that percentage of market rents. This is 
the case in the example shown below where the user has specified that 
intermediate rents are to be 75% of market rents. 

Two – the user inserts their own values in the white cells. 



    

         

               

 

  
  

   
   

   
   

  

     

  
    

  

    

  

  

  

         

             

 
 

 
 

  

     

  
    

  

    

  

  

  

Enter your own rentvaluesin the white cells below 

If you leave any blankthen the ToolkitValue for thatrow will be used 

Adjust 
Ref. Description UnitType User Market Rent 75% User 

1 ## ## 
2 1 Bed Flat Flat 1.2 £46 ## 0.4 £75 £56 ## 
3 2 Bed Flat Flat 1.7 £48 ## 0.6 £83 £62 ## 
4 ## ## 
5 2 Bed Terrace/Town House House 2.1 £58 ## 0.7 £90 £68 ## 
6 3 Bed Terrace/Town House House 2.5 £60 ## 0.8 £99 £74 ## 
7 ## ## 
8 ## ## 
9 3 Bed Semi Detached House 0.4 £60 ## 0.1 £101 £76 ## 

10 4 Bed Semi Detached House 0.4 £63 ## 0.1 £109 £82 ## 
11 ## ## 
12 ## ## 
13 ## ## 
14 ## ## 
15 ## ## 
16 ## ## 
17 ## ## 
18 ## ## 
19 ## ## 
20 ## ## 

## ## 

9 - SOCIAL AND INTERMEDIATE RENT 

DAT default values may be used 

No. of 
units 

Social RentValues (per week) 
Benchmark 

Rents 

Intermediate RentValues (per week) 

No. of 
units 

NextPage Previous Page 

Clear Tables 

Show default rent values 

6.9.2 User Defined Scheme 

Enter your own rentvaluesin the white cells below 

Default Rents are not available - Please enter your values for all available units 

Adjust 
Ref. Description UnitType User Market Rent 75% User 

1 Large flat Flat 5.0 ## ## 
2 ## ## 
3 Small house House ## 5.0 ## 
4 Large house House 5.0 ## ## 
5 ## ## 
6 ## ## 
7 ## ## 
8 ## ## 
9 ## ## 

10 ## ## 
11 ## ## 
12 ## ## 
13 ## ## 
14 ## ## 
15 ## ## 
16 ## ## 
17 ## ## 
18 ## ## 
19 ## ## 
20 ## ## 

## ## 

9 - SOCIAL AND INTERMEDIATE RENT 

This isa user entered scheme 

No. of 
units 

Social RentValues (per week) 
Benchmark 

Rents 

Intermediate RentValues (per week) 

No. of 
units 

NextPage Previous Page 

Clear Tables 

Show default rent values 



       
   

      
         

     
    

           
            
          
             
           
           
           
           
           
           
          
          
          
          

   

  
  

 
 

          
    

 

    
   

       
  

      
    

    

      
  

      

The user must enter their own values for social rents and intermediate rents in 
the white cells in the relevant rows. 

By ticking the button – “Show default rent values” benchmark and market 
rents for DAT default dwelling types are shown (as in the screenshot below). 
These values are for reference for the user, to help guide selection of 
appropriate values when scheme specific information is limited. 

Default unit type 
Default ACG 

value 

Default 
Wheelchair 
supplement 

Studio Flat £ 65,900 £ 42,600 
1 Bed Flat £ 87,700 £ 42,600 
2 Bed Flat £ 101,000 £ 42,600 
1 Bed Terrace/Town House £ 87,700 £ 42,600 
2 Bed Terrace/Town House £ 138,100 £ 42,600 
3 Bed Terrace/Town House £ 152,700 £ 70,800 
4 Bed Terrace/Town House £ 177,400 £ 70,800 
2 Bed Semi Detached £ 141,100 £ 58,400 
3 Bed Semi Detached £ 155,700 £ 70,800 
4 Bed Semi Detached £ 180,400 £ 70,800 
3 Bed Detached £ 158,700 £ 70,800 
4 Bed Detached £ 183,400 £ 70,800 
5 Bed Detached £ 204,900 £ 70,800 
2 Bed Bungalow £ 141,300 £ 58,400 
3 Bed Bungalow £ 177,200 £ 70,800 

Press the 'Next Page' button to continue entering information in the DAT. If 
you need to go back to the ‘previous page’, press ‘Previous Page’. 

Advisory 

Benchmark social rents are based on averages of housing association 
benchmark rents for individual local authority areas. As with house prices, 
these are averages and the user should check scheme specific social rents 
with the appropriate housing associations. 

Market rents, which can be adjusted to an intermediate level, were derived 
from data collected by the Rent Officer Branch of the Welsh Assembly 
Government. 

6.10 Social Rent and Intermediate Rent – Capitalised Net Rent Factors 

This page will appear only if the scheme has Social Rent or Intermediate 
Rented units. 

When entering information for a new scheme, press the Clear Table button 
first. 



        
          

         

          
    

The user can enter their own values for any of the items included in the page 
by entering their own number into the white cell(s) in the user value column. If 
any white cells are left blank then the DAT values (in blue cells) are used. 

Press the 'Next Page' button to continue entering information in the DAT. If 
you need to go back to the ‘previous page’, press ‘Previous Page’. 



 

    
  

       
       
  

        
   

         
         

     
           
          

            
        

   

  
        

        
      

    
      

  

 

    

       
        

    
           

   

                                           
        

Advisory 

For both Social Rented and Intermediate Rented units the DAT shows the 
assumptions used to calculate net rents (gross rents minus costs) and the 
capitalisation ratio used to calculate the capital value of the scheme, derived 
from net rents. The capitalised value2 is assumed to be the payment made by 
the RSL to the developer. 

The net rent is the gross rent minus management and maintenance costs, 
voids and bad debts. For flats (and some housing schemes) a service charge 
may also be appropriate. In the case of Intermediate Rent there may also be a 
letting fee to cover administrative costs. The net rent produces an annual sum 
which will service a loan on the basis of which an RSL can make a capital 
payment to a developer. The default factor used to ‘capitalise’ the net rental 
payment is set out in the DAT. Users can insert an alternative value if 
required. 

At the time of the release of the DAT, the default capitalisation rate was set at 
the Bank of England base rate plus 1%. Users may wish to change this rate 
in line with changing base rates. 

There is no published guidance which defines appropriate the appropriate 
costs used in the DAT. For both social rent and intermediate rent, the default 
values have been derived in discussion with the housing associations 
participating in the development of the DAT. For different housing 
associations and for individual schemes, these values may vary and DAT 
users are advised to consult with their local housing association on the most 
appropriate values to use in the DAT. 

6.11 Development Costs 

When entering a new scheme, press the Clear Table button first. 

The DAT divides development costs into a number of components. It provides 
default values for these and also allows the user to provide their own values if 
better information is available and to test the sensitivity of DAT results to 
changes in these variables. If, for example, a professional fee of 12% is 
considered invalid, alternative values can be used. 

2 The revenue is also less on costs. 



 

          
       

       
      
       

    
 

      
       

  

        
        

      

        
        
        

 

6.11.1 Build costs 

In the area of the page called ‘Build Costs per sq m’, there are six categories 
of building types which reflect the different costs associated with these types. 

The DAT values are in the blue cells. If the user wants to provide alternative 
costs, these are entered in the white cells. Users need only provide their own 
costs for the types of units found in a scheme. For instance, if the scheme 
only contains flats, the second pair of rows (for the two sizes of houses) can 
be ignored. 

If the scheme is a conversion then users should provide their own build costs, 
since the DAT does not provide default values for conversions. 

6.11.2 Other Development Costs 

The area of the page called ‘Other Development Costs’ sets out other costs 
used in the DAT. Those in the blue cells are DAT values. If the user wants to 
use their own values, these should be entered in the white cells. 

6.11.3 Wheelchair Costs 

Wheelchair units are both larger (for the same unit type) and cost more per 
square metre to build. The DAT provides default values for both factors, 
which can be over-ridden by the user, by entering their own value in the white 
cells. 

6.11.4 Exceptional Costs 



     
     

       
         

    
       

   

    
   

     
    
 

          
    

The section of the page called ‘Exceptional Development Costs’ allows the 
user to specify development costs specific to the scheme which are 
considered unusually onerous. The user can enter up to four different types of 
cost. The left hand column is for a description of the costs e.g. 
Decontamination; the right-hand column is for the user to enter the total 
scheme cost for this exceptional cost. In the example above, a cost of 
£100,000 has been entered for decontamination. 

A note on ‘Exceptional Development Costs’ and their interpretation within the 
DAT has been prepared in the Advisory Note below. 

Users should note that the default base build costs include an allowance for 
external works and estate roads that would normally be considered integral to 
the site. 

Press the 'Next Page' button to continue entering information in the DAT. If 
you need to go back to the ‘previous page’, press ‘Previous Page’. 



 

   

        
   

    
       

  

  

      
         

        
   

       
      

      
       

        
         

         
   

       
     

   

   

       
      

     

        

    

     
     

      

                                           
       

Advisory 

i) Terminology: ‘Development’ and ‘Build’ costs. 

The DAT provides an estimate of total ‘development costs’. These are 
established from ‘base build’ costs (derived from the BCIS data)3[2]. To arrive 
at total ‘development costs’ a further series of costs are added. 
To make sense of this, we identify what is included in ‘build’ and ‘other 
development’ costs. 

Definition of ‘build costs’ 

‘Build costs’ are taken directly from the secondary data source, namely the 
BCIS Quarterly Review. These ‘costs’ are based on tender price/m2. The 
sample schemes from which these costs are drawn are, according to the 
BCIS, predominantly social housing or RSL development. 

The base build costs per square metre in the DAT include, in essence, the 
‘bricks and mortar’ costs – including sub and super structure. The BCIS base 
costs do not include, in their raw form, an element for external 
infrastructure/special landscaping; they also do not include an allowance for 
professional fees (they are usually paid separately by the client to the 
contractor); and although there is an element of ‘profit’ for the contractor, this 
is a minimal working profit, and not one which reflects a reasonable return to a 
developer engaged in speculative housing production (where there is a 
special risk of not selling the housing units). The DAT build costs have been 
adjusted to include an additional 15% for external works to cover the basic 
costs of the build. 

Definition of ‘development costs’ 

‘Development costs’ are ‘build costs plus all other costs’. They include, the 
base build cost plus professional fees, finance costs and developer return. In 
addition, there are marketing fees for sale housing.. 

The DAT sets out the assumptions made about these which the user can 
vary. 

ii) Location adjustment at the local authority level 

The BCIS ‘Survey of Tender Prices’ provides adjustments at the local 
authority level to reflect the differences between average build costs between 
authorities. These adjustments are included in the default data that has been 
used. 

3[2] Source: BCIS Quarterly Review of Building Prices 



  

      
         

      
      

    
       

     
      

       
    

        
      

     
  

   
     

       
         
     

    
        

      
    

    
      

      
   

      
          

         
      

      
       

   

iii) Exceptional or ‘abnormal’ costs 

The BCIS location factors adjust build costs from one local authority to the 
next if costs vary. BCIS costs are quoted nationally (at 100%) and then 
adjustments made according the particular locality. Costs tend to be higher in 
dense urban areas reflecting labour costs as well as difficulties in accessing 
sites. The costs of developing housing in rural areas however can be also 
costly. In large measure, the BCIS costs will ‘pick up’ difficult building 
conditions, for example foundation works for sloping sites. Hence it might be 
reasonable to expect that costs in a locality having many sloping sites would 
be higher than for a locality where sites are mainly flat. Similarly the BCIS 
tender prices will implicitly pick up additional development costs necessary to 
develop sites in that area. The survey which underpins the Tender Price 
Index does not however interrogate in a way which separates out the special 
or exceptional costs of particular development operations relating to ground 
conditions and/or clearance. 

There is an element of uncertainty here and local authorities should request 
specific information from developers on what they consider to be exceptional 
development costs. Users should not automatically assume that because a 
site is brownfield or previously used that exceptional costs will be incurred. 
The question the user must ask is 'Are the development costs associated with 
this site significantly more onerous than are found on most sites in the local 
authority?’ If the answer is ‘yes’, and evidence provided, then allowance can 
be made for this. In estimating the appropriate amount which the user 
considers to be exceptional, they can take evidence directly from the 
developer, rely on previous similar cases and/or seek advice from their own 
experts, for instance, from their own estates and valuation colleagues. 

iv) Conversions 

The BCIS data relating to the conversion of buildings to residential shows a 
huge range of build costs associated with different schemes. 

In principle, conversion schemes can be assessed for viability in the same 
way as for new build, but underpinning data is more difficult to come by. To 
use the DAT to model building conversions, the user must provide per square 
metre build costs which are relevant to the site. In estimating appropriate build 
costs users can take advice directly from the developer, rely on previous 
similar cases and/or seek advice from their own experts, for instance, from 
their own estates and valuation colleagues. 



         
 

     
      

         

         
         

        
      

    

       
            

    
    

      
    

      
        

    
   
    

   

     
     

v) Use of development cost data and the measurement of buildings 
incorporating residential units 

It is important that users reflect development costs as accurately as possible 
taking into account the assumptions underlying the BCIS base development 
costs data. The BCIS development costs are based on Tender Prices which: 

“Are quoted on a Gross Internal Area (GIA) basis, in terms of cost per unit 
area. GIA is measured to the internal face of the external walls of a building in 
line with the Standard form of Cost Analysis. BCIS data is quoted in £/square 
metre. This cost reflects all the costs of producing a square metre (GIA) 
which implicitly includes living accommodation and common parts of the 
building” 

In the case of flats and buildings with common parts, all (GIA) should be 
included. For example, if a building has a GIA of 500m2 with 400m2 living 
accommodation and with 100m2 common parts and has a price of £1000 per 
m2 then total build costs are £500,000. 

NB: When preparing development appraisals using the DAT, users should 
consider carefully the relationship between gross internal area and net internal 
area (within dwellings). Whereas for low rise construction and houses, the 
relationship between GIA and NIA may not differ significantly, with apartment 
development this is unlikely to be the case and with tall buildings the loss of 
living space is likely to be significant as the need for service space and access 
becomes more costly. In very tall buildings, efficiency (Gross to Net) may be 
reduced by up to 35%. 

The diagram below shows how the cost per square metre is made up in the 
case of buildings with common parts and buildings without common parts. 



          
       

          
        

        

      

    
       

   
     

     

       
    

     
         

       
   

       
    

When appraising a development scheme, it is important that the user is 
satisfied that all costs are included. This can be done either on a ‘gross to 
gross’ basis, where costs are expressed on a cost per metre (gross) basis and 
multiplied by the GIA. Or, on a ‘net to net’ basis, where costs are expressed 
on a cost per square metre (net) basis and multiplied by the total NIA. 

vi) Strategy for using development cost information in the DAT 

The ‘framework’ for assessing and entering development cost information to 
the DAT results from two operations: first, examining and exploiting the BCIS 
secondary data, and second, liasing with private developers and in-house 
valuer’s to establish that the variables included are correct, and that the 
assumptions made about values are correct. 

Thus, it should be emphasised that the process of arriving at eventual 
development costs, involves both quantitative and qualitative operations. 
Local authorities should follow this approach in coming to a conclusion about 
development costs. It is suggested that authorities utilise the secondary 
(BCIS) data initially, understanding fully what it represents, and then adjust 
these base build costs around empirical evidence gained from their in-house 
knowledge of site specific conditions. Where this ‘in-house’ information is not 
available, then it may be necessary to engage the help of bespoke 
professionals. 



  

        
        

    

         

    

       
         

     

     
       

   

       
       

       
 

          
    

6.12 Planning Obligations 

The DAT allows the user to consider the impact of a range of different 
planning obligations There is a list of typical obligations and a category called 
'other' for items not covered by the list. 

The DAT does not provide any default values for this page. 

When entering a new scheme, press the Clear Table button first. 

For each type of contribution you may either enter a total figure (for that row) 
or you may enter values per unit (for each tenure). If you choose the second 
option, the DAT will calculate the total obligation 'cost' for the scheme. 

To enter one total value for a row, tick the corresponding box in the ‘Enter 
Total?’ column and enter a value in the ‘User Total’ column: To enter the 
values by tenure leave the box un-ticked 

Users can also enter a single amount for a planning obligations package. 
This amount will be applied to all dwellings in a scheme. It would normally be 
expected that, where there is an obligations package, there would be no other 
obligations for the scheme. 

Press the 'Next Page' button to continue entering information in the DAT. If 
you need to go back to the ‘previous page’, press ‘Previous Page’. 



    

       
          

      

         

    

         
            

       

     
       

   

          
    

   

    
       

       
        

      
  

6.13 Capital contribution from Other Sources 

The DAT allows the user to consider sources of revenue to the residential 
scheme from a range of different capital contributions. There is a list of typical 
contributions and a category called 'other' for items not covered by the list. 

The DAT does not provide any default values for this page. 

When entering a new scheme, press the Clear Table button first. 

For each type of capital contribution you may either enter a total figure (for 
that row) or you may enter values per unit (for each tenure). If you choose the 
second option, the DAT will calculate the total contribution for the scheme. 

To enter one total value for a row, tick the corresponding box in the ‘Enter 
Total?’ column and enter a value in the ‘User Total’ column: To enter the 
values by tenure leave the box un-ticked 

Press the 'Next Page' button to continue entering information in the DAT. If 
you need to go back to the ‘previous page’, press ‘Previous Page’. 

6.14 Capital Value of Affordable Housing 

Scheme revenue calculated by the DAT includes revenue from the market 
housing and from the affordable housing. For the affordable housing, the 
underlying principle of the DAT is that there is a capital value for each unit and 
that the provider of the affordable housing (typically a housing association) will 
pay the developer this capital value. The sum of these values counts towards 
total scheme revenue. 



     
       

          

          
    

There are four options in the DAT for calculating the capital value of the 
affordable housing. These are described mathematically in Annex 4. 

DAT users must select one of the options shown at page 14 of the DAT. 

Press the 'Next Page' button to continue entering information in the DAT. If 
you need to go back to the ‘previous page’, press ‘Previous Page’. 



    

        
    

      
  

            
 

      
       

        
        

  

 
 

          
 

  

6.14.1 Capital value is based on ACG – grant is available 

This option deals with social rent and Homebuy. It assumes that payment 
from the housing association to the developer is calculated on the basis of the 
appropriate ACG values (whether DAT default ACG values are used or the 
user has earlier specified scheme specific ACG values). 

15 - ACG Rate 

The default level of 100% of ACG may be overidden if 
you wish 

Toolkit Values User Values 
Social Rent 100% 
Homebuy 100% 

Previous Page NextPage 

The default ACG rate is 100%. If you wish to vary this, enter the appropriate 
% in the white cells. 

With this option, the expectation is that the grant payable by the Welsh 
Assembly Government would also be based on the ACG values, but the DAT 
also allows for the possibility that grant may be a known value, calculated in 
some other way. The user ticks whichever method for calculating grant is 
appropriate. 



      
        

          
         

       
     

In the above example, the user wants the DAT to calculate the amount of 
grant, on the basis of ACG. Users can enter their own values in the white 
cells. 

In the above example, the user wants to enter a known value for grant for 
social rent and Homebuy. The information can be entered by unit or by tenure. 

Press the 'Next Page' button to continue entering information in the DAT. If 
you need to go back to the ‘previous page’, press ‘Previous Page’ 



      
       

    

        
         

      
          

    
    

     

     
    

          
        

      
                                           
           

          
  

On costs are deducted from the revenue paid to the developer. On costs are 
costs which a housing association incurs when they are the end-provider of 
affordable housing in a mixed tenure scheme4. 

For social rent and Homebuy, the user has four options for entering on-costs 
which are selected using drop down lists under ‘Select a Default’. One of the 
options is ‘Fixed Amount’ and takes the user to the bottom half of the page, 
where the user can enter an on-cost value either as an amount per unit or by 
tenure. 

The other three options are alternative percentages of the ACG values being 
used for the scheme. The three values are: 

4% 
9% 
10.5% 

(See Advisory Note for further information about these percentages) 

Users can enter a nil on-cost for either and/or Social Rent and Homebuy by 
selecting the ‘Fixed Amount’ option and leaving the appropriate ‘by unit’ cell 
empty. 

The on-costs page allows the user to enter an on-cost for Intermediate Rent 
units if they are included in the scheme but this has to be a user defined 
value, either on a per unit or per tenure basis. 

4 The exception is equity share where it is assumed the developer markets equity 
share units in the same way as they do other market units and sell directly to the 
purchaser. 



          
    

Press the 'Next Page' button to continue entering information in the DAT. If 
you need to go back to the ‘previous page’, press ‘Previous Page’. 



     

    
        

          

        
     

      

     
      

       

  

  
 

 

 
 

 
 

 

  
 

   
   

  
   

  

6.14.2 Capital value is based on ACG – grant is not available 

With this option, the capital value for Social Rent and Homebuy is reduced by 
the amount of grant which would have been available, had the scheme 
attracted grant. This is illustrated below for a single notional Social Rent unit: 

Capital value – based on ACG with grant = £100,000 
Grant payable = 58% of ACG or £58,000 

Capital value – based on ACG without grant = £42,000 (£100,000 minus 
£58,000) 

The following diagram illustrates the difference in approach between Options 
1 and 2 (taking social rent as the example): 

Assumed level of 
“developer discount” 

HA Contribution 
(42% of ACG) 

GRANT 
(58% of ACG) 
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HA Contribution 
(42% of ACG) 

Payment from HA to developer – 
ACG with grant (Button 1) 

Payment from HA to 
developer – based on ACG 
but no grant (Button 2) 

The DAT refers to the grant which is not available as the ‘developer’s 
discount’. 



       
 

          
    

    
  

          
    

Users can over-ride the DAT default values by entering their own values in the 
white cells. 

Press the 'Next Page' button to continue entering information in the DAT. If 
you need to go back to the ‘previous page’, press ‘Previous Page’. 

Page 17 – On-costs is called up next (as shown below). Detailed guidance on 
the use of this page was given in 6.14.1 above 

Press the 'Next Page' button to continue entering information in the DAT. If 
you need to go back to the ‘previous page’, press ‘Previous Page’. 



         
 

         
  

        
    

      
     

   

          
          

  

          
    

      
  

          
    

6.14.3 Capital value is based on income to the housing association – 
grant may be available 

In this option, the starting point for the DAT calculation of the capital value is 
as follows: 

For Social Rent – the amount of borrowing which the net rent to the housing 
association will support (or its capitalised net rent) 

For Homebuy – the average percentage of market value purchased by the 
purchasers. There is no rental payment. 

In both cases, grant may be available. 

Users can enter the amount of grant (in the white cells) either per unit or as a 
known value for the tenure. If no grant is available, the white cells should be 
left blank. 

Press the 'Next Page' button to continue entering information in the DAT. If 
you need to go back to the ‘previous page’, press ‘Previous Page’. 

Page 17 – On-costs is called up next (as shown below). Detailed guidance on 
the use of this page was given in 6.14.1 above 

Press the 'Next Page' button to continue entering information in the DAT. If 
you need to go back to the ‘previous page’, press ‘Previous Page’. 



       

      
       

     
       

     

       
       
 

       
     

          
    

  

              

   
  
 

  
 

  
  

                             
                       

                             
                      

                   

  

6.14.4 Capital value is agreed between the housing association and the 
developer 

The page gives the user various ways in which the payment can be entered -
either on a per unit basis or per tenure or as a single lump sum covering all 
the affordable tenures applicable to the scheme. The DAT requires 
information for ALL the affordable tenures in the scheme - if information is not 
available for one or more tenures - the user should choose an alternative 
route. 

18-KNOWNREVENUE 

Enter theknown paymentsto bemadebytheRSLtothedeveloper] 

NumberOf Units 
KnownRevenue 

perunit 
Revenuefor 
thetenure 

Methodof 
Calculation Total Revenue 

SocialRent 8.25 £ 30,000 PerUnit £ 247,500 
Homebuy 2.75 £ 100,000 ByTenureTotal £ 100,000 
IntermediateRent 2.75 £ 90,000 PerUnit £ 247,500 
EquityShare 2.75 £ 120,000 ByTenureTotal £ 120,000 

£ 715,000 Orenteraknownrevenueforthescheme 

NextPage PreviousPage 

Users should ensure that only one method of payment per tenure is used e.g. 
in the above example, it would be wrong for the user to leave a value in the 
‘Revenue for the tenure’ cell for Social Rent. 

With this option, it is assumed that any available grant and on-costs have 
been taken into account in arriving at the known payment(s). 

Press the 'Next Page' button to continue entering information in the DAT. If 
you need to go back to the ‘previous page’, press ‘Previous Page’. 



 

         

  

   
    
     

      
  

    
         

      
   

      

 

  

     
          

   

      
         

         
      

 

        
     

        
    

       
     

 

Advisory 1 

Calculation of capital value for Shared Equity and Intermediate Rent 

For the first three options i.e. 

i) ‘ACG with grant’ 
ii) ‘ACG without grant’ 
iii) ‘Income to the housing association’ 

Equity Share –capital value is calculated as the percentage of market value 
specified by the user 

Intermediate Rent - capital value is calculated as capitalised net rent less on-
costs. It is assumed that there will be no grant for Intermediate Rent. 
However, if grant were available, it can be modelled by entering an 
appropriate capital contribution at page 13 of the DAT. 

iv) Known revenue – capital value is identified by the user 

Advisory 2 

Mixed options 

There may be cases where the method of payment differs between tenures 
e.g. the payment for social rent is based on ACG with grant but for Homebuy 
is based on option 3 (‘Income to the housing association). 

To accommodate this, users will need to undertake more than one run of the 
DAT and sum the results. For example, the scheme consists of 50 market 
dwellings, 10 social rent units (payment based on ACG with grant) and 5 
Homebuy units (payment based on income to the housing association). The 
scheme is divided into 2 runs: 

One – the 50 market units and 10 social rent units. Option 1 is chosen to 
calculate the revenue from the affordable housing (i.e. for the 10 social rent 
units using ACG with grant). Any planning obligations and capital 
contributions are included in this run. 

Two – the 5 Homebuy units. Option 3 is chosen to calculate the revenue from 
the affordable housing (i.e. for the 5 Homebuy units using the income to the 
housing association). 



 

      
       

      
     

       
         

    

     
    

   

       
         

      

Advisory 3 

On-costs are incurred by housing associations in connection with the 
purchase of homes from developers. On-costs are taken into account in the 
DAT and are deducted from the gross capital value of affordable housing 
(Social Rent, Homebuy and Intermediate Rent). Users can enter their own 
values for on-costs or use the DAT default percentages (which are calculated 
as a percentage of the ACG value used). These percentages are taken from 
the Welsh Assembly Government Guidance. They are: 

4% - For off the shelf schemes 
9% - For package deals 
10.5% - For collaborative design and build 

Users should seek advice from their local housing associations on the values 
to use – be they a fixed sum pre unit or tenure or one of the above 
percentages. If no other information is available, users should use 9% as the 
‘norm’. 



   

       
 

         
     

       
    

  

       

      
     
   
    
    
    

        
      

    
      
      

      
      

6.15 Contribution from Commercial Elements 

This page allows the user to input details of the commercial element of a 
mixed use scheme. 

The page allows the user to input relevant revenue and cost data for six types 
of commercial property including office, industrial, retail, hotel, 
leisure/community services or any other relevant commercial use. The user 
may alter the category for each column of information according to the 
commercial property types included in the scheme. 

The white cells can be filled in. They allow the user to input: 

The floor area of the scheme (gross floor area per m2); 
The anticipated rent (per m2); 
The appropriate yield; 
The build cost per m2; 
The allowance for professional fees; 
The rate of return. 

The Toolkit adds (or subtracts) the value of the commercial element to the 
residual value calculated for the residential. 

Local authorities may require an affordable or other Section 106 contribution 
where the commercial element of a scheme adds value. Developers may 
wish to reflect commercial elements which do not add value. 

The Toolkit does not provide default data for this page, although this may be 
available in future editions, subject to appropriate research. 



     
       

  

     
       

   
      

  

           
     

  

          
    

      

             

  
 
   
   
   

              

  

However, users, and those who evaluate appraisals will have access to best 
secondary sources of data showing yields, rents and development costs. 

6.16 Comparisons with other site values 

Users can compare the residual value generated by the DAT with a range of 
other values for the site. Five options are shown in the page called 
Comparisons with other site values. Users should enter information in the 
appropriate white boxes (noting for themselves what is meant by Alternative 
Use Value 1 etc). 

19 - COMPARISONWITHOTHERSITE VALUES 
Youmay enter avalue that represents thesite'salternativeusevalue, itsacquisition 

(The Toolkitcannotcalculate these values - they are inputsmadeby the user) 

Existing Use Value 
Acquisition Cost 
Alternative Use Value 1 
Alternative Use Value 2 
Alternative Use Value 3 

Previous Page NextPage 

The DAT does not calculate these other site values. However, it summaries 
the differences between the DAT residual and any values entered in this page 
in the Results page which follows. 

Press the 'Next Page' button to continue entering information in the DAT. If 
you need to go back to the ‘previous page’, press ‘Previous Page’. 



   

   

       
     

     

         
  

       
  

  

       
         

      
 

6.17 Displaying and saving the results 

6.17.1 Reviewing the Results 

When you have completed all the input pages of the DAT displays the results 
on page 20 - ‘Scheme Results’. This shows the basic characteristics of the 
scheme and financial information which has been calculated by the DAT. 

If you wish to print this page, or the next page (Summary Results Page), from 
the ‘File’ menu select a print option. 

It is also possible to print all of the input pages for the entire scheme from the 
‘File’ menu. 

6.17.2 Cost Components 

The DAT provides more detailed information about the way in which 
development costs for individual tenures have been built up. To review the 
components of costs, press the Cost Components button on the Scheme 
Results page. 



   

      
       

    

     
  

     
    

   

       
      
      

  

   

       
 

 

                                          
                                                     

                                                   

                                                 

                                         

             

 
 

  

   

  

21 - COSTS COMPONENTS 

All figures rounded to the nearest£1000 Market Social Rent Homebuy 
Intermediate 

Rent Equity Share 

1,904,000 £ 689,000 £ 344,000 £ 344,000 £ 317,000 £ 
257,000 £ 41,000 £ 21,000 £ 21,000 £ 43,000 £ 

643,000 £ 77,000 £ 39,000 £ 39,000 £ 107,000 £ 

655,000 £ 108,000 £ 54,000 £ 54,000 £ 109,000 £ 

Total (nearest£1000) 3,459,000 £ 915,000 £ 457,000 £ 457,000 £ 576,000 £ 

Figures in the above row may be affacted by rounding in the above table 

Finance Costs 
Build Costs 

Other DevelopmentCosts 

Developer and Contractor Return 

ReturntoResults 

In the Costs Components table: 

Build costs does not include the cost of providing parking 
Other development costs includes costs of garage provision, marketing, 
internal overheads and professional fees. 

Because of rounding, column totals may appear to vary from the sum of the 
individual cost components. 

It should be noted that the Cost Components page does not cover 
‘exceptional costs’. These are shown separately on the Scheme Results page. 

6.17.3 Saving the Results 

The DAT allows the user to store a number of different results for the same 
scheme and to compare the impact on scheme finances of different sets of 
assumptions. To store results in the Summary Results Page, press the Save 
Results button on the ‘Scheme Results’ page. 



      
    

       
   

        
 

      
 

    
       

     

The Summary Results Page can store over 200 different sets of results within 
the DAT. The Summary Results page provides scheme reference information 
at the top, key financial and other information and a review of the main 
assumptions which have been used. This information is automatically saved 
upon exiting the DAT via the “File” menu, and is recalled when the user next 
accesses the DAT. 

If the user wants to remove saved results from the Summary Results Page, 
press the “Clear Results” button. 

By using the menu button “File” and selecting “Save Summary Results Page” 
you can create a file of results only. The user will be prompted to enter a 
name for this Results File, which is then created in the same directory as the 
DAT. 



   

       
    

         
      

  

       
    

    
       

      
    

    
        

     
     

7. SAVING FILES 

Users can save copies of the DAT (with scheme data) as separate files. This 
makes it possible to keep a record of the appraisal and to allow future 
amendments. You may find it helpful to save the entire DAT run in its own file 
(perhaps within a folder which deals with a particular scheme). This section 
advises on how to do this. 

When working with the original DAT file (Wales DAT.xls) go to the file menu 
and select ‘Save Copy Of Scheme’, as shown below. 

You will be prompted for a filename for the scheme. Enter a filename and 
press ‘Save’. You will then be able to close the DAT and open the saved 
scheme, or alternatively carry on making changes in the DAT and save 
subsequent versions using the steps above. 

Schemes that have been saved can be opened and altered. It is also possible 
to make changes to saved schemes and to then save those changes. The 
screenshot below shows how saved schemes (those derived from the original 
DAT) can have changes saved within them, or changes saved as another file. 



        
    

       
   

It is possible to save many schemes within one folder on your computer, 
providing that they do not have same filename. 

The option to ‘Save’ is not available within the original DAT file (Wales 
DAT.xls). 



 

        
          

           
  

 
    

     
      

    
   

      
      

   
     

        
    

     
    

      
     

    

8 COMPARING RESULTS 

Users can choose a wide range of assumptions to use to test and compare 
results for a scheme. There is no single right way of doing this. A suggested 
sequence of testing is set out below. This sets out a series of basic tests 
which would provide key results. 

1 All market – no affordable housing 
2 Percentage of affordable housing as per policy (with the capital value of 

social rent and Homebuy based on ACG with grant) 
3 Percentage of affordable housing as per policy (with NO grant for social 

rent and Homebuy and the option chosen, ‘Capital value is based on 
income to the housing association’) 

1 to 3 above with an increase in market values of 10% 
1 to 3 above with a decrease in market values of 10% 
1 to 3 above with an increase in density of 10% 
1 to 3 above with a decrease in density of 10% 

It would be advisable for authorities to identify a ‘testing sequence’ (as above 
or an alternative which is preferred). This sequence would then be followed 
by all users of the DAT each time a new/revised scheme is being tested, 
providing consistency in approach. Thereafter, the user can undertake 
whatever other tests are required but there would always be a series of 
benchmark results against which other test results can be compared and a 
benchmark to compare the results of one scheme to another. 



    

       
        

ANNEX 1 DAT SOFTWARE COMPATIBILITY 

The table below indicates where and where not, the DAT will function with 
respect to different combinations of Microsoft Windows and Microsoft Excel: 

Excel 
Version 

Windows 
XP 

Windows 
NT 

Windows 
2000 

Windows 
1998 

Windows 
1995 

2002/XP OK OK OK OK X 
2000 OK OK OK OK X 
97 X X X X X 
95 X X X X X 



     

         
   

       
      

      
    

      
    

 

  
    

   
   

 

 

 

 

 

ANNEX 2 DEFAULT DWELLING MIXES 

The default dwelling mixes were developed through analysis of a range of 
recent and current planning applications across the 10 local authorities 
covered by the DAT. The local authorities commented on an initial draft of the 
mixes. The mixes are therefore a robust reflection of current practice in the 
area covered by the DAT. However, it should be noted that they are notional 
‘average’ mixes for a given density band and that individual schemes may 
have very different characteristics from the default mixes. Users are advised 
to include scheme specific information wherever possible. 

(Densities in dwellings per hectare) 

Description Rooms 0 30 35 40 45 50 75 100 125 Rural 
Studio Flat 1 5% 20% 20% 
1 Bed Flat 1 5% 5% 15% 25% 35% 35% 
2 Bed Flat 2 10% 10% 15% 20% 40% 45% 45% 10% 
1 Bed 
Terrace/Town 
House 1 

5% 

2 Bed 
Terrace/Town 
House 2 15% 20% 

30% 25% 15% 

3 Bed 
Terrace/Town 
House 3 10% 10% 20% 20% 

25% 30% 10% 10% 

4 Bed 
Terrace/Town 
House 4 5% 

5% 

2 Bed Semi 
Detached 2 
3 Bed Semi 
Detached 3 10% 10% 10% 10% 

10% 5% 10% 

4 Bed Semi 
Detached 4 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 5% 
3 Bed Detached 3 20% 20% 10% 10% 20% 
4 Bed Detached 4 30% 30% 15% 10% 20% 
5 Bed Detached 5 20% 20% 10% 20% 
2 Bed Bungalow 2 5% 
3 Bed Bungalow 3 5% 



    

  
   

 
 

   
 

 

  

  

  
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

ANNEX 3 DEFAULT UNIT SIZES 

Dwelling Type 
Size in sq.m 
Affordable 

Units 

Size in sq.m 
Market 

Units 

Studio Flat 45 45 

1 Bed Flat 48 50 

2 Bed Flat 60 55 
1 Bed Terrace/Town 
House 48 50 
2 Bed Terrace/Town 
House 73 55 
3 Bed Terrace/Town 
House 80 80 
4 Bed Terrace/Town 
House 100 100 

2 Bed Semi Detached 73 65 

3 Bed Semi Detached 80 75 

4 Bed Semi Detached 100 105 

3 Bed Detached 80 100 

4 Bed Detached 100 130 

5 Bed Detached 120 150 

2 Bed Bungalow 58 80 

3 Bed Bungalow 90 100 



       
   

        
   

      
      
        

     

         

 
     

  

  

     
     

      
    

   
     

  
     

     
     

     
     

   
      

   
      

 

        
      

  
   

 
      

  
   

ANNEX 4 DAT METHODS FOR CALCULATING CAPITAL VALUE OF 
THE AFFORDABLE HOUSING 

There are 4 methods by which the Capital Value of a scheme (also known as 
the revenue) can be calculated. 

1. Capital value is based on ACG – Grant is available 
2. Capital value is based on ACG – Grant is not available 
3. Capital value is based on income to the housing association – grant 

may be available 
4. Capital payment is agreed between the housing association and the 

developer 

Option 1 - Capital value is based on ACG – Grant is available 

Tenure Method 

Market Housing 
Revenue is the product of Market price and number of 
units; 
Market Value x No.units 

Social Rent 

Revenue is the product of a percentage of ACG for each 
unit less on-costs. (The user can adjust the % ACG to 
be used. On-costs are either a percentage of adjusted 
ACG or a fixed value); 
(ACG% x No.units) - On-costs 
Grant is calculated separately and is a percentage of 
ACG(or adjusted ACG) plus any Wheelchair supplement; 
(Grant% x ACG% x No.units) + (WCsupp x No.units) 

Homebuy 

Revenue is the product of a percentage of ACG for each 
unit less on-costs. (The user can adjust the % ACG to 
be used. On-costs are either a percentage of adjusted 
ACG or a known value); 
(ACG% x No.units) - On-costs 
Grant is calculated separately and is a percentage of the 
base ACG plus any Wheelchair supplement; 
(Grant% x ACG x No. units) + (WCsupp x No.units) 

Intermediate 
Rent 

Revenue is the capitalised net rent value. Net rent is the 
annual rent less Management costs, Voids and Letting 
Fees; 
((AnnualRent – (Management+Voids+LettingFee) x 
Capitalisation) x No.Units 

Equity Share 
Revenue is the product of the reduced market value and 
the number of units; 
Reduction% x MarketValue x No.units 



        

 
     

  

  

       
   

  
     
  

       
   

  
     
  

 

        
      

  
   

 
      

  
   

Option 2 - Capital value is based on ACG – Grant is not available 

Tenure Method 

Market Housing 
Revenue is the product of Market price and number of 
units; 
Market Value x No.units 

Social Rent 

Revenue is the product of the base ACG less developer’s 
rate and the number of units less on-costs. (On-costs 
are either a percentage (100%less developer’s rate) of 
ACG or a known value); 
(ACG x (100% - DevelopersRate) x No.units) - On-
costs 

Homebuy 

Revenue is the product of the base ACG less developer’s 
rate and the number of units less on-costs. (On-costs 
are either a percentage (100%less developer’s rate) of 
ACG or a known value); 
(ACG x (100% - DevelopersRate) x No.units) - On-
costs 

Intermediate 
Rent 

Revenue is the capitalised net rent value. Net rent is the 
annual rent less Management costs, Voids and Letting 
Fees; 
((AnnualRent – (Management+Voids+LettingFee) x 
Capitalisation) x No.Units 

Equity Share 
Revenue is the product of the reduced market value and 
the number of units; 
Reduction% x MarketValue x No.units 



         
 

 
     

  

  

   
      

      
 

       
      
      

       
 

     

 

    
     

     

  

 
      

  
   

         
   

   

    
  

   
    

Option 3 - Capital value is based on income to the housing association – 
grant may be available 

Tenure Method 

Market Housing 
Revenue is the product of Market price and number of 
units; 
Market Value x No.units 

Social Rent 

Revenue is capitalised net rent less on-costs plus grant. 
(On-costs entered as a known value, grant entered as a 
known value). Net rent is the annual rent less any 
management, voids and repairs reserve; 
(((Annual Rent – (Management + Voids + Repairs)) * 
Capitalisation x No.units) + Grant) - On-costs 

Homebuy 

Revenue is the product of the reduced market value and 
the number of units (On-costs entered as a known value, 
grant entered as a known value), 
((Reduction% x MarketValue x No.units) + Grant) – 
On-costs 

Intermediate 
Rent 

Revenue is the capitalised net rent value less On-costs. 
Net rent is the annual rent less Management costs, Voids 
and Letting Fees (On-costs entered as a known value); 
(((AnnualRent – (Management+Voids+LettingFee) x 
Capitalisation) x No.Units) - On-costs 

Equity Share 
Revenue is the product of the reduced market value and 
the number of units; 
Reduction% x MarketValue x No.units 

Option 4 - Capital payment is agreed between the housing association 
and the developer 

Tenure Method 

Market Housing Revenue is a known value entered by the user 

Social Rent Revenue is a known value entered by the user 
Homebuy Revenue is a known value entered by the user 
Intermediate Rent Revenue is a known value entered by the user 
Equity Share Revenue is a known value entered by the user 



 

      
     

       
       

      
         

     
      

        
          

      
        
      

     
        
      

     
     

      
         

         

DISCLAIMER: 

NEITHER THREE DRAGONS AS THE LICENSOR, NOR THE WELSH 
AUTHORITIES AND THEIR PARTNERS WHO HAVE HELPED CREATE, 
PRODUCE OR DELIVER THIS VERSION OF THE SOFTWARE SHALL BE 
LIABLE FOR ANY DAMAGES, INCLUDING DIRECT, INDIRECT, 
INCIDENTAL, SPECIAL OR CONSEQUENTIAL DAMAGES, OR DAMAGES 
FOR LOSS OF PROFITS, REVENUE, DATA OR USE, INCURRED BY YOU 
OR ANY THIRD PARTY, WHETHER IN AN ACTION IN CONTRACT OR 
TORT, EVEN IF YOU, ANY VENDOR OR ANY OTHER PERSON HAS BEEN 
ADVISED OF THE POSSIBILITY OF SUCH DAMAGES. YOU ASSUME THE 
ENTIRE RISK OF ANY USE MADE OF THE SOFTWARE OR DATA AND 
TAKE FULL RESPONSIBILITY FOR ANY DECISIONS AND/OR ANALYSES 
IN WHICH THE SOFTWARE OR DATA IS USED OR RELIED UPON. ANY 
RELIANCE BY YOU OR OTHERS ON THE SOFTWARE OR DATA WILL 
NOT DIMINISH THAT RESPONSIBILITY. NEITHER THREE DRAGONS 
NOR THE GLA OR THE SOUTH WALES AUTHORITIES OR PARTNERS 
SHALL BE LIABLE FOR, AND YOU AGREE TO INDEMNIFY AND HOLD 
THEM ALL HARMLESS FROM AND AGAINST, ANY CLAIMS, EXPENSES, 
LOSSES OR LIABILITIES (INCLUDING PROFESSIONAL FEES AND 
EXPENSES) IN CONNECTION WITH ANY CLAIM BY A THIRD PARTY 
RELATING TO YOUR USE OF THE SOFTWARE OR DATA, OR RELATING 
TO ANY DECISIONS OR ANALYSES ARISING OUT OF SUCH USE. 
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Appendix B 
Stratification of Housing Market Areas 

© Entec UK Limited 



                

    

   
    

    
    

  
  

   
    
    
 
    

       
      

   
   

  

  

    

    

 

Appendix B 

RYEDALE 

Postcode Sector 

YO62 4 

YO62 7 (South) 
YO62 5 (South) 

Large Settlements Medium Settlements 

Hovingham 

Helmsley 

Small Settlements 

Ampleforth, Stingsby 

Nawton, Wombleton 
Nunnington, East Newton 

YO7 2 (East) Cold Kirby, Scawton 
Y61 4 (North) Oldstead, Byland Abbey 

YO60 7 Barton-Le-Willows, Coneysthorpe 
YO60 6 Sheriff Hutton 

YO18 7 (South) Pickering (East) Thornton-Le-Dale 
YO18 8 (South) Pickering (West) Cropton, Wrelton 
YO62 6 (South) Kirkbymoorside Sinnington, Safton, Spaunton 
YO17 7 Malton 
YO17 6 Great Habton, Swinton, Broughton 

YO17 8 Norton on Derwent (East) Rillington, Duggleby, Sherburn 
YO17 9 Norton on Derwent Leavering, Thixendale, Langton 

YO 25 3 Foxholes, Butterwick 
YO12 4 Potter Brompton 

Detached Semis Terraced Flats 

Sub Market 5 Bed 4 Bed 3 Bed 3 Bed 2 Bed 3 Bed 2 Bed 3 Bed 2 Bed 1 Bed 

Prime Ryedale £475,000 £210,000 £330,000 £255,000 £215,000 £250,000 £210,000 £225,000 £195,000 £135,000 

National Park West £425,000 £370,000 £295,000 £230,000 £195,000 £225,000 £185,000 £200,000 £175,000 £120,000 

South West Ryedale £395,000 £345,000 £275,000 £215,000 £180,000 £210,000 £175,000 £185,000 £160,000 £115,000 

Pickering, Malton and NP Hinterland £320,000 £280,000 £225,000 £175,000 £145,000 £170,000 £140,000 £150,000 £130,000 £90,000 

Norton on Derwent & Hinterland £295,000 £255,000 £205,000 £160,000 £135,000 £155,000 £130,000 £140,000 £120,000 £85,000 

East Ryedale £265,000 £230,000 £185,000 £140,000 £120,000 £140,000 £115,000 £125,000 £110,000 £75,000 

H:\Projects\Project Subfiles\25088 LEE Ryedale LDF Evidence Base Support\Docs\4.Further Amended Draft Final Report May 2010\Final Issue to RDC 280510\Appendix B.xls Page 1 of 1 



    

 
   

   

C r e a t in g t h e e n v i r o n m e n t f o r b u s i n e s s 

Appendix C 
Assumed Base and Overhead Development Costs 

© Entec UK Limited 
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Appendix D 
Flood Resilience Costs 
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Ryedale Affordable Housing Viability Study – Flood Mitigation Costs 

Spreadsheet Approach 

Existing data sources for flood mitigation costs were examined, and simple example scenarios 
produced in an Excel spreadsheet. 

Data was principally obtained from: 

CIRIA C687 “The SuDS Manual” (2007) – chapter 25 gives indicative costs per m3 

of storage required (assumption that 1 ha requires 650m3 of storage); 

Costs for Environment Agency flood defences were also identified, and have been 
included in some Flood Zone 3 scenarios, however the costs are large for the more 
difficult (and unlikely to be selected) brownfield sites with significant flood risk; 

Various costings from ABI and Defra flood resilience studies were identified, in 
general these reflect costs to adapt existing buildings and many of the measures are 
active (require residents to set up). For new build these measures are not suitable, so 
only passive flood resilience measures were considered (i.e. floor raising). 

The following scenarios were used (for a 1 ha site): 

Flood Zone 1 – fitting of SuDS (permeable paving and attenuation basin), plus basic 
FRA; 

Flood Zone 2 - fitting of SuDS (permeable paving and attenuation basin), some floor 
raising for building resilience. Plus medium-FRA costs; 

Flood Zone 3 - fitting of SuDS (permeable paving and attenuation basin), some floor 
raising for building resilience, earth moving to raise parts of site (0.1ha) and reduce 
levels elsewhere on site (0.1ha), 100m of retaining wall. Plus costs for a FRA 
supported by hydraulic modelling etc. 

The following costs were identified from the spreadsheet approach for residential 
development: 

One hectare of residential in Flood Zone 1 – cost of £85,000 

One hectare of residential in Flood Zone 2 – cost of £170,000 

One hectare of residential in Flood Zone 3 – cost of £220,000 to £640,000 

Reductions in per hectare costs for non-residential use (i.e. employment uses) are likely to be 
minimal, given that the same standard of flood mitigation would be required by PPS25.  
Efficiencies may occur as SuDS may be simpler on employment sites with less individual 
building units, a ~10% reduction in costs has been used for these. These efficiencies may be 
limited on mixed-use sites. 

It should be noted that potential costs are very sensitive to site specifics, for example in the 
case of land raising, costs would be markedly lower if suitable fill material can be obtained on 
site rather than imported in from off-site. In some cases SuDS costs may be similar to the 
cost of a standard traditional drainage system. It is recommended that the costing for each 
potential site is tailored once summary information on site characteristics is available. 

H:\Projects\Project Subfiles\25088 LEE Ryedale LDF Evidence Base Support\Docs\4.Further Amended Draft Final Report May 
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Table 1 Flood Mitigation Costs for Brownfield Sites 

Categorisation Criteria Mitigation Costs per Ha 

Minor 

Medium 

Significant 

Flood Zone 1 

Flood Zone 2 

Flood Zone 3 

For Residential Uses 

£85,000 

£170,000 

N/A 

For Non-Residential Uses 

£76,000 

£153,000 

£220,000 to £640,000 

Internet data Review 

A Google search for ‘Flood Mitigation Costs’ gave the following data sources: 

GVA Grimley - Stroud Employment Land Review (October 2007) - £50,000 per site 
(Employment uses) and £100,000 per site (Mixed Use), although no details are given 
(i.e. site size, proportion in each flood zone), source is given as “GVA Grimley, 
2007”, but no reference list is given. 

Springfield School, Todmorden Road, Burnley, Lancashire (August 2008) - £45,000 
flood related drainage, £70,000 flood mitigation works (300mm of floor raising via 
cast concrete). EA map shows site on edge of Flood Zone 3 extent. Aerial images 
indicate that the built component of this site is in the region of 1ha. 

H:\Projects\Project Subfiles\25088 LEE Ryedale LDF Evidence Base Support\Docs\4.Further Amended Draft Final Report May 
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Appendix E 
Contaminated Land Remediation Costs 
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Appendix F 
Extract from Cost Analysis of The Code for 
Sustainable Homes 
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© Entec UK Limited 



 

  

  

              
                

           
        

   

         
            

         
            

          
           

       

         
             

    

  

            
         

            
          

            
          

             
            

             
           

         

             
             

            

              
  

1 of 2 

1. Economic Trends/ Projections UK 
2009/10 

1.1 Introduction 

This note provides an overview of the current and potential future economic climate within the 
UK. It also provides some general analysis on the current and future trends with regards to the 
housing market and more specifically to the North Yorkshire market. The research draws on 
publicly available resources from the Government, the banks, house builders, local authority 
websites and newspaper articles. 

1.2 General Economic Trends/Forecasts for UK 

As of this week the UK economy has officially come out of recession, after figures showed it 
had grown by a weaker-than-expected 0.1% in the last three months of 2009. The economy had 
previously contracted for six consecutive quarters - the longest period since quarterly figures 
were first recorded in 1955. The Office for National Statistics showed that in the year to 
December 2009 the rate of inflation rose by approximately 3% with the Consumer Prices Index 
rising by 2.9% from 1.9% in November. The Retail Price Index rose by 2.4% from 0.3% in 
November and the RPIX (excluding mortgage interest payments) rose by 3.8% from 2.7% in 
November.  

However there is an overall feeling of caution with many analysts predicting that the economy 
could struggle to grow strongly with most only expecting the economy to grow by around 1% 
this year, compared with its long-run annual average of 2.5%. 

1.3 Current/Future Housing Market Trends 

Mervyn King’s general message for house builders is salutary and they must expect a slow and 
weak recovery, as earnings stagnate for what could be a considerable period. However there is 
some room for cautious optimism with the market making some slow improvements. The 
DCLG published its house price index based on mortgage completions in October and it 
outlined that UK house prices rose by 2.3 % in the quarter ending October compared with a 
smaller rise of 2.0 % for the quarter ending July. The Halifax published its House price index 
showing a rise of 2.9% in the three months to October compared to the previous three months. 
In addition the Land Registry outlined data for house prices in October which showed a positive 
monthly change of 0.6%, however, the annual change stands at -3.4%. The Office for National 
Statistics outlined that private housing orders in the three months to November 2009 rose 56% 
compared with the previous three months and by 23% compared to the same period a year 
earlier. 

As a gauge to housing trends over the last 50 years The Halifax showed that house prices rose 
273% between 1959 and 2009, an average of 2.7%, but the rise was uneven. The fastest growth 
was between 1999 to 2009 after a fall, in real terms, of 2.4% between 1989 and 1999. It 
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identified four periods when prices rose rapidly (1971-73, 1977-1980, 1985-89 and 1998-2007. 
These were each followed by a period of significant falls. This outlines a general 10 year 
cyclical rotation of house prices with rapid rises coming in 5 year periods. 

1.4 Housing Market in North Yorkshire 

Based on Land Registry data the average house prices across North Yorkshire continue to rise 
with monthly increases of 1.6% and 1.2% for October and November 2009 respectively. The 
number of housing sales in York has increased 1.1% from October to November 2009 and this 
sees a 0.6% increase on 2008 levels. 

Based on DCLG mean houses prices North Yorkshire has seen significant rises in the last 
quarter (13.1% increase) and more specifically within Ryedale (24.3%). DCLG property sales 
have also increased for North Yorkshire rising 32.7% within the last quarter and 30.7% in the 
last year. The figures are even higher for Ryedale with 56.2% and 48.8% increases respectively.  

1.5 Conclusions 

Overall the UK economy is showing signs of gradual improvement. This is no better underlined 
that the figures published on 26/1/2010 confirming that we are officially out of the recession, 
albeit marginally. The improvements are also underlined by the rise of rates of inflation of 
approximately 3% in last quarter of 2009. This positive vibe is also picked up in housing market 
which is showing signs of picking up particularly in the second half of 2009 with houses prices 
rising also by approximately 3%. The positive trends in relation to the housing market in the last 
quarter of 2009 are also being felt through North Yorkshire albeit at a slightly slower rate. 

h:\projects\project subfiles\25088 lee ryedale ldf evidence base support\docs\4.further amended draft final report may 2010\final issue to rdc 
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Affordable Housing Potential by Post Code Areas 2009 
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Affordable Housing Potential by 2015 under 5% Annual Growth 
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Affordable Housing Potential by 2021 under 5% Annual Growth 
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Residual Values for Malton, Pickering and Kirkbymoorside Small Sites 
(Affordable Options for 5 units at 3% Annual Growth Projections) 
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2009 Spatial Option Level Assessments – 
Infrastructure Costs including £7.5M and £23.5M 
Highway Measures 
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	1. Introduction 
	1.1 
	Context 
	Ryedale District Council is preparing a Local Development Framework (LDF) to replace the current Local Plan and so guide development through the planning process up to 2026. The first element of this – the Core Strategy Development Plan Document (DPD), hereafter referred to as the “core strategy” – will respond to the Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS) and set out the broad locations of land allocations.  In doing so, a robust evidence base is needed to underpin the articulation of the local policies that will
	The Council has commissioned this study to inform it approach to affordable housing provision against the concerns of Planning Policy Statement 3: Housing (PPS3) and its accompanying document Delivering Affordable Housing.  PPS3 stipulates that LDFs should set a plan wide target for the amount of affordable housing to be provided and that this target should reflect an assessment of the likely economic viability of land for housing in the plan area – an issue that is clearly paramount in the current economic
	1

	As development economics vary with location, it is important to provide evidence of the relative viability for the largest settlements of Malton and Norton as well as of Pickering, Kirkbymoorside and Helmsley as well as the rural area.  This aspect helps to inform consideration of the choice of broad location and, potentially, the phasing of development also taking into account the cost of local infrastructure needs to be met either through S106 agreements or the Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL).  
	As the LDF covers the period to 2026, and because the future is uncertain, it is important to consider how economic circumstances may change over this period.  This helps inform whether, for development management purposes, a staged approach towards the overall target provision. 
	This study does not address the area within the boundaries of the North Yorkshire Moors National Park Authority who are the local planning authority (LPA) for this part of Ryedale. 
	1.2 
	Objectives 
	The overarching objective of this study is to evaluate the potential of the LDF to meet affordable housing need up to 2026.  Within this, the following objectives and evidence requirements need to be met: 
	H:\Projects\Project Subfiles\25088 LEE Ryedale LDF Evidence © Entec UK Limited Base Support\Docs\4.Further Amended Draft Final Report May Page 1 2010\Final Issue to RDC 280510\rr013i2.doc 22 July 2010 
	L
	LI
	Figure
	To
	 specify and understand the nature and dynamics of the local housing market in terms of house prices, development costs and land values; 

	LI
	Figure
	To
	 evaluate the currently viability of development across Ryedale; 

	LI
	Figure
	To
	 evaluate recent trends in house prices and land values to understand how Ryedale is performing compared to regional and national trends and to inform reasonable assumptions of how this may change in future; 

	LI
	Figure
	To
	 consult, validate and agree the methodology and findings of the study with a range of development stakeholders active in Ryedale; 

	LI
	Figure
	To
	 establish,  based upon the agreed economic scenarios, how the viability of affordable housing provision could change in the medium to longer term; 

	LI
	Figure
	To
	 suggest how the policy provision of the core strategy could best respond to meet the Council’s overarching objectives. 


	These objectives are met through the use of a residual valuation approach that evaluates the residual values (the ‘gap’ between development revenues and costs) against which the costs of land and S106/CIL are to be met. 
	Structure of this Report 
	The structure of this report is as follows: 
	L
	LI
	Figure
	The
	 methodology is outlined at Section 2; 

	LI
	Figure
	The
	 application of the methodology is at Sections 3 to 6; 

	LI
	Figure
	The
	findings are set out in Sections 7 to 9; and 

	LI
	Figure
	Conclusions 
	are at Section 10. 
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	2. Methodology 
	2.1 
	Caveat 
	Fundamentally, this study is strategic and theoretical that seeks to identify the broad influences upon viability in the potential broad locations across the District.  It does not assess individual sites although its findings will inform the Council’s assessment of specific proposals in due course.  
	It can be said that the current economic downturn provides a somewhat unhelpful context to the study and it could be argued that it is being undertaken under exceptional and unrepresentative conditions.  Nevertheless, the future is inherently unpredictable and there is a policy requirement for the study so current conditions and market responses must be acknowledged within a statement at a point in time so that changes can be monitored and evidence updated to ensure that policy responds effectively. 
	2.2 
	Residual Valuation 
	2.2.1 Theoretical Basis 
	Viability is assessed through a residual valuation approach.  This considers the relationship between the potential revenue from a given scheme (R) (sales revenues, rents etc) against the non land costs (NLC) (build costs, overheads, S106/CIL requirements, Code level) of delivery.  If the residual value (R) equates to that sought by the landowner for the land then the development can be said to be viable. Plate 2.1 shows graphically this basic relationship R = R – NLC.  It is stressed that a residual valuat
	V
	S
	S
	V
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	Plate 2.1 Derivation of Residual Land Value 
	2.2.2 Current Uncertainty 
	As, under this approach, residual value is critical, its relevance to any assessment of viability must be established. It has to be acknowledged that the current economic downturn has created complications: 
	L
	LI
	Figure
	The
	downturn has drastically reduced house prices and hence potential revenue yields. As costs are relatively static, the only flexibility is provided by the cost paid for land and this has, nationwide, fallen dramatically over the past two years.   Unless there is an imperative to sell, landowners are ‘sitting tight’ in the expectation that the worth of their asset will be enhanced with economic recovery; 

	LI
	Figure
	Implicit
	in this is that the value of land is established through the ‘going rate’ based upon past transactions that reflected conditions which may not now apply.  For instance, offers are now being made by developers in the knowledge of the cost implications of the Code for Sustainable Homes and affordable housing; 

	LI
	Figure
	Related
	 to the above point is the greater imperative upon planning authorities to obtain developer contributions towards the need for enhanced infrastructure (either through the CIL or S106 agreements). 


	There is therefore a latent tension between landowners and developers at the present time.  Depending upon their understanding of emerging costs, landowner expectations may remain high whilst affordable housing and other policy requirements mean that developers will not be able to meet these in future. The downturn serves to blur this picture and it is likely that a degree of economic recovery is required to enable land values to find a new level based upon more realistic, common expectations. 
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	Implicit in any ‘going rate’ is that development is not considered viable simply because it is more valuable than its existing use.  Unless there is an imperative to sell – and this cannot be reliable basis for policy – landowners are unlikely to sell good quality agricultural if it yields just in excess of its current value in Yorkshire of £140,000 per hectare.  Similarly, rentals accrued from employment uses means that the relationship between employment and residential land values is not a simple compari
	In summary therefore, the eventual price paid for residential land will be influenced by specific factors as follow: 
	L
	LI
	Figure
	The
	influence of location expressed through relative house prices; 

	LI
	Figure
	Whether
	 developers meet niche markets.  For instance, higher costs will be associated with high specification of materials required in, for instance, areas of high environmental quality or conservation areas; 

	LI
	Figure
	The
	 nature and mix of the development proposed. Higher density flatted development and small sites generally command different values to ‘bulk land’ of 2 hectares or more; 

	LI
	Figure
	The
	level of the affordable element and the nature of its tenure – social rental produces less revenue than intermediate tenures such as low cost home buy or shared equity schemes; 

	LI
	Figure
	Other
	 options open to the landowner. The competitiveness of a buoyant employment market may deter a change of use especially where the landowner concerned has the strategic ability to fund employment provision and factor in rents throughout the life of the development; 

	LI
	Figure
	The
	 nature of purchase agreements and approach to risk.  An upfront option payment may be less advantageous to the landowner than an outright sale.  Strategic promotion and planning status will also be a factor. 


	A strategic study cannot take account of all these circumstances although it must acknowledge that the ‘going rate’ will vary according to site specifics.  Consequently, it does not assess the core strategy proposals against a single land value but seeks to establish a ‘zone of viability’ defined by the range of land values.  Section 5 below suggests, that based upon consultations, there is a consensus that between £1M to £1.5M per hectare is currently being paid for residential land in Ryedale. 
	As far as possible, this addresses current uncertainty and the residual valuation approach provides an appropriate and robust method for assessing development viability. 
	2.2.3 Assessment Tool 
	The study uses the Three Dragons Development Appraisal Toolkit (DAT) which is a well known and long established product.  The DAT has been used nationwide in over 150 studies for local authorities in a range of urban, commuter belt and rural settings.  It offers the facility to incorporate house price, base build, exceptional and other costs that reflect local circumstances.  In assessing each scenario, Table 2.1 sets out the elements incorporated into the DAT. 
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	Table 2.1 Factors Incorporated into the DAT 
	Guidance notes for the use of the DAT are at Appendix A. 
	2.3 
	Methodology Summary 
	Taking these factors into account, the stages of the methodology are summarised below and in Figure 2.1. 
	2.3.1 Gathering of Evidence to Inform the DAT 
	L
	LI
	Figure
	An
	 evaluation of the existing housing market to identify and sub-divide the District into housing sub-markets – this identifies areas of relatively high or low house prices and therefore development revenues; 

	LI
	Figure
	The
	specification of the common revenue and costs assumptions used and the methods by which the cost of abnormal items are calculated; 

	LI
	Figure
	Compilation 
	and agreement of the potential cost implications of the main infrastructure requirements of highways, education and leisure for development of a given size; 

	LI
	Figure
	An
	 evaluation of recent trends in house prices, development costs and land values to establish benchmark values as well as of recent economic predictions. 


	2.3.2 2009 Assessments 
	Production of 2009 DAT assessments under current market conditions to specify current residual values against benchmark land values. These are produced at three assessment levels: 
	Figure
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	-Post Code Level – to evaluate the impact of sub-markets variations across the District; 
	-Small Site Level – to evaluate the ability of small sites to deliver off-site, as against on-site, affordable provision; and 
	-Town and Spatial Option Level – to evaluate the growth options being considered through the evolution of the Core Strategy. 
	Validation of 2009 DAT assessments through stakeholder consultation to seek consensus upon assumptions, costs and trends. 
	Figure

	2.3.3 Modelling of Scenarios 
	L
	LI
	Figure
	Applying 
	a series of agreed economic scenarios to the validated 2009 DAT assessments; and 

	LI
	Figure
	Evaluation
	 of the proportion of affordable housing potentially deliverable against benchmark land values over the period up to 2021 together with its likely timing.  Again this is undertaken at: -Post Code Level; -Small Site Level; 


	-Town and Spatial Option Level – this also incorporates the impact of the cost of alternative highway measures for Malton and Norton. 
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	3. Evidence to Inform the DAT 
	3.1 
	Sources and Validation 
	The assumptions that inform the DAT have been drawn from a combination of the following sources: 
	L
	LI
	Figure
	Publicly
	 available data drawn from, for instance, the Office for National Statistics (ONS), the HM Land Registry (HMLR), the Valuation Office (VO) and the Royal Institute of Chartered Surveyors (RICS); 

	LI
	Figure
	The
	 application of industry standard assumptions in respect of overhead and developer margins; 

	LI
	Figure
	Technical
	 notes and best practice guidance produced by a number of bodies that give informed information in relation to abnormal costs (e.g. flood resilience) and infrastructure provision (e.g. DfEE school place costs).  These are validated against real site development examples where appropriate; 

	LI
	Figure
	Locally
	 available evidence on the requirement and costs of other required infrastructure (e.g. highways). 


	These assumptions have been subject to consultation with local developer stakeholders to ensure that they are reasonable and relevant to local conditions. Details are provided in Section 5 below. 
	3.2 
	Identification of Housing Sub-Markets 
	HM Land Registry Data by Post Code Sectors 
	The main determinant of development revenues is prevailing house prices and their spatial variation.  Using data drawn from HM Land Registry data for the second quarter of 2009 at post code sector geography (to 4 figure level eg, YO 64 2) are initially stratified according to the market prices of new three-bedroom terraced dwellings. This is a common product type that has been, and will continue to be, offered in most areas of the District And this provides a robust initial comparator.   
	The price range across the sixteen post code sectors is then stratified into six sub markets range and the main settlements allocated to each as in Table 3.1.  The following should be noted 
	L
	LI
	Figure
	That 
	several sectors cross the boundaries of the North York Moors National Park which is not within the scope of this study; 

	LI
	Figure
	The
	 geography of the post code sectors do not conform to that of the ward boundaries that formed the basis of the District’s 2010 Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) undertaken by Arc4 Ltd. Despite this both exercises confirm the same pattern in house price decline towards the eastern end of the District. 
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	Creating the environment for business 
	Table 3.1 Summary of Housing Market Areas 
	Source: HM Land Registry, 2009 
	The summarised raw data is at Appendix B. 
	3.3 
	Revenue and Costs Assumptions 
	3.3.1 Revenue Assumptions 
	In addition to the revenues obtained from market sales, the following assumptions are also made: 
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	Development Mix 
	In the majority of cases, the development mix is based upon the findings of the SHMA detailed in Table 3.2.  The study amends these proportions based upon the need for apartments indicated by the needs of newly forming households (Table 4.5 of the SHMA) and the views of developer stakeholders on the likely market response. 
	Table 3.2 Current and Assumed Development Mix 
	* Difference mostly equates to 14% bungalows 
	Contribution of Rents 
	In respect of , (two thirds of the affordable element) the assumed weekly rents are set out in Table 3.3.  The DAT capitalises the contribution of these rents at 6%.  
	social rented units

	Table 3.3 Assumed Rental Values 
	In respect of , (one third of the affordable element) the DAT assumes that the occupant will purchase 40% of the property and capitalises the contribution of rents on the remainder at 6%.  
	new build ‘home buy’ units

	Availability of Grant 
	The 2009 Budget announced a package of housing stimuli measures (amounting to some £600m) to be administered by the HCA.  The HCA will have a package of measures available including support for delivery of affordable housing such as Homebuy Direct to support sales and equity, infrastructure or gap finance where good quality schemes can move ahead quickly.  
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	Given the current focus of the HCA upon the urban regeneration agenda, Ryedale is unlikely to benefit from this initiative.  In addition, and because grant availability will be subject to a bidding process, the DAT 2009 assessments assume no contribution from the HCA.  
	3.3.2 Basic Cost Assumptions 
	Base Development Costs 
	Local base development costs, indexed to 2009, are obtained from the RICS data.  Details of the rates (per m) for each type of development are at Appendix C. 
	3

	Overhead Costs 
	The overhead cost assumptions in respect of items such as interest on borrowing, developer margin, consultancy fees etc are also at Appendix C and based upon current common market practice.  There is a range of practice in the categorisation of the elements of overheads although consultation with the Council’s Housing Market Partnership (HMP) – a group of invited local development stakeholders – has confirmed that, in aggregate, the overall uplift is appropriate.  
	Under current market conditions, banks routinely seek a 20% developer margin as part of any loan agreement and this assumption is used in the study.  Whilst over the plan period this revert to previously required margins of around 15% and have on occasion been recently reported at around 25% market consultation suggests that a 20% margin is more likely to apply during a period of cautious economic recovery.  
	 may

	3.3.3 Abnormal Site Cost Assumptions 
	Flood Risk 
	Flood resilience costs are clearly dependent upon the measures required by the Environment Agency of specific developer proposals.  For the purposes of this study, costs to accommodate flood considerations in Flood Zone 1 to undertake a flood risk assessment and to provide mitigation measures to achieve greenfield run-off rates.  In respect of Flood Zones 2 and 3 the Council intend to conform to PPS25 and avoid development in these areas, hence the costs indicated in Table 3.4 should not apply.  These costs
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	Table 3.4 Flood Risk Mitigation Costs 
	Land Quality and Contamination 
	The potential for pollution from previous uses (of which there could be several) is clearly site specific and its severity will depend upon the nature of these uses, the extent of pollution and its origin – which may be on neighbouring or nearby land.  Estimating costs is difficult if the above factors are unknown, and any precision requires detailed assessments. 
	Nevertheless, it is important to develop a mechanism to estimate the costs of remediation where they could apply and sites/ areas can be categorised according to their previous use so that a risk factor can be applied to each. Table 3.5 sets out the typical remediation costs contained in the publication by English Partnerships: “Best Practice Note 27 (revised February 2008) Contamination and Dereliction Remediation Costs” together with the sensitivity of the local groundwater environment and the nature of t
	Ryedale does not have the industrial legacy that would normally require these costs.  As the Core Strategy is for the most part based upon greenfield sites the study does not incorporate remediation costs within its appraisals.  If in the event of a contaminated site being proposed for development, then the appropriate mid-range cost from Table 3.5 could be applied. Further details on the derivation of these costs are provided in Appendix E. 
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	Creating the environment for business 
	Table 3.5 Land and Contamination Remediation Costs 
	Note: Based on English Partnerships BPN 27 (2008). Figures in (brackets) reflect mid-range costs 
	Demolition Costs 
	A greenfield lead core strategy also means that demolition costs are unlikely to feature highly within appraisals of viability.  In the event of demolition being required to facilitate reuse, the following rates (per m) in Table 3.6 have been drawn from SPONS 2009 rates and cross checked to recent tender submissions obtained by Entec. 
	3

	Table 3.6 Demolition Rates 
	The most appropriate rate would be selected according to the nature of the existing structures.  In the case of complex and diverse building types on the same site (for instance a hospital), then an average rate would be assumed according to the mix of structures. 
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	A calculation of costs can be estimated according to the following formula:structure x no. of storeys (assumed to be an average of 4m tall). The following box contains a worked example: 
	  Site area (m2) x % of area occupied by 

	WORKED EXAMPLE OF DEMOLITION COST CALCULATION 
	WORKED EXAMPLE OF DEMOLITION COST CALCULATION 

	Where half of a one hectare site is occupied by a four storey reinforced concrete framed building with brick infilling the calculation will be: 10,000m (1ha) x 50% plot ratio = 5,000mestimated footprint x 2 storeys (each 4 m high) = 40,000mestimated volume x rate for steel frame with brick cladding (£6.49) = £259,600 assessed cost of demolition 
	2
	2 
	3 

	No demolition costs are included where the site has already been levelled. 
	3.3.4 Policy and Other Cost Assumptions 
	Developer Contributions 
	The costs associated with developer contributions are derived from: 
	L
	LI
	Figure
	The
	 costs of required highway measures have been provided by Ryedale District Council derived through the application of North Yorkshire County Council’s highway model; 

	LI
	Figure
	Education
	 costs and leisure costs through the application of established standards of provision and cost estimates/ multipliers; 

	LI
	Figure
	It
	has not been possible to assess the cost implications for utilities and drainage infrastructure.  As this is uncertain, the study has incorporated a range of financial contributions based upon the numbers of dwellings. 


	The Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) will allow the Council to apply a standard levy to each dwelling delivered to meet the infrastructure requirements that it creates.  Given that CIL is voluntary and there is no obligation on the Council to adopt it the study identifies likely location-specific infrastructure costs and it will be a matter for the Council to decide on the method of implementation.  
	It is worth noting that paragraph 13 of the Draft CIL Regulations would allow the application of differential levies according to location.  This would give flexibility to request higher contributions in more buoyant market areas to be used to cross-subsidise development less able to pay for its own infrastructure needs.  This provision offers clear potential to deliver a Core Strategy despite an important part of it (e.g. a particular certain location) not being viable in isolation.  The potential of this 
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	Code for Sustainable Homes 
	The Code became operational in April 2007 and having a code rating for new build homes became mandatory from May 2008; where building regulations apply, compliance is necessary at all times.  The previous Government indicated that Level 3 will be a mandatory requirement to all new build housing from 2010 (it is still to be incorporated within the Building Regulations), with higher levels of 4 to 6 becoming mandatory from 2013 and 2016 respectively. 
	A good deal of uncertainty surrounds the actual development costs of the Code.  Nevertheless, it is certainly true that higher performance is more expensive to achieve although the costs of the necessary technologies are likely to fall as suppliers respond to market demands. 
	For the purposes of this study, it is assumed that the costs contained within the DCLG 2009 publication “Cost Analysis of The Code for Sustainable Homes” apply. These are responsive to development mix and give specific values for developments of differing types and sizes.  This study will model the impact varying the levels of Code for Sustainable Homes would have on the viability of the provision of affordable housing.  An extract is at Appendix F. 
	These costs will need to be monitored as more information is available from market players and central government. 
	Highways 
	The cost implications of highway measures have been agreed between the Council and North Yorkshire CC (as highway authority).  These measures were derived from modelling of projected traffic flows associated with each of the residential growth scenarios through the County’s recently produced highway model.   
	At Malton and Norton, the costs of two highway options have been modelled as part of the study. 
	L
	LI
	Figure
	A
	£7.5M package of measures to internal junction improvements in Malton and Norton as well as the A64 junction improvements at Brambling Fields; 

	LI
	Figure
	A
	£23.5M package that includes all the above and also a junction onto the A64 at Broughton Road.  This additional scheme is being tested. 


	The costs of each growth scenario – which may alter as precise measures become known – incorporated into the DAT are in Table 3.7: 
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	Table 3.7 Assumed Highway Infrastructure Costs 
	Utilities and Drainage 
	An early emphasis upon the re-use of land may suggest that, aside from the quality and replacement infrastructure, the capacity of local networks should not form an overriding impediment in the short term. 
	Nevertheless likely costs of utility infrastructure need to be acknowledged within the study.  Whilst the extent and costs of these requirements are not known, the post code evaluation assumes three financial contributions of £5k, £10k and £15k respectively as par of which the cost of utilities can be met.  In agreement with the Council, this is considered appropriate to provide a sufficient ‘spread’ of costs and is a comparable approach with that adopted in Entec’s previous work for a Welsh authority in 20
	Education 
	To date contributions to education have been through individual negotiation with North Yorkshire County Council on larger sites only.  There is currently no adopted policy, SPG or SPD basis for this but this will be addressed through the Local Development Framework.  
	Although there is some capacity across the District as a whole, closer examination of the five main settlements reveals insufficient capacity in both primary and secondary school provision.  The adjustment of catchment areas to match supply to demand is unpopular, contrary to the principle of choice and its impact can be difficult to predict given that school performance, and hence popularity, can alter with time.  The study adopts the following approach to the analysis of growth options: 
	L
	LI
	Figure
	Demand
	 is based upon North Yorkshire County Council’s assumptions that a demand of 25 places for children of primary school age and 19 places for children of secondary school age will arise from any development of 100 new dwellings; 

	LI
	Figure
	No
	 demand for education will arise from the development of one bed-roomed flats; 

	LI
	Figure
	The
	 cost of each of these places is assumed according to the current rates provided by the Department for Employment and Education. These costs are incorporated into the model. 


	Open Space and Pitches 
	The Council generally requires open space and formal sports provision for housing developments, either on-site for developments of 20 houses or off-site through S106 agreements for developments of less than 20 houses. 
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	The Ryedale District Council Open Space, Sport and Recreation Study undertaken by PMP in 2007 recommends provision of 2.05 ha of outdoor sports pitches and a further 1.3 ha of amenity/ greenspace per 1,000 of population. For larger, expansion sites, the Council also require 0.5 hectares of allotments and sports hall provision of 0.27 courts per 1,000 population. 
	The following formal and informal open space and sports provision has been included in the town and spatial option analyses assuming an average household size of 2.3 people per dwelling (2001 Census): 
	L
	LI
	Figure
	Sites
	 that can accommodate less than 20 houses would be required to provide an off-site contribution; 

	LI
	Figure
	Sites
	 that can accommodate 20+ houses include a reduction in the net developable area for housing to include on-site provision for amenity/ greenspace; 

	LI
	Figure
	Sites
	 that can accommodate 500+ houses include a reduction in the net developable area of housing to include on site provision for amenity/ greenspace and formal sport provision; 

	LI
	Figure
	The
	larger expansion sites, typically 1000+ houses include a reduction in the net developable area of housing to include on site-provision for amenity/ greenspace, formal sport provision and allotments. 


	The off-site contributions for the smaller developments of less than 20 houses, and the cost of formal sports provision is calculated using the Sport England Sports Facilities Calculator.  This quantifies the likely additional demand for key facilities (swimming pools and sports halls) generated by new development.  The costs of this new demand are derived using a regional building cost index. 
	H:\Projects\Project Subfiles\25088 LEE Ryedale LDF Evidence © Entec UK Limited Base Support\Docs\4.Further Amended Draft Final Report May Page 18 2010\Final Issue to RDC 280510\rr013i2.doc 22 July 2010 
	4. Recent Market Trends 
	This section provides some general analysis on the current and future trends in the housing market at both national and local levels.  This research draws on publicly available information from central government agencies (HMLR), the banks, house builders, published reports and intelligence as well as websites and newspaper articles.  
	It then details evidence of current land values against which the residual values produced by the DAT can be compared and examines that the implications of the economic projections upon land values in the medium term. 
	4.1 
	Housing Market Predictions 
	4.1.1 Generally 
	The Governor of the Bank of England Mervyn King’s general message in January 2010 for house builders is salutary and that they must expect a slow and weak recovery, as earnings stagnate for what could be a considerable period. 
	However there is some room for cautious optimism with the market making some slow improvements.  The DCLG published its house price index based on mortgage completions in October 2009 and it outlined that UK house prices rose by 2.3 % in the quarter ending October compared with a smaller rise of 2.0 % for the quarter ending July. 
	The Halifax published its House price index showing a rise of 2.9% in the three months to October compared to the previous three months.  In addition, and although change over the past 12 months stands at -3.4%, the Land Registry outlined data for house prices in October which showed a positive monthly change of 0.6%.  The Office for National Statistics outlined that private housing orders in the three months to November 2009 rose 56% compared with the previous three months and by 23% compared to the same p
	As a gauge to housing trends over the last 50 years a Halifax report in January 2010 showed that house prices rose 273% between 1959 and 2009, an average of 2.7%, but the rise was uneven.  The fastest growth occurred between 1999 and 2009 following, in real terms, a fall of 2.4% between 1989 and 1999.  It identified four periods when prices rose rapidly (1971-73, 1977-1980, 1985-89 and 1998-2007).  Each of these were followed by significant falls and outlines a general 10 year cyclical rotation of house pri
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	Plate 4.1 Halifax Long Term House Prices against BCIS Tender Price Index 
	A technical note outlining the current national, sub-regional and Ryedale specific evidence is given at Appendix G. 
	4.1.2 North Yorkshire 
	Taken from Land Registry data, the DCLG’s quarterly house price data published in May 2010, Table 4.1 shows that mean houses prices in North Yorkshire have dropped slightly in the last quarter (-1.6%) after somewhat volatile growth over the past year (3.2% increase).  However, this has not been borne out in Ryedale where a last quarter drop (-3.3%) forms part of a general trend over the past year (-8.2%). 
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	Creating the environment for business 
	Table 4.1 Mean House Prices (£) for Yorkshire Authorities 2008-2009 
	1 Adjusted, 2 Interim Source:http://www.communities.gov.uk/housing/housingresearch/housingstatistics/housingstatisticsby/housingmarket/livetables 
	Land Values – Recent Trends 
	The residual values resulting from the DAT assessment are then compared with evidence of current housing land values being obtained in the local area. These are drawn from the latest available Valuation Office, Property Market Report, July 2009.  This report provides the directly relevant data in Table 4.2: 
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	Creating the environment for business 
	Table 4.2 Land Value Trends by End Use (2007-2009) 
	Residential 
	Residential 

	Yorkshire and the Humber 2.86 2.94 2.94 2.39 1.91 1.63 -43.0% -31.8% York* 4.00 4.00 4.00 3.20 2.60 2.10 -47.5% -34.4% Beverley* 2.75 2.75 2.75 2.20 2.00 1.90 -30.9% -13.6% Yorkshire and the Humber 2.48 2.55 2.52 2.05 1.67 1.42 -42.7% -30.7% York* 3.50 3.50 3.50 2.80 2.20 1.80 -48.6% -35.7% 
	Small Sites (less than 5 
	houses) 
	Bulk land (over 2 ha.) 

	Beverley* 2.50 2.50 2.50 2.00 1.80 1.70 -32.0% -15.0% Yorkshire and the Humber 2.97 3.06 3.06 2.31 1.99 1.67 -43.8% -27.7% 
	Sites for Flats or 
	Maisonettes 

	York* 4.00 4.00 4.00 3.00 2.60 2.10 -47.5% -30.0% Beverley* 3.00 3.25 3.25 2.40 2.35 2.10 -30.0% -12.5% 
	Employment 
	* Included as the geographically nearest comparators 
	The data demonstrates: 
	L
	LI
	Figure
	The
	premium prices commanded for small sites and sites for higher density flat development. These differentials have been maintained over the past two years; 

	LI
	Figure
	Very
	 marked reductions in land values.  Region-wide land values have fallen by about 43% for all development types since early 2007.  There are however significant variations against this general picture; 


	-Values in York have fallen further still by up to nearly 50%; 
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	-Land values in Beverley, although generally lower and also falling, have been more resilient particularly in the last 12-18 months.  Since early 2007 values have fallen by under 15%. 
	Residential values in all areas are well in excess of those for employment.  There should therefore be no impediment to the supply of residential land presented by a buoyant employment market in the foreseeable future.  Nor should there be any impediment to a change of use from existing employment areas.  Recent market evidence suggests that an uplift of about a third is required to secure a change of use from employment to residential uses.
	Figure
	2 

	Land values trends for sites of over 2 hectares and for small sites as depicted in Plates 4.2 and 4.3.  Data specific to Ryedale is not available.  The view of Ryedale’s HMP is that values are likely to be rather below those for Beverley.  There was a level of consensus that current values are in the region of £500,000 per acre or between £1.0M to £1.5M per hectare.  This was considered to represent the ‘going rate’ for land regardless of current use – the value of greenfield land following that normally re
	Plate 4.2 Recent Land Value Trends – Bulk Land ( > 2 Hectares) 
	 Dr Andrew Golland “Gaining Ground” Planning, 19 March 2010 
	2
	th
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	Plate 4.3 Recent Land Value Trends – Small Sites (less than 5 Houses) 
	The Relationship between House Prices and Land Values 
	Whilst there is a broad correlation between house prices and land values the relationship is not straightforward. 
	The response of land values to changes in house prices is sluggish but volatile.  As development costs are relatively static the main flexibility in any viability analysis is provided by the amount paid for the land.  This means that: 
	L
	LI
	Figure
	Even
	 minor changes in house prices are largely directly passed onto the residual value and the impact can be dramatic especially where sites are large; and 

	LI
	Figure
	Land
	 values are agreed at a point in time and can be ‘left behind’ by subsequent economic trends prior to development.  This depends upon the terms of the sale and can work both ways but it does explain the non-delivery of sites that were ‘over bought’ at the top of the boom.  The lag is typically about 18 months. 


	Despite these weaknesses, house price is the key determinant of residual value and, for the purposes of prediction, no better proxy exists.  This study therefore uses projected change in house prices as a basis for predicting residual values. 
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	Land Value Predictions 
	Drawn from the latest available data in the Valuation Office, Property Market Report, July 2009, Plate 4.4 shows thel trend in residential land values since 1983 and helps to suggest how land values respond to future economic recovery.  Overall, the trend line displays an average annual increase of 3% which is comparable to the house price trend in the January 2010 Halifax report.  This report adopts a number of house price recovery scenarios which can be expected, following a time lag of about 12 to 18 mon
	 Regiona
	 may

	3% annual growth.  This compares with the long term trend of 2.9% pa since the early 1980s. It is probably pessimistic given that it does not incorporate ‘recovery’ – the trend line parallel to, rather than converging with, the Regional historical trend – and does not acknowledge the recent marked house price increases.  However for the period of a plan strategy, it remains a relevant option; 
	Figure

	9% annual growth. This assumption more closely matches recent increases in house prices and would see land values return to the Regional historical trend within five years.  However long term trends suggest that such dramatic increases (as seen over Qtrs 2 and 3 of 2009) are common but tend to be short lived and are not significantly reflected in longer term trends, say, over 12 to 18 months; 
	Figure

	5% annual growth.  This assumption would project a slow but steady recovery, in line with Mervyn King’s predictions, that would bring convergence with the Regional historical trend towards the end of the Plan period.  This ten to fifteen year cycle would also be broadly consistent with the profile in values between the peak years of 1989/90 and 2004 to 2007. 
	Figure

	It is considered that the 5% growth scenario is likely to be the reliable trend over the whole plan period. For this reason, the remainder of this report – for the most part – provides findings based upon the 5% scenario.  Analyses for the 3% and 9% growth assumption are provided in the relevant Appendix. 
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	Plate 4.4 Yorkshire and Humberside – Historical Average Land Values and Recovery 
	4.4.1 Build Costs – Recent Trends and Projections 
	Increased values will be accompanied by increases in costs. Plate 4.1 also demonstrates the relationship between house prices and build costs since 1984.  Whilst responsive to trends in house prices, build costs are far less volatile and have generally risen at a rate of about 40% of that of house prices. 
	Hence it can be expected that a 5% annual increase in values will be accompanied by a 2% annual increase in costs. 
	4.5 
	Summary of Findings 
	At this point it is worth re-iterating the caveats made in Section 2 above.  Current economic circumstances and the dramatic fall in house prices land values since 2007 means that land may only change hands where the landowner has an overriding reason to sell and as this has coincided with a period when the impact of future policy costs, associated with affordable housing and climate change, are just becoming apparent, it is difficult to predict how land values and landowner expectations will respond. 
	Overall the UK economy is showing signs of gradual improvement.  This is no better underlined than by the figures published on 26 January 2010 that confirmed that the nation is officially out of the recession, albeit marginally. The improvements are also underlined by the rise of rates of inflation of approximately 3% in last quarter of 2009.  This positivity is being picked up in housing market which was showing signs of picking up in the second half of 2009 with houses prices rising also by approximately 
	th
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	felt in North Yorkshire in the last quarter of 2009 albeit at a slightly slower rate. In Ryedale however prices appear to still be falling. 
	As the future is uncertain, projections are unlikely to be accurate. However, evidence of long term historical Regional trends and in particular the profile of land values after the 1989 peak suggests that values should recover towards the long term trend in about ten to fifteen years.  Such a recovery profile would be broadly produced by a 5% annual growth rate. 
	The impact of this recovery upon land values remains to be seen.  With all other things being equal, any increase in house prices will serve to improve residual values and the prospects of higher benefits to landowners although as developers increasingly need to take the costs of future policy requirements into account it is questioned whether these benefits will meet established expectations.  Notwithstanding this uncertainty, and the fact that this response will vary according to timescale and location, t
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	5. Stakeholder Consultation 
	The following local stakeholders were invited to engage in the study: 
	Barratt Homes Home Housing Association Beanland Illingworth MPC Ltd Boulton & Cooper Persimmon Homes Yorkshire Broadacres Housing Association Smith Gore Carter Jonas Taylor Wimpey Hallam Land Management Wharfedale Homes S Harrison Developments Ltd Yorkshire Housing 
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure

	An exercise conducted in November 2009 consulted with a number of developers on the study assumptions. Responses were received from. 
	Beanland Illingworth Persimmon Homes Yorkshire Hallam Land Management Taylor Wimpey McBeath Property Wharfedale Homes 
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure

	As a consequence of this exercise changes were made to the assumptions as follows: 
	L
	LI
	Figure
	The
	flatted element in the development mix was reduced from 20% to 10%.  There are currently very few flats being demanded or provided in Ryedale.  Nevertheless, it was considered appropriate to retain a modest element within the mix to meet needs associated with the growth of small households and the aging population; 

	LI
	Figure
	The
	developers margin was increased from 15% to 20% to take account of the current lending requirements of the financial sector in the current market downturn. 


	The following members of the HMP have also been consulted on a ‘one to one’ and group basis to explore how the study should determine the point of viability: 
	Beanland Illingworth Smith Gore Chevin Homes (RSL) Taylor Wimpey Persimmon Homes Yorkshire Wharfedale Homes Ryedale DC (Housing) 
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure

	The views of the HMP were as follow: 
	Broad agreement with the overall residual valuation methodology; 
	Figure

	Broad agreement with the identified market areas with a decline in values from west to east; 
	Figure
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	L
	LI
	Figure
	Some 
	disagreement with the detailed assumptions on overheads and dwelling mix; 

	LI
	Figure
	In
	 respect of the current market price for residential development land in Ryedale some of the HMP were hesitant to be explicit due to the current volatility of the market and the low number of transactions.  Nevertheless, others did indicate that landowner expectation ranges between £1M and £1.5M per hectare. 
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	6. Levels of Evaluation 
	6.1 
	Rationale 
	As stated in Section 3, three levels or evaluation have been undertaken at: 
	L
	LI
	Figure
	Post
	Code (Housing Market) Level.  To evaluate the impact of sub-markets variations across the District; 

	LI
	Figure
	Small
	Site Level.  To evaluate the ability of sites with a capacity of five units or less to provide off-site as against on-site affordable housing; 

	LI
	Figure
	Town
	 and Spatial Option Level.  This explores affordable housing delivery in the context of a package of developer contributions that relate to planned levels of growth for each settlement.  Viability is considered at both settlement and spatial options level. 


	The assumptions and methodology of each of these exercises are addressed in turn. 
	6.2 
	Post Code Level Evaluations 
	This exercise directly addresses the impact of variations in house prices in the six distinct Housing Market Areas in Table 6.1. 
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	Table 6.1 Common Site Assumptions for Post Code Level Evaluations 
	This is undertaken for a notional 0.5 hectare site and informs assessment of the relative strength between and within the urban and rural areas and will be relevant to assessment of non strategic windfall development of the type likely to come forward in the larger settlements or identified in the Council’s SHLAA.  Table 6.1 sets out the common assumptions that reflect the likely site conditions and costs that apply in Ryedale. 
	Small Site Level Evaluations 
	In apportioning housing provision, the Council has to meet the affordable needs of the rural area which requires an approach to handling the small sites that are likely to form an important part of the housing supply.  A range of approaches in LPAs seek provision (on-site or off-site) against either site size or yield criteria – the Council’s own policy for rural areas is to seek a contribution where sites yield at least five dwellings.  
	This report seeks to evaluate the potential to revise the Council’s current policy in respect of securing financial contribution to off-site contribution within the context of the current threshold. 
	For a small site, on-site affordable element accounts for a large proportion of the development (1 dwelling is 20%, 2 dwellings is 40% etc).  Under current market circumstances these significant ‘steps’ in provision can require 
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	Creating the environment for business 
	significant revenue uplift before a further affordable unit could be delivered. The purpose of this analysis is therefore: 
	L
	LI
	Figure
	to
	 assess the economic conditions under which on-site provision of 20% (1 dwelling) and 40% (2 dwellings) could be provided on sites with a capacity of 5 dwellings; 

	LI
	Figure
	the
	 extent to which off-site provision in the form of a financial payment can be delivered in advance of a 20% on-site contribution becoming viable. 


	Four analyses have been undertaken to take account of the variations in house prices and thus development revenues across the District.  These are for: 
	Malton,Kirkbymoorside and Pickering (for which house prices are similar); Norton; 
	Figure

	SouthWest Ryedale; and 
	Figure

	EastRyedale. Table 6.2 sets out the assumptions used that reflect the site conditions and costs likely to apply in Ryedale. 
	Figure

	Table 6.2 Common Site Assumptions for Post Code Level Evaluations 
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	Spatial Option Level Evaluations 
	The LDF needs to provide for at least 15 years housing supply, equating to 3,000 net additional homes (or 200 per annum) over the plan period. 
	In June 2009, the Council undertook public consultation upon the suggested distribution of housing across the District.  This exercise confirmed a primary focus upon the main towns of Malton or Norton with lesser levels in Pickering Kirkbymoorside and Helmsley together with about 300 dwellings in a selection of larger villages.  These options are specified in Table 6.3.  This study has taken this further to test the impact of the distribution of housing between Malton and Norton. 
	Table 6.3 Spatial Options for Evaluation 
	The viability of each level of development in each of the locations can be evaluated to reveal: 
	L
	LI
	Figure
	The
	impact of stronger or weaker housing markets in a location upon viability of a given affordable proportion; 

	LI
	Figure
	The
	impact of the cost of major infrastructure necessary in each location; 

	LI
	Figure
	The
	differences between the ability to deliver, say, identical amounts of development in Malton as against Norton, given differences in both revenues and costs in each location.  
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	The implications for each spatial option can be assessed through aggregation of the particular revenues and costs of each of its elements and apportionments. 
	The next three sections address the findings of each of the levels evaluation respectively. 
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	7. Findings -Post Code Level Evaluations 
	2009 Assessment 
	The residual values for each post code area under a number of affordable housing scenarios with a developer contribution of £5,000 per dwelling are graphed in Plate 7.1 and in detail at Appendix H. 
	Plate 7.1 Post-Code Area Assessment of Affordable Proportions with £5k Developer Contribution per Dwelling – Code Level 3 
	Assuming a ‘zone of viability’ of between £1.0M and £1.5M per hectare, Plate 7.1 demonstrates the relative strength of the west of the District including the town of Helmsley.  Viability then declines with distance to the east.  The towns of Malton, Pickering and Kirkbymoorside all produce similar results although Norton performs less well due to its weaker market.  The least viable area is in the extreme east of the District. 
	7.1.1 Varying Developer Contribution Levels 
	Ryedale has the option to obtain developer contributions either through the CIL or through S106 legal agreements.  The impact of contributions of £5,000, £10,000 and £15,000 per dwelling are shown in Tables 7.1 to 7.3 
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	respectively.  These indicate that, although the level of contribution sought is much less crucial to any assessment of viability than market conditions and rather less crucial than affordable housing proportion, it nevertheless does produce important variations in assessment; each step in contribution of £5,000 has the effect of reducing the residual value by £200,000 per hectare. 
	Table 7.1 Post Code Area Assessment of Affordable Proportions with £5k Developer Contribution per Dwelling – Code Level 3 
	The impact of every step of 10% in the affordable element varies with location producing reductions in residual value of between about £150,000 (East Ryedale) and £480,000 (Hovingham) per hectare.  In the areas containing the main settlements of Malton, Pickering and Kirkbymoorside this reduction is about £300,000 per hectare.  
	In respect of the main settlement areas, the analyses indicate that with a £5,000 contribution, a high level of affordable housing (up to 50%) is only deliverable in Helmsley if a land value of £1.5M per hectare is accepted. Elsewhere, 10-30% should be possible in Malton, Pickering and Kirkbymoorside and up to 20% may be possible in Norton. 
	Under the same assumptions, a £10,000 contribution would mean that up to a 50% affordable element is still deliverable in Helmsley.  Again, 20% should be possible in Malton, Pickering and Kirkbymoorside but no more than 10% is likely in Norton. 
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	Under a £15,000 contribution a 40-50% affordable element is deliverable in Helmsley.  Up to 10% may be possible in Malton, Pickering and Kirkbymoorside but unlikely in Norton. 
	Table 7.2 Post Code Area Assessment of Affordable Proportions with £10k Developer Contribution per Dwelling – Code Level 3 
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	Table 7.3 Post Code Area Assessment of Affordable Proportions with £15k developer contribution per dwelling – Code Level 3 
	7.1.2 Growth Projections to 2015 including Code Level 4 
	Although the relationship is not simple, increasing house prices will improve residual values. If a 5% annual increase in sales revenues accompanied by a 2% annual increase in total costs together with the impact of Code Level 4 is modelled then Tables 7.4 to 7.6 model show improved performance at 2015 with developer contributions of £5,000, £10,000 and £15,000 per dwelling respectively.  
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	Table 7.4 Post Code Area Assessment of Affordable Proportions with £5k Developer Contribution per Dwelling at 5% Annual Growth in House Prices by 2015 – Code Level 4 
	As the range of developer contribution is fixed, the impact of each additional £5,000 is unchanged at £200,000 per hectare. 
	As residual value is dependent upon house prices, improved conditions will means that the impact of each additional 10% of affordable element now ranges from about £250,000 (East Ryedale) to £500,000 (Hovingham) per hectare.  For Malton, Pickering and Kirkbymoorside this reduction is just over £400,000 per hectare. 
	If a land value of £1.5M per hectare is accepted, the analyses indicate that with a £5,000 contribution, up to 50% affordable housing could be deliverable in all the main settlements with the exception of Norton where up to 40% appears more realistic.  Under the same assumptions, a £10,000 or £15,000 contribution would mean that a 50% affordable element is still deliverable in Helmsley but potential in the main settlements falling to 40% with 30% possible in Norton. 
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	Table 7.5 Assessment of Affordable Proportions with £10k Developer Contribution per Dwelling at 5% Annual Growth in House Prices by 2015 – Code Level 4 
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	Table 7.6 Assessment of Affordable Proportions with £15k Developer Contribution per Dwelling at 5% Annual Growth in House Prices by 2015 – Code Level 4 
	7.1.3 Growth Projections to 2021 including Code Level 6 
	Should annual growth in house prices at 5% continue until 2021, then even more encouraging assessments are produced.  This favourable picture is in spite of the significant costs associated with the introduction of Level 6 of the Code for Sustainable Homes from 2016.  Tables 7.7 to 7.9 model the impact of developer contributions of £5,000, £10,000 and £15,000 per dwelling respectively.  
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	Table 7.7 Assessment of Affordable Proportions with £5k Developer Contribution per Dwelling at 5% Annual Growth by 2021 – Code Level 6 
	As previously, the impact of each addition £5,000 per dwelling of contribution remains at £200,000 per hectare. 
	Increased house prices to this degree means that the impact of each additional 10% of affordable element now ranges from £400,000 (East Ryedale) to over £1M (Hovingham) per hectare.  For Malton, Pickering and Kirkbymoorside this reduction is just over £700,000 per hectare. 
	Assuming again that a land value of £1.5M per hectare is accepted, the analyses indicate that 50% affordable housing could be deliverable in all parts of the District regardless of the level of developer contribution sought. 
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	Table 7.8 Assessment of Affordable Proportions with £10k Developer Contribution per Dwelling at 5% Annual Growth by 2021 – Code Level 6 
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	Table 7.9 Assessment of Affordable Proportions with £15k Developer Contribution per Dwelling at 5% Annual Growth by 2021 – Code Level 6 
	7.2 
	Summary of Findings 
	7.2.1 Caveats 
	In drawing conclusions it should be borne in mind that these assessments assume that, consistent with national planning policy, development densities of 40dph are achieved in all cases – this is felt to be a reasonable assumption for sites within settlements.  Should this not be the case then residual values will be reduced and the deliverability of affordable housing reduced. 
	For comparison purposes, it is also assumed that land will continue to change hands at values of between £1M and £1.5M per hectare.  Historically, land values correlate to house prices, for the reasons set out in Section 3 above, it they are more volatile and tend to lag behind by about 18 months as deals are worked through. Whilst it is thought likely that the costs paid for land will reduce as a proportion of development costs, land values will certainly respond to economic recovery and as evidence of rec
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	This findings of this section assume that a 5% annual growth in house prices.  Given the current cautious optimism surrounding economic recovery this assumption is considered reasonable although this will need to be monitored and reviewed as necessary. 
	7.2.2 Currently 
	Under a requirement for a developer contribution of £5,000 per dwelling, the reliable delivery of affordable housing has most potential in the western area of the District including Helmsley.  Assuming that a land value of £1M to 1.5M per hectare is accepted then there may be some potential to deliver more modest provision in Malton, Pickering and Kirkbymoorside with maybe a small contribution in Norton.  
	This potential is necessarily compromised by the imposition of higher developer contributions.  Whilst this does not produce significant variations between the tables, in each case an additional £5k of contribution per dwelling reduces the residual site value by £100,000 (£200,000 per hectare) with a corresponding impact upon the affordable contribution. 
	7.2.3 Before 2016 
	If a 5% annual growth in development revenues is applied to the £5,000 per dwelling contribution scenario, the situation would soon improve to a point where by 2015 a 40% affordable element should be possible in Malton, Pickering and Kirkbymoorside against current land values.  The weaker housing market in Norton suggests that a lesser level of around 30% should be deliverable by that time. 
	Increased levels of developer contribution will, as previously, reduce the residual value by the same order as previously although the impact of these contributions (if fixed) become less important as the market steadily improves. 
	7.2.4 After 2016 
	Performance in 2016 will be hit by the introduction of Level 6 of the Code. Nevertheless, a continued 5% growth will soon outweigh this to a point where an affordable element of up to 50% should be deliverable in all areas at 2021.  The only indicated exception would be in East Ryedale where such a proportion may not be deliverable should a £15k per dwelling contribution be required. 
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	8. Findings -Small Site Level Evaluations 
	2009 Assessments 
	Assessments for the Small Site Level Evaluations are at Appendix I whilst Table 8.1 provides an assessment against land values of between £1M and £1.5M per hectare – these assume a developer contribution package of £10,000 per dwelling and a development density of 20 dph which evidence suggests is representative of recent consents on small rural sites. 
	As this is a strategic study and also for consistency purposes, the same land values are used as in the rest of the report.  However, it is acknowledged that in areas or villages of high environmental quality higher values can be commanded for such sites.  It is likely that landowner expectations will be higher in these locations despite viability being demonstrated.   
	Splitting the District into four areas, the relative health of its western area is again evident. 
	Table 8.1 Assessment of Residual Values (£Ms) on Small Sites – Code Level 3 
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	Applying Growth Projections to On-site and Off-site Options 
	Plates 8.1 to 8.4 show how potential improves if an annual house price growth assumption of 5% together and a 2% annual increase in total costs and the impact of Levels 4 and 6 of the Code for Sustainable Homes from 2013 and 2016 respectively are applied to each of the four areas. 
	Each graph compares the three affordable housing delivery options (off-site, on-site at 20%, on-site at 40%) for a development of five units. 
	Plate 8.1 Malton, Pickering and Kirkbymoorside -Small Sites (Affordable Options for 5 Units at 5% Annual Growth in House Prices) 
	Plate 8.1 for Malton, Pickering and Kirkbymoorside demonstrates the following: 
	L
	LI
	Figure
	Schemes 
	of five units providing a single affordable house (mid blue solid line) could begin to deliver reliably from around 2012 should a land value of £1.5M per hectare be accepted.  Against a lower value of £1M, on-site provision could already be possible; 

	LI
	Figure
	Schemes 
	providing two affordable houses (light blue solid line) perform markedly less well.  The graph suggests that a residual value equal to current land values will be achieved by around 2020; 
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	L
	LI
	Figure
	If
	 no on-site affordable housing (dark blue solid line) is provided residual values will exceed £1.5M. The Council therefore has scope to obtain off-site contributions if more appropriate; 

	LI
	Figure
	If
	 it is assumed that one such site is delivered each year, the cumulative variance between residual values and a land value of £1M (denoted by the higher dashed blue line) suggests that financial contributions for off-site affordable housing provision could amount to £1M by 2012 by which time 20% on-site provision should be viable.  Beyond 2012 this would then rise by broadly £500,000 per annum; 

	LI
	Figure
	Against 
	the same assumptions but against land values of £1.5M, the cumulative variance (denoted by the lower dotted blue line) suggests that contributions could be obtained from 2011 onwards and that just over £1.2M could be accrued by 2014 by which time 20% on-site provision should be viable; 

	LI
	Figure
	The
	impact of step changes in Code Levels in 2013 and 2016 is readily apparent. 


	Plates 8.2 to 8.4 provide similar analyses of the findings in Norton, South West Ryedale and East Ryedale respectively.  These are reproduced in Appendix J together with growth projections at 3% and 9%. 
	In the Norton area and assuming landowners expectations can be met by £1M per hectare, there is potential for an off-site affordable housing contribution of £1.2M by 2014 by which time 20% on-site provision should be viable. 
	Against a land value of £1.5M per hectare, this figure would reduce to £0.5M by 2014. 
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	Plate 8.2 Norton Area (YO18 8) Small Sites (Affordable Options for 5 Units at 5% Annual Growth in House Prices) 
	In the South West Ryedale area 20% on-site provision is currently achievable against current land values with 40% expected to be viable by 2012.  However, should off-site contributions be preferred then assuming a land value of £1M there is the potential to accrue £1.5M by 2012 rising to £5M by 2015.  Against a land value of £1.5M, this figure would be £1M by 2012 rising to £3.5M by 2015. 
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	Plate 8.3 South West Ryedale Area (YO60) Small Sites (Affordable Options for 5 Units at 5% Annual Growth in House Prices) 
	In the East Ryedale area a 20% on-site contribution will not become reliably viable until 2018.  Against a land value of £1.M, an off-site contributions of £800,000 could accrue by 2015 increasing to £2M by 2021.  Against land values of £1.5M this would reduce to £200,000 and £1.2M respectively.  
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	Plate 8.4 East Ryedale Area (YO12, YO25) Small Sites (Affordable Options for 5 Units at 5% Annual Growth in House Prices) 
	Taken from the above plates, Table 8.2 summarises out the projected deliverability of the range of delivery options in the four areas. 
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	Table 8.2 Potential Contributions to Off-site Affordable Provision against Land Values of £1M and £1.5M 
	8.2.1 On-site Provision 
	Against a land value of £1M per hectare, a 20% on-site element should already be viable in the western part of the District and also in Malton, Pickering and Kirkbymoorside.  A 40% on-site element could also be viable in SW Ryedale now and in Malton, Pickering and Kirkbymoorside from 2012. 
	Against a higher land value of £1.5M per hectare, a 20% on-site element should already be viable in the western part of the District now.  This would likely not be deliverable until 2012 in Malton, Pickering and Kirkbymoorside whereas similar provision in Norton and East Ryedale is between five and nine years away.  A 40% on-site element could also be viable in SW Ryedale now and in Malton, Pickering and Kirkbymoorside from 2019. 
	Progress in all areas is significantly delayed by the impact of Code Level 6 and this is particularly the case in the weaker areas where the increases in revenues take longer to overwhelm its impact.  This is notably seen in Norton where a 40% on-site contribution is delayed about eight years.  In Malton, higher residual values are more able to accommodate this impact. 
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	8.2.2 Off-site Provision 
	Against a land value of £1M per hectare, potential exists to pursue financial contributions in lieu of on-site provision – and this potential also extends to Norton.  
	Against the higher land value of £1.5M, SW Ryedale as well as the main settlements of Malton, Pickering and Kirkbymoorside offer potential.  Norton could begin to yield a contribution after 2012 with a small contribution accruing in East Ryedale beyond 2014. 
	Summary of Findings 
	As this is a strategic study, and also for consistency purposes, the same land values are used as in the rest of the report.  However, it is acknowledged that such sites can command much higher land values than the District averages.  Although viability is demonstrated, should a landowner seek a higher value, this will impact upon the residual value as well as upon the on-site/ off-site affordable element. 
	Compared with the Post Code evaluations in Section 6 the residual values are lower and this is explained by the lower development density (20 dph) that is more typical of small sites in the rural area.   Nevertheless, and in common with the post code evaluations, current potential for the reliable delivery of affordable housing would appear to be restricted to the western area of the District only.  
	At 2015 
	If land values of £1M per hectare are accepted, a 5% annual revenue growth assumption could create conditions under which a 20% on-site element should be possible Districtwide from 2012. 
	A 40% on-site element should also be viable by 2012 in SW Ryedale and in Malton Pickering and Kirkbymoorside. 
	The prospect for accruing off-site contributions conforms to the same pattern.  A policy that secures such payments could yield benefits across most of the District although a contribution in Norton is unlikely before 2012 should upper range land values be sought.  The weakest market in the east is unlikely to make a significant contribution by 2015. 
	At 2021 
	Performance in 2016 will be hit by the introduction of Level 6 of the Code for Sustainable Homes.  Nevertheless, a 40% element can be met in SW Ryedale against a £1.M land value now and a continued 5% growth will outweigh this influence of the Code to a point where a 40% affordable element could be reliably viable in the Malton, Pickering and Kirkbymoorside by 2015.  As the impact of the Code has a greater effect in the weaker market areas, sites around Norton may not achieve this until 2019. 
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	Whilst SW Ryedale is unaffected, the aggregate impact of Code and a land value of £1.5M have a significant impact in Malton, Pickering and Kirkbymoorside – delaying viability by about seven years to 2019.  Norton is unlikely to perform comparably before 2021 and the east of the District somewhat later. 
	Improved on-site viability does not however preclude an option to continue to obtain financial contributions towards off-site provision where appropriate and the evaluations suggest ample opportunity to support such a policy. 
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	9. Findings – Town and Spatial Option Level Evaluations 
	The focus of all three spatial options being considered is upon the settlements of Malton and Norton. In each case the Council has a choice between two highways solutions costing £7.5M and £23.5M respectively.  
	L
	LI
	Figure
	Section
	 9.1 comprises a statement of revenues and infrastructure costs associated with growth options for each town under each spatial option; 

	LI
	Figure
	Section
	 9.2 addresses the impact of education and leisure infrastructure requirements together with a £7.5M package of highway measures on the viability of each spatial option; 

	LI
	Figure
	Section
	 9.3 addresses the impact of education and leisure infrastructure requirements together with an enhanced £23.5M package of highway measures on each spatial option; 

	LI
	Figure
	Section
	 9.4 compares the performance of each strategic option under the two highways solutions and under three house price annual growth scenarios of 3%, 5% and 9%; 

	LI
	Figure
	Section
	 9.5 considers the implication of the introduction of the CIL in addressing disparities in the performance of these options and hence the ability to fund the infrastructure needs of the strategy adequately.  


	Statement of Development Revenues and Costs 
	Against the assumptions set out in Section 3, Table 9.1 summarises the revenues and cost items associated with each of the five main settlements.  This analysis includes of a 30% affordable element, Code Level 3 and a £7.5M package of highway measures in Malton/ Norton.  The following is evident: 
	L
	LI
	Figure
	The
	low residual values.  Only Helmsley achieves values in excess of £1M per hectare; 

	LI
	Figure
	The
	 relative health of the Malton market compared with Norton; 

	LI
	Figure
	The
	 relatively high implied CIL requirements in Malton and Norton (over £11,000 per unit) when the required highway measures are taken into account. Elsewhere settlement CIL levels are about £9,400 per unit. 
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	Table 9.1 Schedule of Revenues and Costs Associated with each Development Option – 30% Affordable Housing – Code Level 3 
	* Infrastructure items suitable for funding through CIL 
	9.2 
	The Viability of the Towns and Spatial Options – Limited (£7.5M) Highway Measures 
	9.2.1 2009 Assessments of the Towns 
	The three settlements of Malton, Pickering and Kirbymoorside all perform comparably reflecting their reasonably consistent housing prices.  The relative impact of highway costs as a proportion of revenues means that Norton performs least strongly and the residual value produced under a 10% affordable element is very probably below current market expectations.  Conversely, the stronger market in Helmsley produces the highest residual values. 
	Plates 9.1 to 9.4 set out the performance of each town assuming that all the costs in Table 9.1 are met.  
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	Plate 9.1 
	Plate 9.1 
	Malton – Viability of a 1,500 Dwelling Development – Spatial Option 
	1 

	Plate 9.2 
	Plate 9.2 
	Norton – Viability of a 1,500 Dwelling Development – Spatial Option 
	2 
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	Plate 9.3 
	Plate 9.3 
	Pickering – Viability of a 750 Dwelling Development – Spatial Options 1, 2 & 
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	Plate 9.4 
	Plate 9.4 
	Kirkbymoorside – Viability of a 300 Dwelling Development – Spatial Options 1, 2 & 
	3 
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	Prime Ryedale National Park West South West Ryedale Pickering, Malton and NYMNP Hinterland Norton on Derwent & Hinterland East Ryedale 
	Prime Ryedale National Park West South West Ryedale Pickering, Malton and NYMNP Hinterland Norton on Derwent & Hinterland East Ryedale 
	YO62 4 YO62 7 (South) YO62 5 (South) YO7 2 (East) Y61 4 (North) YO60 7 YO60 6 YO18 7 (South) YO18 8 (South) YO62 6 (South) YO17 7 YO17 6 YO17 8 YO17 9 YO 25 3 YO12 4 
	Helmsley Pickering (East) Pickering (West) Kirkbymoorside Malton Norton on Derwent (East) Norton on Derwent 
	Hovingham Sheriff Hutton Thornton-Le-Dale 
	Ampleforth, Slingsby Nawton, Wombleton Nunnington, East Newton Cold Kirby, Scawton Oldstead, Byland Abbey Barton-Le- Willows, Coneysthorpe Cropton, Wrelton Sinnington, Safton, Spaunton Great Habton, Swinton, Broughton Rillington, Duggleby, Sherburn Leavening, Thixendale, Langton Foxholes, Butterwick Potter Brompton 
	Hovingham Ampleforth (part) Helmsby, Sinnington (part), Ampleforth (part) South West Ryedale, Sheriff Hutton, Hovingham (part), Derwent (part) Amotherley, Malton, Kirkbymoorside, Pickering East, Pickering West, Cropton (part) Sinnington (part), Thornton Dale (part) Norton East, Norton West, Rillington, Derwent (part), Sherburn (part), Wolds (part) Sherburn (part), Wolds (part) 


	Figure
	Figure
	No of Bedrooms 
	No of Bedrooms 
	No of Bedrooms 
	Flats 2 
	Terraced 2 3 
	Semi Detached 2 3 
	3 
	Detached 4 
	5 

	SHMA % Currently 
	SHMA % Currently 
	5% 
	20% 
	30% 
	30% -45%* 

	Assumed %s for Study 
	Assumed %s for Study 
	10% 
	15% 15% 
	10% 15% 
	10% 
	20% 
	5% 

	Comparison 
	Comparison 
	+5% 
	+10% 
	-5% 
	-10% to +5% 


	Bedrooms 
	Bedrooms 
	Bedrooms 
	1 
	2 
	3 
	4 

	Weekly Rents 
	Weekly Rents 
	£65 
	£80 
	£85 
	£94 
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	Figure
	Categorisation Criteria Mitigation Costs per Ha* For Residential Uses For Non-Residential Uses Minor Flood Zone 1 £85,000 £75,000 Medium Flood Zone 2 £170,000 £150,000 Significant Flood Zone 3a £220,000 to £640,000. Unlikely to be acceptable for development Significant Flood Zone 3b No costs as an unacceptable location for development 
	Figure
	Figure
	Site Description and Historic Use Increasing cost of remediation (£000’s per hectare)….…>…………….…………………..>………………..………………> Site Category A Industrial sites, colliery-mine spoil heaps, factories and “works” Site Category B Garages, pit-heads, railways, textiles, timber treatment, and sewage works Site Category C Metal works, scrap yards, shipyards, paint & solvent works Site Category D Gas, iron and steel works, chemical works, refineries, ship breaking and building Proposed End Use Low Water Risk Sites Reside
	Method of Construction 
	Method of Construction 
	Method of Construction 
	Rate for Demolition 

	Brickwork with timber floor and roof Brickwork with concrete floor and roof Masonry with timber floor and roof Reinforced concrete frame with brick infill Steel frame with brick cladding Steel frame with sheet cladding 
	Brickwork with timber floor and roof Brickwork with concrete floor and roof Masonry with timber floor and roof Reinforced concrete frame with brick infill Steel frame with brick cladding Steel frame with sheet cladding 
	3£6.95 per m 3£11.43 per m 3£8.95 per m 3£11.95 per m 3£6.49 per m 3£5.55 per m 
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	Malton 
	Norton 
	Pickering 
	Kirbymoorside 
	Helmsley 

	Costs 
	Costs 
	£7.5M or £23.5M 
	£7.5M or £23.5M 
	£2.5M 
	£1M 
	£0.5M 


	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
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	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
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	TR
	TH
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	2008 Q1 
	Q2 
	Q3 
	Q4 
	2009 Q1 
	Q2 
	Q3 
	Q4 
	% Change over Yr. 
	% Change over Qtr. 

	ENGLAND 
	ENGLAND 
	221,270 
	222,441 
	227,182 
	207,372 
	200,539 
	205,736 
	226,487 
	222,444 
	7.3% 
	-1.8% 

	YORKSHIRE & HUMBER 
	YORKSHIRE & HUMBER 
	155,180 
	159,859 
	156,608 
	150,688 
	140,852 
	146,191 
	158,849 
	161,406 
	7.1% 
	1.6% 

	York 
	York 
	204,209 
	204,004 
	200,603 
	185,531 
	189,994 
	186,290 
	197,340 
	190,368 
	2.6% 
	-3.5% 

	North Yorkshire 
	North Yorkshire 
	223,812 
	223,835 
	223,002 
	210,287 
	195,019 
	194,769 
	220,493 
	217,018 
	3.2% 
	-1.6% 

	Craven 
	Craven 
	206,501 
	211,979 
	213,589 
	202,136 
	168,367 
	193,772 
	204,714 
	200,970 
	-0.6% 
	-1.8% 

	Hambleton 
	Hambleton 
	231,621 
	248,417 
	240,533 
	254,409 
	197,409 
	213,912 
	224,662 
	231,974 
	-8.8% 
	3.3% 

	Harrogate 
	Harrogate 
	280,397 
	286,204 
	269,747 
	244,392 
	239,973 
	236,347 
	272,966 
	260,521 
	6.6% 
	-4.6% 

	Richmondshire 
	Richmondshire 
	210,311 
	230,944 
	223,971 
	190,838 
	208,510 
	198,978 
	233,267 
	229,744 
	20.4% 
	-1.5% 

	Ryedale 
	Ryedale 
	266,365 
	225,208 
	239,240 
	233,013 
	210,153 
	179,771 
	221,301 
	213,924 
	-8.2% 
	-3.3% 

	Scarborough 
	Scarborough 
	179,150 
	169,107 
	167,178 
	172,640 
	150,757 
	146,469 
	162,225 
	170,586 
	-1.2% 
	5.2% 

	Selby 
	Selby 
	185,217 
	184,721 
	200,788 
	174,182 
	170,288 
	172,366 
	189,110 
	188,429 
	8.2% 
	-0.4% 
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	End Use -Type Geographic Area Land Values (£Ms) % Change Jan 07 Jul 07 Jan 08 Jul 08 Jan 09 Jul 09 Since Jan 07 Last 12 months 
	Business (B1) 
	Business (B1) 
	Business (B1) 
	Yorkshire and the Humber 
	0.76 
	0.84 
	0.89 
	0.77 
	0.64 
	0.58 
	-23.8% 
	-25.0% 

	Industrial (B1 / B2 / B8) 
	Industrial (B1 / B2 / B8) 
	Yorkshire and the Humber 
	0.59 
	0.64 
	0.66 
	0.59 
	0.48 
	0.44 
	-26.1% 
	-26.3% 

	TR
	York* 
	0.50 
	0.60 
	0.60 
	0.50 
	0.45 
	0.41 
	-18.0% 
	-18.0% 

	TR
	Hull* 
	0.60 
	0.60 
	0.62 
	0.62 
	0.48 
	0.45 
	-25.0% 
	-27.4% 

	Agricultural 
	Agricultural 
	-
	-
	-
	-
	0.14 
	0.14 
	-
	-
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	£0 £500 £1,000 £1,500 £2,000 £2,500 £3,000 £3,500 £4,000 £4,500 Jan 07 Jul-07 Jan-08 Jul-08 Jan-09 Jul-09 Yorks & H (> 2ha) York (> 2ha) Yorks & H (B1) York (Ind) Yorks & H (Ind) Beverley (> 2ha) Hull (Ind) 
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	£0 £500 £1,000 £1,500 £2,000 £2,500 £3,000 £3,500 £4,000 £4,500 Jan 07 Jul-07 Jan-08 Jul-08 Jan-09 Jul-09 Yorks & H (< 5 units) York (< 5 units) Beverley (< 5 units) Yorks & H (B1) Yorks & H (Ind) York (Ind) Hull (Ind) 
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	£0 £500 £1,000 £1,500 £2,000 £2,500 £3,000 £3,500 £4,000 +9%pa Land Value Trend Line +3%pa +7%pa +5%pa +1%pa -1%pa -3%pa 
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
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	Figure
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	Characteristic/ Issue 
	Characteristic/ Issue 
	Characteristic/ Issue 
	Assumption 

	Site Size Development Mix Development Density Rental Levels Grant Base Development Costs Overhead Costs Abnormal Cost – Contamination Abnormal Cost – Flood Risk Abnormal Cost – Demolition Code for Sustainable Homes Level Developer Contributions 
	Site Size Development Mix Development Density Rental Levels Grant Base Development Costs Overhead Costs Abnormal Cost – Contamination Abnormal Cost – Flood Risk Abnormal Cost – Demolition Code for Sustainable Homes Level Developer Contributions 
	0.5 hectares As assumed in Table 3.2 above 40 dph. Considered representative of the achievable density on urban sites over the Plan period As assumed in Table 3.3 above None assumed As referred in Section 3.3 above and detailed in Appendix C As assumed in Section 3.3 above and detailed in Appendix C. Developers profit margin assumed at 20% None assumed. A site specific issue not representative of Ryedale as a whole Flood Risk Area 1 3Demolition of two storey building (each 6m high) occupying half the site (
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	Issue 
	Issue 
	Issue 
	Assumptions 

	Site Size Development Mix Affordable Housing Development Density Rental Levels Grant Base Development Costs Overhead Costs Abnormal Cost – Contamination Abnormal Cost – Flood Risk Abnormal Cost – Demolition Code for Sustainable Homes Level Developer Contributions 
	Site Size Development Mix Affordable Housing Development Density Rental Levels Grant Base Development Costs Overhead Costs Abnormal Cost – Contamination Abnormal Cost – Flood Risk Abnormal Cost – Demolition Code for Sustainable Homes Level Developer Contributions 
	0.05 hectares 0.10 hectares 0.15 hectares 0.25 hectares 0.25 hectares 0.25 hectares 1 market unit 2 market units 3 market units 5 market units 4 market & 1 3 market & 2 social rent unit social rent units Off-site contrib. Off-site contrib. Off-site contrib. Off-site contrib. On site 20% On site 40% 20 dph. Representative of the rural area of Ryedale as a whole As assumed in Table 3.2 above None assumed As referred in Section 3.3 above and detailed in Appendix C As assumed in Section 3.3 above and detailed i
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	1. Malton Focus 
	Spatial Option 2. Norton Focus 
	3. Joint Malton & Norton Focus 

	Malton Dwellings Required Norton Dwellings Required Pickering Dwellings Required Kirkbymoorside Dwellings Required Helmsley Dwellings Required Rural Area Dwellings Required 
	Malton Dwellings Required Norton Dwellings Required Pickering Dwellings Required Kirkbymoorside Dwellings Required Helmsley Dwellings Required Rural Area Dwellings Required 
	50% of RSS Reqt. 1500 Dwellings --25% of RSS Reqt. 750 Dwellings 10% of RSS Reqt. 300 Dwellings 5% of RSS Reqt. 150 Dwellings 10% of RSS Reqt. 300 Dwellings 
	--50% of RSS Reqt. 1500 Dwellings 25% of RSS Reqt. 750 Dwellings 10% of RSS Reqt. 300 Dwellings 5% of RSS Reqt. 150 Dwellings 10% of RSS Reqt. 300 Dwellings 
	25% of RSS Reqt. 750 Dwellings 25% of RSS Reqt. 750 Dwellings 25% of RSS Reqt. 750 Dwellings 10% of RSS Reqt. 300 Dwellings 5% of RSS Reqt. 150 Dwellings 10% of RSS Reqt. 300 Dwellings 


	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
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	0 1 2 3 4 5 6 50% 40% 30% 20% 10% 0% % Affordable Housing Hovingham Helmsley South West Ryedale M alton Norton East Ryedale Zone of Viability 
	Figure
	Figure
	Post Code Area 
	Post Code Area 
	Post Code Area 
	50% 40% 
	Affordable Proportion 30% 20% 
	10% 0% 

	YO17 6/7 (Malton) YO17 8/9 (Norton) YO62 5 (Helmsley) YO18 8 (Pickering) YO62 2 (Kirkbymoorside) YO62 4 (inc.Hovingham) YO60/YO41(SW Ryedale) YO12/YO25 (E Ryedale) RV ‘zone of viability’ 
	YO17 6/7 (Malton) YO17 8/9 (Norton) YO62 5 (Helmsley) YO18 8 (Pickering) YO62 2 (Kirkbymoorside) YO62 4 (inc.Hovingham) YO60/YO41(SW Ryedale) YO12/YO25 (E Ryedale) RV ‘zone of viability’ 
	0.43 0.67 0.11 0.32 1.69 2.03 0.43 0.67 0.43 0.67 2.27 2.63 1.18 1.50 -0.26 -0.09 1.00 to 1.50 1.00 to 1.50 
	1.14 1.44 0.74 1.00 2.71 3.14 1.14 1.44 1.14 1.44 3.44 3.92 2.07 2.50 0.28 0.51 1.00 to 1.50 1.00 to 1.50 
	1.80 2.14 1.32 1.62 3.66 4.16 1.80 2.14 1.80 2.14 4.52 5.09 2.98 3.44 0.79 1.03 1.00 to 1.50 1.00 to 1.50 

	TR
	Viable. RV higher than ‘zone of viability’ 
	Likely to be viable. RV within ‘zone of viability’ 
	Unviable. RV below ‘zone of viability’ 


	Figure
	Figure
	Post Code Area 
	Post Code Area 
	Post Code Area 
	50% 40% 
	Affordable Proportion 30% 20% 
	10% 0% 

	YO17 6/7 (Malton) YO17 8/9 (Norton) YO62 5 (Helmsley) YO18 8 (Pickering) YO62 2 (Kirkbymoorside) YO62 4 (inc.Hovingham) YO60/YO41(SW Ryedale) YO12/YO25 (E Ryedale) RV ‘zone of viability’ 
	YO17 6/7 (Malton) YO17 8/9 (Norton) YO62 5 (Helmsley) YO18 8 (Pickering) YO62 2 (Kirkbymoorside) YO62 4 (inc.Hovingham) YO60/YO41(SW Ryedale) YO12/YO25 (E Ryedale) RV ‘zone of viability’ 
	0.23 0.47 -0.09 0.12 1.49 1.83 0.23 0.47 0.23 0.47 2.07 2.43 0.98 1.30 -0.46 -0.29 1.00 to 1.50 1.00 to 1.50 
	0.94 1.24 0.54 0.80 2.51 2.94 0.94 1.24 0.94 1.24 3.24 3.72 1.87 2.30 0.08 0.31 1.00 to 1.50 1.00 to 1.50 
	1.60 1.94 1.12 1.42 3.46 3.96 1.60 1.94 1.60 1.94 4.32 4.89 2.78 3.24 0.59 0.83 1.00 to 1.50 1.00 to 1.50 

	TR
	Viable. RV higher than ‘zone of viability’ 
	Likely to be viable. RV within ‘zone of viability’ 
	Unviable. RV below ‘zone of viability’ 


	Figure
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	Post Code Area 
	Post Code Area 
	Post Code Area 
	50% 40% 
	Affordable Proportion 30% 20% 
	10% 0% 

	YO17 6/7 (Malton) YO17 8/9 (Norton) YO62 5 (Helmsley) YO18 8 (Pickering) YO62 2 (Kirkbymoorside) YO62 4 (inc.Hovingham) YO60/YO41(SW Ryedale) YO12/YO25 (E Ryedale) RV ‘zone of viability’ 
	YO17 6/7 (Malton) YO17 8/9 (Norton) YO62 5 (Helmsley) YO18 8 (Pickering) YO62 2 (Kirkbymoorside) YO62 4 (inc.Hovingham) YO60/YO41(SW Ryedale) YO12/YO25 (E Ryedale) RV ‘zone of viability’ 
	0.03 0.27 -0.29 -0.08 1.29 1.63 0.03 0.27 0.03 0.27 1.87 2.23 0.78 1.10 -0.66 -0.49 1.00 to 1.50 1.00 to 1.50 
	0.74 1.04 0.34 0.60 2.31 2.74 0.74 1.04 0.74 1.04 3.04 3.52 1.67 2.10 -0.12 0.11 1.00 to 1.50 1.00 to 1.50 
	1.40 1.74 0.92 1.22 3.26 3.76 1.40 1.74 1.40 1.74 4.12 4.69 2.58 3.04 0.39 0.63 1.00 to 1.50 1.00 to 1.50 

	TR
	Viable. RV higher than ‘zone of viability’ 
	Likely to be viable. RV within ‘zone of viability’ 
	Unviable. RV below ‘zone of viability’ 


	Figure
	Figure
	Post Code Area 
	Post Code Area 
	Post Code Area 
	50% 40% 
	Affordable Proportion 30% 20% 
	10% 0% 

	YO17 6/7 (Malton) YO17 8/9 (Norton) YO62 5 (Helmsley) YO18 8 (Pickering) YO62 2 (Kirkbymoorside) YO62 4 (inc.Hovingham) YO60/YO41(SW Ryedale) YO12/YO25 (E Ryedale) RV ‘zone of viability’ 
	YO17 6/7 (Malton) YO17 8/9 (Norton) YO62 5 (Helmsley) YO18 8 (Pickering) YO62 2 (Kirkbymoorside) YO62 4 (inc.Hovingham) YO60/YO41(SW Ryedale) YO12/YO25 (E Ryedale) RV ‘zone of viability’ 
	1.60 1.95 1.16 1.47 3.35 3.84 1.60 1.95 1.60 1.95 4.15 4.68 2.68 3.14 0.65 0.90 1.00 to 1.50 1.00 to 1.50 
	2.62 3.06 2.06 2.45 4.80 5.42 2.62 3.06 2.62 3.06 5.82 6.51 3.97 4.58 1.43 1.76 1.00 to 1.50 1.00 to 1.50 
	3.59 4.07 2.92 3.35 6.18 6.88 3.59 4.07 3.59 4.07 7.38 8.18 5.27 5.93 2.18 2.52 1.00 to 1.50 1.00 to 1.50 

	TR
	Viable. RV higher than ‘zone of viability’ 
	Likely to be viable. RV within ‘zone of viability’ 
	Unviable. RV below ‘zone of viability’ 
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	Figure
	Post Code Area 
	Post Code Area 
	Post Code Area 
	50% 40% 
	Affordable Proportion 30% 20% 
	10% 0% 

	YO17 6/7 (Malton) YO17 8/9 (Norton) YO62 5 (Helmsley) YO18 8 (Pickering) YO62 2 (Kirkbymoorside) YO62 4 (inc.Hovingham) YO60/YO41(SW Ryedale) YO12/YO25 (E Ryedale) RV ‘zone of viability’ 
	YO17 6/7 (Malton) YO17 8/9 (Norton) YO62 5 (Helmsley) YO18 8 (Pickering) YO62 2 (Kirkbymoorside) YO62 4 (inc.Hovingham) YO60/YO41(SW Ryedale) YO12/YO25 (E Ryedale) RV ‘zone of viability’ 
	1.40 1.75 0.96 1.27 3.15 3.64 1.40 1.75 1.40 1.75 3.95 4.48 2.48 2.94 0.45 0.70 1.00 to 1.50 1.00 to 1.50 
	2.42 2.85 1.86 2.25 4.60 5.22 2.42 2.85 2.42 2.85 5.62 6.31 3.77 4.38 1.23 1.56 1.00 to 1.50 1.00 to 1.50 
	3.38 3.87 2.72 3.15 5.98 6.68 3.38 3.87 3.38 3.87 7.18 7.98 5.07 5.73 1.98 2.32 1.00 to 1.50 1.00 to 1.50 

	TR
	Viable. RV higher than ‘zone of viability’ 
	Likely to be viable. RV within ‘zone of viability’ 
	Unviable. RV below ‘zone of viability’ 
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	Figure
	Post Code Area 
	Post Code Area 
	Post Code Area 
	50% 40% 
	Affordable Proportion 30% 20% 
	10% 0% 

	YO17 6/7 (Malton) YO17 8/9 (Norton) YO62 5 (Helmsley) YO18 8 (Pickering) YO62 2 (Kirkbymoorside) YO62 4 (inc.Hovingham) YO60/YO41(SW Ryedale) YO12/YO25 (E Ryedale) RV ‘zone of viability’ 
	YO17 6/7 (Malton) YO17 8/9 (Norton) YO62 5 (Helmsley) YO18 8 (Pickering) YO62 2 (Kirkbymoorside) YO62 4 (inc.Hovingham) YO60/YO41(SW Ryedale) YO12/YO25 (E Ryedale) RV ‘zone of viability’ 
	1.20 1.55 0.76 1.07 2.95 3.44 1.20 1.55 1.20 1.55 3.75 4.28 2.28 2.74 0.25 0.50 1.00 to 1.50 1.00 to 1.50 
	2.22 2.65 1.66 2.05 4.40 5.02 2.22 2.65 2.22 2.65 5.42 6.11 3.57 4.18 1.03 1.36 1.00 to 1.50 1.00 to 1.50 
	3.18 3.67 2.52 2.95 5.78 6.48 3.18 3.67 3.18 3.67 6.98 7.78 4.87 5.53 1.78 2.12 1.00 to 1.50 1.00 to 1.50 

	TR
	Viable. RV higher than ‘zone of viability’ 
	Likely to be viable. RV within ‘zone of viability’ 
	Unviable. RV below ‘zone of viability’ 
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	Figure
	Post Code Area 
	Post Code Area 
	Post Code Area 
	50% 40% 
	Affordable Proportion 30% 20% 
	10% 0% 

	YO17 6/7 (Malton) YO17 8/9 (Norton) YO62 5 (Helmsley) YO18 8 (Pickering) YO62 2 (Kirkbymoorside) YO62 4 (inc.Hovingham) YO60/YO41(SW Ryedale) YO12/YO25 (E Ryedale) RV ‘zone of viability’ 
	YO17 6/7 (Malton) YO17 8/9 (Norton) YO62 5 (Helmsley) YO18 8 (Pickering) YO62 2 (Kirkbymoorside) YO62 4 (inc.Hovingham) YO60/YO41(SW Ryedale) YO12/YO25 (E Ryedale) RV ‘zone of viability’ 
	3.15 3.65 2.54 3.00 5.58 6.27 3.15 3.65 3.15 3.65 6.69 7.44 4.71 5.35 1.86 2.23 1.00 to 1.50 1.00 to 1.50 
	4.59 5.21 3.84 4.39 7.62 8.50 4.59 5.21 4.59 5.21 9.02 10.00 6.53 7.38 2.96 3.45 1.00 to 1.50 1.00 to 1.50 
	5.97 6.65 5.07 5.67 9.58 10.57 5.97 6.65 5.97 6.65 11.24 12.36 8.38 9.29 4.05 4.53 1.00 to 1.50 1.00 to 1.50 

	TR
	Viable. RV higher than ‘zone of viability’ 
	Likely to be viable. RV within ‘zone of viability’ 
	Unviable. RV below ‘zone of viability’ 
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	Figure
	Post Code Area 
	Post Code Area 
	Post Code Area 
	50% 40% 
	Affordable Proportion 30% 20% 
	10% 0% 

	YO17 6/7 (Malton) YO17 8/9 (Norton) YO62 5 (Helmsley) YO18 8 (Pickering) YO62 2 (Kirkbymoorside) YO62 4 (inc.Hovingham) YO60/YO41(SW Ryedale) YO12/YO25 (E Ryedale) RV ‘zone of viability’ 
	YO17 6/7 (Malton) YO17 8/9 (Norton) YO62 5 (Helmsley) YO18 8 (Pickering) YO62 2 (Kirkbymoorside) YO62 4 (inc.Hovingham) YO60/YO41(SW Ryedale) YO12/YO25 (E Ryedale) RV ‘zone of viability’ 
	2.95 3.45 2.34 2.80 5.38 6.07 2.95 3.45 2.95 3.45 6.49 7.24 4.51 5.15 1.66 2.03 1.00 to 1.50 1.00 to 1.50 
	4.39 5.01 3.64 4.19 7.42 8.30 4.39 5.01 4.39 5.01 8.82 9.80 6.33 7.18 2.76 3.25 1.00 to 1.50 1.00 to 1.50 
	5.77 6.45 4.87 5.47 9.38 10.37 5.77 6.45 5.77 6.45 11.04 12.16 8.18 9.09 3.85 4.33 1.00 to 1.50 1.00 to 1.50 

	TR
	Viable. RV higher than ‘zone of viability’ 
	Likely to be viable. RV within ‘zone of viability’ 
	Unviable. RV below ‘zone of viability’ 
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	Figure
	Post Code Area 
	Post Code Area 
	Post Code Area 
	50% 40% 
	Affordable Proportion 30% 20% 
	10% 0% 

	YO17 6/7 (Malton) YO17 8/9 (Norton) YO62 5 (Helmsley) YO18 8 (Pickering) YO62 2 (Kirkbymoorside) YO62 4 (inc.Hovingham) YO60/YO41(SW Ryedale) YO12/YO25 (E Ryedale) RV ‘zone of viability’ 
	YO17 6/7 (Malton) YO17 8/9 (Norton) YO62 5 (Helmsley) YO18 8 (Pickering) YO62 2 (Kirkbymoorside) YO62 4 (inc.Hovingham) YO60/YO41(SW Ryedale) YO12/YO25 (E Ryedale) RV ‘zone of viability’ 
	2.75 3.25 2.14 2.60 5.18 5.87 2.75 3.25 2.75 3.25 6.29 7.04 4.31 4.95 1.46 1.83 1.00 to 1.50 1.00 to 1.50 
	4.19 4.81 3.44 3.99 7.22 8.10 4.19 4.81 4.19 4.81 8.62 9.60 6.13 6.98 2.56 3.05 1.00 to 1.50 1.00 to 1.50 
	5.57 6.25 4.67 5.27 9.18 10.17 5.57 6.25 5.57 6.25 10.84 11.96 7.98 8.89 3.65 4.13 1.00 to 1.50 1.00 to 1.50 

	TR
	Viable. RV higher than ‘zone of viability’ 
	Likely to be viable. RV within ‘zone of viability’ 
	Unviable. RV below ‘zone of viability’ 
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	Housing Market Area 
	Housing Market Area 
	Housing Market Area 
	1 Market 2 Market Unit Units 
	3 Market 5 Market Units Units 
	5 Market 5 Market Units (20% Units (40% Affd) Affd) 

	YO17 6/7, YO18, YO62 6 (Malton/Pickering/K’moorside) YO17 8/9 (Norton) YO60/YO41(SW Ryedale) YO12/YO25 (E Ryedale) RV ‘zone of viability’ 
	YO17 6/7, YO18, YO62 6 (Malton/Pickering/K’moorside) YO17 8/9 (Norton) YO60/YO41(SW Ryedale) YO12/YO25 (E Ryedale) RV ‘zone of viability’ 
	2.08 1.78 1.58 1.38 3.38 2.82 1.08 0.98 1.00 to 1.50 1.00 to 1.50 
	1.78 1.78 1.39 1.38 2.83 2.82 0.99 0.98 1.00 to 1.50 1.00 to 1.50 
	1.20 0.63 0.88 0.39 2.04 1.25 0.78 0.15 1.00 to 1.50 1.00 to 1.50 
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	Viable. RV higher than ‘zone of viability’ 
	Likely to be viable. RV within ‘zone of viability’ 
	Unviable. RV below ‘zone of viability’ 
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	On-site Provision Off-site Provision Housing Market Area 20% On-site viable (yr) 40% On-site viable (yr) Off-site Contrib. begins (yr) Off-site Contrib. by 2016 (£M) Off-site Contrib. by 2021 (£M) Performance Against Land Value of £1M/Ha Malton, Pickering & Kirkbymoorside Now 2012 Now £2.8M >£5.0M Norton 2011 2019 Now £1.8M £4.4M South West Ryedale Now Now Now >£5.0M >£10.0M East Ryedale 2012 After 2021 2010 £0.8M £2.2M Performance Against Land Value of £1.5M/Ha Malton, Pickering & Kirkbymoorside 2012 2019 
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	Figure
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	Spatial Option 1 
	Spatial Option 1 
	Spatial Option 1 
	Spatial Option 2 
	Spatial Option 3 
	Spatial Options 1, 2 and 3 

	Development Specification Malton 50% 
	Development Specification Malton 50% 
	Norton 50% 
	Malton Norton 25% 25% 
	Pickering 25% 
	K.Moorside 10% 
	Helmsley 5% 

	Gross Area (Ha) 50.7 
	Gross Area (Ha) 50.7 
	50.7 
	25.4 25.4 
	25.4 
	10.2 
	5.1 

	No. of Houses 1500 
	No. of Houses 1500 
	1500 
	750 750 
	750 
	300 
	150 

	Revenues incl. 30% Affordable Element 
	Revenues incl. 30% Affordable Element 

	At 2009 Prices £235.5M 
	At 2009 Prices £235.5M 
	£216.9M 
	£117.8M £108.5M 
	£117.8M 
	£47.3M 
	£30.3M 

	Costs 
	Costs 

	Base & O/heads £180.7M 
	Base & O/heads £180.7M 
	£175.8M 
	£90.3M £87.9M 
	£90.4M 
	£36.1M 
	£19.9M 

	Code Level 3 £7.0M 
	Code Level 3 £7.0M 
	£7.0M 
	£3.5M £3.5M 
	£3.5M 
	£1.4M 
	£0.7M 

	Flood Risk £4.3M 
	Flood Risk £4.3M 
	£4.3M 
	£2.2M £2.2M 
	£2.2M 
	£0.9M 
	£0.4M 

	Education* £8.1M 
	Education* £8.1M 
	£8.1M 
	£4.0M £4.0M 
	£4.0M 
	£1.6M 
	£0.8M 

	Highways (limited)* £7.5M 
	Highways (limited)* £7.5M 
	£7.5M 
	£3.8M £3.8M 
	£2.5M 
	£1.0M 
	£0.5M 

	Leisure* £1.0M 
	Leisure* £1.0M 
	£1.0M 
	£0.5M £0.5M 
	£0.5M 
	£0.2M 
	£0.1M 

	TOTAL COSTS £208.6M 
	TOTAL COSTS £208.6M 
	£203.7M 
	£104.3M £101.9M 
	£103.1M 
	£41.2M 
	£22.5M 

	*Implied CIL / dwelling £11,048 
	*Implied CIL / dwelling £11,048 
	£11,048 
	£11,048 £11,048 
	£9,395 
	£9,410 
	£9,447 

	Evaluation of Residual Land Value 
	Evaluation of Residual Land Value 

	RV (site total) £26,9M 
	RV (site total) £26,9M 
	£13.2M 
	£13.5M £6.6M 
	£14.7M 
	£6.1M 
	£.9M 

	RV(per hectare) 
	RV(per hectare) 
	£0.53M 
	£0.26M 
	£0.53M 
	£0.26M 
	£0.58M 
	£0.59M 
	£1.55M 
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	Creating the environment for business 
	Table 9.2 Malton Strategic Growth Option – Infrastructure includes £7.5M Highway Measures 
	Table
	TR
	TH
	Figure

	Malton Norton 
	Pickering Kirkbymoorside 
	Helmsley TOTAL 

	RSS Requirement % Dwellings Affordable Element 0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% RV ‘zone of viability’ 
	RSS Requirement % Dwellings Affordable Element 0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% RV ‘zone of viability’ 
	50% 0% 1500 0 1.63 -1.26 -0.90 -0.53* -0.16 --0.20 -1.00 to 1.50 1.00 to 1.50 
	25% 10% 750 300 1.68 1.67 1.30 1.29 0.95 0.93 0.58* 0.59* 0.21 0.21 -0.14 -0.13 1.00 to 1.50 1.00 to 1.50 
	5% 90% 150 2700 3.14 1.73 2.64 1.35 2.13 0.98 1.55* 0.61 1.13 0.24 0.65 -0.13 1.00 to 1.50 1.00 to 1.50 

	TR
	Viable. RV higher than ‘zone of viability’ 
	Likely to be viable. RV within ‘zone of viability’ 
	Unviable. RV below ‘zone of viability’ 


	NB. 10% (300 dwellings) apportioned to the rural area. *Refer to RVs in Table 9.1 above 
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	Creating the environment for business 
	Table 9.3 Norton Strategic Growth Option – Infrastructure includes £7.5M Highway Measures 
	Table
	TR
	TH
	Figure

	Malton Norton 
	Pickering Kirkbymoorside 
	Helmsley TOTAL 

	RSS Requirement % Dwellings Affordable Element 0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% RV ‘zone of viability’ 
	RSS Requirement % Dwellings Affordable Element 0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% RV ‘zone of viability’ 
	0% 50% 0 1500 -1.25 -0.92 -0.59 -0.26* --0.55 --0.39 1.00 to 1.50 1.00 to 1.50 
	25% 10% 750 300 1.68 1.67 1.30 1.29 0.95 0.93 0.58* 0.59* 0.21 0.21 -0.14 -0.13 1.00 to 1.50 1.00 to 1.50 
	5% 90% 150 2700 3.14 1.52 2.64 1.16 2.13 0.81 1.55* 0.46 1.13 0.11 0.65 -0.24 1.00 to 1.50 1.00 to 1.50 

	TR
	Viable. RV higher than ‘zone of viability’ 
	Likely to be viable. RV within ‘zone of viability’ 
	Unviable. RV below ‘zone of viability’ 


	NB. 10% (300 dwellings) apportioned to the rural area. *Refer to RVs in Table 9.1 above 
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	Figure
	Table 9.4 Joint Malton and Norton Strategic Growth Option – Infrastructure includes £7.5M Highway Measures 
	Table
	TR
	TH
	Figure

	Malton Norton 
	Pickering Kirkbymoorside 
	Helmsley TOTAL 

	RSS Requirement % Dwellings Affordable Element 0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% RV ‘zone of viability’ 
	RSS Requirement % Dwellings Affordable Element 0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% RV ‘zone of viability’ 
	25% 25% 750 750 1.63 1.25 1.26 0.92 0.90 0.59 0.53* 0.26* 0.16 -0.05 -0.20 -0.40 1.00 to 1.50 1.00 to 1.50 
	25% 10% 750 300 1.68 1.67 1.30 1.29 0.95 0.93 0.58* 0.59* 0.21 0.21 -0.14 -0.13 1.00 to 1.50 1.00 to 1.50 
	5% 90% 150 2700 3.14 1.62 2.64 1.26 2.13 0.90 1.55* 0.53 1.13 0.18 0.65 -0.18 1.00 to 1.50 1.00 to 1.50 

	TR
	Viable. RV higher than ‘zone of viability’ 
	Likely to be viable. RV within ‘zone of viability’ 
	Unviable. RV below ‘zone of viability’ 


	NB. 10% (300 dwellings) apportioned to the rural area. *Refer to RVs in Table 9.1 above 
	The influence of the weaker Norton market is again evident with the Norton focused option being the weakest performer whilst the Malton focused option, without the influence of Norton’s poorer housing market, performs better. 
	Under current conditions, the potential to deliver any affordable element is uncertain. If even a 10% affordable element is included, none of the spatial options produce a residual value of £1.5M; any Core Strategy based upon these options relies upon an increase in house prices to be viable. 2009 evaluations are at Appendix K. 
	The lower house prices in Norton produce a much weaker picture with residual values significantly lower that in the other towns and below probable current market expectations. Conversely, the stronger market in Helmsley produces the highest residual values. 
	9.2.3 Growth Projections 
	Plates 9.6 to 9.8 predict the level and timing of a range of affordable proportions.  All projections take account of the impact of the impact of enhanced Code Levels at 2013 and 2016. 
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	Creating the environment for business 
	Plate 9.6 Malton Strategic Growth Option – Infrastructure includes £7.5M Highway Measures – 5% Annual Growth in House Prices 
	Figure
	£3,000,000 
	£2,500,000 
	£2,000,000 
	£1,500,000 
	£1,000,000 
	£500,000 
	£0 
	0% 30% 
	0% 30% 
	0% 30% 
	10% 40% 
	20% 50% 


	Figure
	Figure
	H:\Projects\Project Subfiles\25088 LEE Ryedale LDF Evidence © Entec UK Limited Base Support\Docs\4.Further Amended Draft Final Report May Page 67 2010\Final Issue to RDC 280510\rr013i2.doc 
	22 July 2010 
	Figure
	Creating the environment for business 
	Plate 9.7 Norton Strategic Growth Option – Infrastructure includes £7.5M Highway Measures – 5% Annual Growth in House Prices 
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	Figure
	Plate 9.8 Joint Malton and Norton Strategic Growth Option – Infrastructure includes £7.5M Highway Measures – 5% Annual Growth in House Prices 
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	Figure
	If a 20% affordable housing element is sought against a £1.5M land value, the Council could expect to see this delivered under a Malton focused strategy by 2013 although the introduction of Code Level 6 could mean that this is less reliable for a temporary period around 2016.  In Norton, a 20% element would be delayed to 2015 and would not be reliably met until 2019.  The impact of the weaker Norton market is also seen in the joint strategy option which performs only marginally better than the Norton option
	Against a £1.5M land value, the 40% proportion sought by the RSS would, under the assessment assumptions, be unlikely to be delivered until after 2021 to varying degrees according to the extent to which development is directed towards Norton.  In all cases, the lower land value would advance this performance by two years with the Malton focused option reaching a £1.0M residual value by around 2019. 
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	Creating the environment for business 
	9.3 
	The Impact of Enhanced (£23M) Highway Measures 
	9.3.1 2009 Assessments 
	Tables 9.5 to 9.7 set out the 2009 assessments of the spatial options incorporating an additional £16M of infrastructure costs associated with the new access onto the A64 at Broughton Road.  The detailed assessments are at Appendix K. 
	Table 9.5 Malton Strategic Growth Option – Infrastructure includes £23.5M Highway Measures 
	Table
	TR
	TH
	Figure

	Malton Norton 
	Pickering Kirkbymoorside 
	Helmsley TOTAL 

	RSS Requirement % Dwellings Affordable Element 0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% RV ‘zone of viability’ 
	RSS Requirement % Dwellings Affordable Element 0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% RV ‘zone of viability’ 
	50% 0% 1500 0 1.31 -0.95 -0.58 -0.22 --0.15 --0.51 -1.00 to 1.50 1.00 to 1.50 
	25% 10% 750 300 1.68 1.67 1.30 1.29 0.95 0.93 0.58 0.59 0.21 0.21 -0.14 -0.13 1.00 to 1.50 1.00 to 1.50 
	5% 90% 150 2700 3.14 1.56 2.64 1.18 2.13 0.81 1.55 0.43 1.13 0.62 0.65 -0.30 1.00 to 1.50 1.00 to 1.50 

	TR
	Viable. RV higher than ‘zone of viability’ 
	Likely to be viable. RV within ‘zone of viability’ 
	Unviable. RV below ‘zone of viability’ 
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	Creating the environment for business 
	Table 9.6 Norton Strategic Growth Option – Infrastructure includes £23.5M Highway Measures 
	Table
	TR
	TH
	Figure

	Malton Norton 
	Pickering Kirkbymoorside 
	Helmsley TOTAL 

	RSS Requirement % Dwellings Affordable Element 0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% RV ‘zone of viability’ 
	RSS Requirement % Dwellings Affordable Element 0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% RV ‘zone of viability’ 
	0% 50% 0 1500 -0.93 -0.60 -0.27 --0.05 --0.37 --0.71 1.00 to 1.50 1.00 to 1.50 
	25% 10% 750 300 1.68 1.67 1.30 1.29 0.95 0.93 0.58 0.59 0.21 0.21 -0.14 -0.13 1.00 to 1.50 1.00 to 1.50 
	5% 90% 150 2700 3.14 1.34 2.64 0.99 2.13 0.64 1.55 0.28 1.13 -0.06 0.65 -0.41 1.00 to 1.50 1.00 to 1.50 

	TR
	Viable. RV higher than ‘zone of viability’ 
	Likely to be viable. RV within ‘zone of viability’ 
	Unviable. RV below ‘zone of viability’ 
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	Figure
	Table 9.7 Joint Malton & Norton Strategic Growth Option – Infrastructure includes £23.5M Highway Measures 
	Table
	TR
	TH
	Figure

	Malton Norton 
	Pickering Kirkbymoorside 
	Helmsley TOTAL 

	RSS Requirement % Dwellings Affordable Element 0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% RV ‘zone of viability’ 
	RSS Requirement % Dwellings Affordable Element 0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% RV ‘zone of viability’ 
	25% 25% 750 750 1.31 0.93 0.95 0.60 0.58 0.27 0.22 -0.55 -0.15 -0.37 -0.51 -0.71 1.00 to 1.50 1.00 to 1.50 
	25% 10% 750 300 1.68 1.67 1.30 1.29 0.95 0.93 0.58 0.59 0.21 0.21 -0.14 -0.13 1.00 to 1.50 1.00 to 1.50 
	5% 90% 150 2700 3.14 1.45 2.64 1.08 2.13 0.72 1.55 0.36 1.13 0.01 0.65 -0.36 1.00 to 1.50 1.00 to 1.50 

	TR
	Viable. RV higher than ‘zone of viability’ 
	Likely to be viable. RV within ‘zone of viability’ 
	Unviable. RV below ‘zone of viability’ 


	The enhanced highway measures reduce residual value by about £300,000 per hectare in Malton and Norton and by about £175,000 per hectare for the spatial option overall. 
	In broad terms these measures delay the achievement of any given affordable element against any given land value by about 18 months.  This suggests that a Malton focused strategy will struggle to support a 10% affordable element.  The potential for any affordable element is extremely marginal for the other two strategic options.  
	9.3.2 Growth Projections 
	Applying a 5% annual growth projection to house prices, Plates 9.9 to 9.11 predict the level and timing of affordable elements.  All projections take account of the impact of enhanced Code Levels.  
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	Creating the environment for business 
	Plate 9.9 Malton Strategic Growth Option – Infrastructure includes £23.5M Highway Measures – 5% Annual Growth in House Prices 
	£0 £500,000 £1,000,000 £1,500,000 £2,000,000 £2,500,000 £3,000,000 0% 40% 10% 50% 20% Peak July 2007 Land Values 30% Assumed 2009 Land Values Zone of Viability 
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	Creating the environment for business 
	Plate 9.10 Norton Strategic Growth Option – Infrastructure includes £23.5M Highway Measures – 5% Annual Growth in House Prices 
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	Figure
	Plate 9.11 Joint Malton and Norton Strategic Growth Option – Enhanced Highway Measures – 5% Annual Growth in House Prices 
	£0 £500,000 £1,000,000 £1,500,000 £2,000,000 £2,500,000 £3,000,000 0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% Zone of Viability 
	Against a £1.5M residual value, a Malton based strategic option would be able to deliver a 20% affordable element from 2014 and this would become reliable from 2017 as continued growth in revenues overcomes the impact of Code Level 6.  The joint impacts of Code Level 6 and the weaker market suggests that a 20% element cannot be achieved under a Norton based strategic option before 2021.  Assessment against a residual value of £1.0M, this performance would be advanced by two years. 
	In respect of the RSS affordable housing target of 40%, a Malton based strategy could only be able to deliver this at around 2020 and only if a residual value of £1.0M is acceptable – neither of the other options can achieve this performance until after 2021.  
	A Comparison of the Strategic Growth Options 
	Although any change in house prices is very unlikely to conform to a steady annual trend, it is important to assess the impact of varying growth rates to indicate the timing of the viability of a given affordable element under a range of economic circumstances. 
	Table 9.8 compares the performance of the three spatial options to deliver a 30% affordable element under the three house price growth scenarios of 3%, 5% and 9% growth options.  Assessments are provided against residual values of £1.0M and £1.5M and distinction is made between the impact of the limited and enhanced highway measures. 
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	Creating the environment for business 
	Table 9.8 Projected Timing of Delivery of 30% Affordable Element under 3 Growth Scenarios for Limited and Enhanced Highway Measures 
	Limited (£7.5M) Highway Measures Enhanced (£23.5M) Highway Measures Assumed Annual Growth in House Prices 3% 5% 9% 3% 5% 9% Against Land Value of £1M/Ha Malton focus After 2021 2014-2019 2011 Well after 2021 2015-2020 2012 Norton focus Well after 2021 2020 2012 Well after 2021 After2021 2014-2018 Joint Malton / Norton focus After 2021 2015-2020 2012 Well after 2021 2021 2014-2017 Against Land Value of £1.5M/Ha Malton focus Well after 2021 2021-2022 2014-2017 Well after 2021 After 2021 2015-2018 Norton focus
	This data is also summarised for each of the three potential spatial options in Plates 9.12 to 9.14 respectively. 
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	Creating the environment for business 
	Plate 9.12 Malton Strategic Growth Option – 30% Affordable Element at 3%, 5% & 9% Annual House Price Growth Rates 
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	Creating the environment for business 
	Plate 9.13 Norton Strategic Growth Option – 30% Affordable Element at 3%, 5% & 9% Annual House Price Growth Rates 
	£0 £500,000 £1,000,000 £1,500,000 £2,000,000 £2,500,000 £3,000,000 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 Limited Highw ay @ 9% Enhanced Highw ay @ 9% Limited Highw ay @ 5% Enhanced Highw ay @ 5% Limited Highw ay @ 3% Enhanced Highw ay @ 3% Zone of Viability 
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	Figure
	Plate 9.14 Joint Malton and Norton Strategic Growth Option – 30% Affordable Element at 3%, 5% & 9% Annual House Price Growth Rates 
	£0 £500,000 £1,000,000 £1,500,000 £2,000,000 £2,500,000 £3,000,000 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 Limited Highw ay @ 9% Enhanced Highw ay @ 9% Limited Highw ay @ 5% Enhanced Highw ay @ 5% Limited Highw ay @ 3% Enhanced Highw ay @ 3% Zone of Viability 
	Potential of the Community Infrastructure Levy 
	As currently drafted the CIL offers Councils some flexibility in addressing infrastructure costs by setting a Districtwide levy to support viability across the District or within certain settlements.  As CIL would break the necessity of a specific planning link to a site/ proposal, the CIL could be levied ‘across the board’ to ensure that costs necessary to the delivery of the strategy are accrued from developments that are not directly dependent upon the infrastructure required. 
	Table 9.9 sets out a notional CIL tariff for the Core Strategy based upon the infrastructure cost factors associated with education, highways and leisure identified for each location in Section 3 above. Broadly, a District-wide tariff of between £10,000 and £16,000 per dwelling is implied depending upon whether the £16M of additional highway measures at Malton and Norton are included. 
	Under this District-wide approach, development in the smaller settlements of Pickering, Kirkbymoorside and Helmsley would, in effect, spread the costs of the District’s infrastructure and reduce the burden at Malton and Norton by between £800 and £5,500 per dwelling.  Without this arrangement, a CIL of between £11,000 and £22,000 per dwelling would be required at Malton and Norton.  
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	Table 9.9 Implied CIL Requirements to Meet Infrastructure Costs for Locations and Spatial Options 
	Total Infrastructure Costs – education and leisure and highways including 
	Total Infrastructure Costs – education and leisure and highways including 
	Total Infrastructure Costs – education and leisure and highways including 
	CIL Reqd. to Meet Infrastructure Costs for Location/ Spatial Option Malton Norton Pickering Kirkbymoorside Helmsley Strategy 

	£7.5M Highway Measures £27.86M £23.5M Highway Measures £43.86M 
	£7.5M Highway Measures £27.86M £23.5M Highway Measures £43.86M 
	£11,048 £11,048 £9,395 £9,410 £9,447 £10,318 £21,715 £21,715 £9,395 £9,410 £9,447 £16,244 


	This implies, in effect, the ‘transfer’ of between £1.4M to £10.3M to the less viable areas of the strategy being calculated as follows:  (Strategy Infrastructure Costs per Unit – Settlement Infrastructure Costs per Unit) x No. of Units in Pickering, Kirkbymoorside and Helmsley 
	L
	LI
	Figure
	Limited
	Highway Measures = (£10,318 – approx £9,400) x 1,500 dwellings = £1.4M 

	LI
	Figure
	Enhanced
	Highway Measures = (£16,244 – approx £9,400) x 1,500 dwellings = £10.3M 


	Should the Council consider that infrastructure costs can be reduced from the figures currently assessed, Table 9.10 gives an indication of the financial contribution that could be yielded by varying the District-wide CIL requirement. 
	Table 9.10 Contribution and Yield of Differential CIL Tariffs against Infrastructure Costs for Spatial Options 
	CIL Option (£/dwelling) Infrastructure Costs Reqd for Strategy. Infrastructure Costs Achieved under CIL Option % Achieved Shortfall Infrastructure Cost incl. £7.5M Highway Measures £5,000 £27.86M £13,50M 48% £14.36M £7,500 £27.86M £20.25M 73% £7.61M £10,000 £27.86M £27.00M 97% £0.86M £10,318 £27.86M £27.86M 100% -Infrastructure Cost incl. £23.5M Highway Measures £5,000 £43.86M £13,50M 31% £30.36M £7,500 £43.86M £20.25M 46% £23.61M £10,000 £43.86M £27.00M 62% £16.86M £12,500 £43.86M £33.75M 87% £10.11M £15,0
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	Summary of Findings 
	If it is assumed that a residual valuation of £1.0M is required to demonstrate viability then the following findings are evident: 
	L
	LI
	Figure
	If
	If

	 and if the infrastructure costs associated with education, leisure and highways are met, then none of the spatial options achieve residual values can deliver any element of affordable housing – all options rely upon increases in house prices before any affordable element is viable.  The addition of extra infrastructure costs associated, for instance, with more extensive highway measures in Malton and Norton, impact significantly upon the viability of these locations within the wider strategy; 
	 current market conditions persist


	LI
	Figure
	Assuming
	 a 5% annual growth assumption with limited highway measures, a 30% element can be achieved under a Malton focused strategy from 2012 although Code Level 6 will make this unreliable until about 2018; 

	LI
	Figure
	A
	Norton led strategy produces a weaker performance.  A 5% annual growth assumption is unlikely to achieve a 30% affordable element until around 2019; 

	LI
	Figure
	The
	 weaker Norton element also compromises the joint strategy.  A 5% annual growth assumption may begin to achieve a 30% affordable element from around 2016 before the impact of Code Level 6 will render this unreliable until after 2019; 

	LI
	Figure
	A
	further delay of about twelve to eighteen months would result from the inclusion of the enhanced highway measures.  


	For any given proportion of affordable housing, the impact of a £1.5M residual value broad implies a five year delay to viability.  However, this is not constant in all areas as the impact of Code Level 6 in 2016 will vary according to viability at that time and will have a greater impact upon weaker market areas, albeit that house prices are projected to rise at a similar rate to elsewhere.  This means that: 
	L
	LI
	Figure
	Asssuming
	 a 5% annual growth assumption with limited highway measures, a 30% element can be achieved under a Malton focused strategy from 2018, however provision should be reliable by this time which represents a delay of just three years over the previous scenario; 

	LI
	Figure
	The
	 joint strategy, including the weaker Norton element, should begin to achieve a 30% affordable element at or soon after 2019. 


	Depending upon the approach preferred by the Council, a CIL approach would allow the Council to support the viability of their chosen strategy by, in effect, spreading the costs the infrastructure needs at Malton and Norton through the application of a District-wide levy. 
	Figure
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	Creating the environment for business 
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	10. Conclusions 
	10.1 
	Caveat 
	Fundamentally, this study is strategic and theoretical that seeks to identify the broad influences upon viability in the potential broad locations across the District.  It has not assessed individual sites although its findings will inform the Council’s assessment of specific proposals in due course. 
	It can be said that the current economic downturn provides a somewhat unhelpful context to the study and it could also be argued that it is being undertaken under exceptional and unrepresentative conditions.  Nevertheless, the future is inherently unpredictable and there is a policy requirement for the study so current conditions and market responses must be acknowledged within a statement at a point in time so that changes can be monitored and evidence updated to ensure that policy responds effectively. 
	10.2 
	Contextual 
	The study’s residual valuation approach provides a sound basis for assessing viability.  Whilst no methodology can predict whether a development option will come forward, it can show that it offers sufficient returns to both landowner and developer to be viable should it do so. 
	Current economic circumstances is likely to mean that land will only change hands where the landowner has an overriding reason to sell. In addition, there is a latent tension in the relationship between landowners and developers at the present time. The implications of affordable housing and other policy requirements, such a flood resilience and the Code for Sustainable Homes mean that developers will not be able to pay what landowners may see as the ‘going rate’.  The current downturn probably serves to bl
	Land values are highly volatile in response to changes in house prices but tend to lag behind by about 12 to 18 months.  They also respond a number of other factors and locational, development and site specifics will all affect the ‘going rate’ for land.  To acknowledge this, the study does not assess viability against a single land value but seeks to establish a ‘zone of viability’ defined by the range of land values.  Consultations with the development industry and local agents have established a level of
	10.3 
	Market Recovery 
	Overall the UK economy is showing signs of gradual improvement.  This is no better underlined than by the figures published on 26 January 2010 that confirmed the nation is officially out of the recession, albeit marginally.  The 
	th
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	Figure
	improvements are also underlined by the rise of rates of inflation of approximately 3% in last quarter of 2009.  This positivity is being picked up in housing market which was showing signs of picking up in the second half of 2009 with houses prices rising also by approximately 3%.  There is evidence that this positive trend was also being felt in house prices in North Yorkshire with a similar increase over 2009. 
	As the future is uncertain, projections are unlikely to be reliable.  However, evidence of long term historical Regional trends and in particular the profile of land values after the 1989 peak suggests that values will recover towards the long term trend in about ten to fifteen years.  Such a recovery profile would be broadly produced by a 5% annual growth rate.  The impact of this recovery upon land values remains to be seen.  However, and with all other things being equal, any increase in house prices wil
	10.4 
	Current Viability 
	Significant variations in the strength of housing markets across the District mean that the viability of any given level of affordable housing varies according to location.  In broad terms house prices fall from west to east with the lowest prices closest to Scarborough.  
	Viability is evaluated at three levels. 
	10.4.1 Post Code Evaluations 
	These evaluations are undertaken for notional 0.5 hectare sites at a development density of 40 dph. 
	If it is assumed that developer contributions will be restricted to £5k per dwelling, the prospects for the reliable delivery of affordable housing would appear to be restricted to the western area of the District.  Currently Helmsley is the only significant settlement where residual values suggest that potential may exist.  Assuming that a land value of £1.5M per hectare is accepted then there may be some potential to deliver a small element (in the order of 10% on-site provision) in Malton, Pickering and 
	This potential is necessarily compromised by the imposition of higher developer contributions.  Whilst this does not produce a significant variation, in each case an additional £5k of contribution per dwelling reduces the residual site value for a 0.5 hectare site by £100,000 (£200,000 per hectare) with a corresponding impact upon the affordable contribution. 
	Before 2016 
	If a 5% annual growth in development revenues is applied to the £5k per dwelling contribution scenario, the situation would soon improve to a point where by 2015 a 40% affordable element should be possible in Malton, Pickering and Kirkbymoorside against current land values.  The weaker housing market in Norton suggests that a lesser level of around 30% should be deliverable by that time. 
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	Increase levels of developer contribution will, as before, reduce the residual value by the same order as previously although the impact of these contributions (if fixed) become less important as the market steadily improves. 
	After 2016 
	Performance in 2016 will be hit by the introduction of Level 6 of the Code for Sustainable Homes. Nevertheless, a continued 5% growth will outweigh this influence quickly to a point where an affordable element of at least 40% should be deliverable in all areas at 2021.  The only indicated exception would be in East Ryedale where such a proportion may not be deliverable should a £15k per dwelling contribution be required. 
	10.4.2 Small Site Evaluations 
	In common with the post code analyses, these evaluations are undertaken for notional sites at a development density of 20 dph which is representative of the rural area of Ryedale. 
	These evaluations confirm that current potential for the reliable delivery of affordable housing on small sites would appear to be restricted to the western area of the District only.  
	Before 2016 
	If 2009 land values are accepted, a 5% annual revenue growth assumption could by 2014 create conditions under which a 20% on-site element may be possible in the Malton, Pickering and Kirkbymoorside post code areas.  The weaker housing market in the Norton and East Ryedale areas means that the achievement of a 20% element before 2019 is unlikely. 
	Provision to this level would be delayed by four years should 2007 ‘peak’ land values be demanded by landowners. 
	There is also potential before 2016 to pursue financial contributions in lieu of one site provision.  Clearly this potential will depend upon landowner expectations.  It would however offer a flexible response to ongoing steady economic improvement that would mean that the Council could receive incremental benefits prior to reaching a threshold where a single on-site dwelling becomes viable. 
	After 2016 
	Performance in 2016 will be hit by the introduction of Level 6 of the Code for Sustainable Homes.  Nevertheless, against 2009 land values a continued 5% growth will outweigh this influence to a point where a 40% affordable element could be viable in the Malton, Pickering and Kirkbymoorside post code areas by 2021. 
	Again a four year delay would arise should 2007 ‘peak’ land values be demanded.  This would mean that a 40% affordable element should be achievable in SW Ryedale in 2019 – elsewhere this level would not be achievable until beyond 2021. 
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	Towns and Spatial Options 
	The relative viability of the Helmsley housing market area is a consistent feature of all the evaluations.  Conversely, Norton is much less buoyant also lagging behind Malton, Pickering and Kirkbymoorside. 
	This pattern is compounded by the impact of expected infrastructure costs in the towns.  The main distinguishing factor is the level of highway measures required in Malton and/or Norton which means that these towns have higher cost requirements per dwelling.  The degree to which these measures are required is still being evaluated by the Council but the identification of these towns as the major growth point in all three spatial options means that these costs will need to be dealt with in the core strategy.
	If it is assumed that a residual valuation at the lower end of the ‘zone of viability’ of £1.0M demonstrates viability then the following findings are noted: 
	L
	LI
	Figure
	If
	If

	 and if the infrastructure costs associated with education, leisure and highways are met, then none of the spatial options achieve residual values can deliver any element of affordable housing – all options rely upon increases in house prices before any affordable element is viable.  The addition of extra infrastructure costs associated, for instance, with more extensive highway measures in Malton and Norton, detrimentally impact upon the viability of these locations within the wider strategy; 
	 current market conditions persist


	LI
	Figure
	Assuming
	 a 5% annual growth assumption with limited highway measures, a 30% element can be achieved under a Malton focused strategy from 2014 although Code Level 6 will make this unreliable until about 2018; 

	LI
	Figure
	A
	Norton led strategy produces a weaker performance.  A 5% annual growth assumption is unlikely to achieve a 30% affordable element until around 2022; 

	LI
	Figure
	The
	 weaker Norton element also compromises the joint strategy.  A 5% annual growth assumption may begin to achieve a 30% affordable element from around 2016 before the impact of Code Level 6 will render this unreliable until after 2019; 

	LI
	Figure
	A
	delay of about twelve to eighteen months would result from the inclusion of the enhanced highway measures. 


	For any given proportion of affordable housing, the impact of a £1.5M residual value broad implies a five year delay to viability.  However, this is not constant in all areas as the impact of Code Level 6 in 2016 will vary according to viability at that time and will have a greater impact upon weaker market areas, albeit that house prices are projected to rise at a similar rate to elsewhere.  This means that: 
	Assuming a 5% annual growth assumption with limited highway measures, a 30% element can be achieved under a Malton focused strategy from 2021 (a delay of six years), however provision should be reliable by this time which represents a delay of just three years over the previous scenario; 
	Figure

	A 5% annual growth assumption is unlikely to achieve a 30% affordable element until well after 2021; 
	Figure

	Figure
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	Thejoint strategy, including the weaker Norton element, should begin to achieve a 30% affordable element at or soon after 2021. 
	Figure

	10.6 
	Considerations for the Core Strategy 
	10.6.1 Predicting Recovery 
	The currently difficult circumstances give a pessimistic impression of viability. However, and fundamentally, it is highly unlikely that current economic conditions will apply throughout the lifetime the LDF to 2026 and the volatility of land values means that the following, either individually or in combination, could markedly improve the position: 
	L
	LI
	Figure
	There
	 is some cautious optimism that the current economic position is improving.   House prices are the main determinant of land values and even modest increases can produce marked improvement in residual values; 

	LI
	Figure
	As
	 knowledge of the issues facing developers becomes better understood by landowners and their agents, the ‘going rate’ for land should move to a more viable level. In some cases this may depend upon raised house prices as the current downturn has served to obscure these changes. 


	The Council also has a number of options should the delivery of affordable housing be considered paramount and this could include use of public sector sites for which a sub-premium land value is accepted.  This would depend upon the suitability of the location in terms of its ‘fit’ with the strategy as well as environmental and policy constraints. 
	To address this uncertainty, the Council could consider a policy that sets out the overall target for the plan period but also acknowledges an interim target based upon current viability.  The target sought could then be reviewed and updated periodically as market circumstances suggest. There is also the possibility to apply a higher target in areas of stronger viability – alternatively this could be effected – although less reliably through a phasing policy that prioritises the more viable areas of the Dis
	10.6.2 Prioritising Affordable Housing 
	Affordable housing can be prioritised over other considerations in negotiations with developers.  This would need to be carefully applied to ensure that other critical issues (e.g. highway capacity) are addressed.  However there may be scope to be flexible on certain issues in particular locations.  There could be merit in further evaluation of the highway measures to evaluate the point at which a ‘hard threshold’ is reached.  Could for instance, a proportion of the growth be achieved without unacceptable i
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	This implies the phasing of sites so that development in weaker market areas is planned for the latter years of the plan to take advantage of improved economic conditions.  In the meantime, consideration could be given to whether demand could be adequately met by urban sites or the development of the less cost-constrained parts of the strategy.  This could imply an early focus upon Helmsley, Pickering and the wider rural area.  Figure 10.1 suggests how this might be spatially framed; 
	It could also be said that the spatial options are ‘blunt instruments’ as currently framed.  Consideration could be given to a strategy that acknowledges area-specific thresholds to derive an optimum solution.  This could for instance result in a less equal split, say 80/20, between Malton and Norton. 
	The Core Strategy could have a role in enhancing values and viability in Norton.  This could be achieved by a policy objective to deliver development of exceptional quality that creates a market attraction that it currently does not have.  This could be specified by a development brief within the context of the Site Allocations DPD. 
	10.6.3 Mechanisms and Monitoring 
	The use of commuted sums on small sites should be considered.  This could be best applied on small or other windfall sites where a single on-site unit would account for a significant proportion of the development and would also constitute a flexible, and increasingly profitable, mechanism as recovery progresses.  In this way, the Council would receive a useful financial contribution; 
	Without enactment, the potential of the CIL as a tool remains uncertain.  Nevertheless it would contain two aspects that could aid provision: 
	L
	LI
	Figure
	The
	 application of a standard tariff could, to an extent, support the viability of Malton and Norton.  This study suggests that a District-wide CIL of just over £10,000 per unit would address the infrastructure requirements as currently assessed and support Malton and Norton to the tune of between £800 to £5,500 per unit. In aggregate this would result in the pooling of resources to ensure that the needs of the District are met in the most effective way; 

	LI
	Figure
	The
	CIL may also offer scope to apply differential tariffs to further boost this transfer of resources.  Whilst this warrants further assessment it could be an unpopular policy that could create a development impasse in the more viable areas of the District as landowners ‘sit tight’ to await it’s removal before bringing their sites to the market. Whilst this is a potential danger, this option does warrant further evaluation. 


	There is certainly a need for ongoing consultation with the market upon specific proposals as well as more general trends and conditions within the Site Allocations DPD.  The Council’s already good relation with local stakeholders will provide a good platform for this. 
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	10.6.4 Summary 
	In summary, current economic conditions make the delivery of affordable housing problematic. However scenarios based around growth in house prices in response to current optimism indicates that the LDF’s policies should anticipate how it will respond to these improved circumstances.   
	A flexible policy approach is required that allows a range of affordable proportions to be sought according to location.  It should also allow the potential for targets to be updated as further evidence adds to the understanding of local viability including the potential of specific sites as these are presented by the market. 
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	Creating the environment for business 
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	DAT – GUIDANCE NOTES 
	1. INTRODUCTION 
	The Development Appraisal Toolkit (DAT) has been developed on behalf of 13 local authorities and housing associations in South Wales. The participating organisations are: 
	The following Council’s, Blaenau Gwent, Bridgend, Carmarthen, Caerphilly, Cardiff, Conwy, Merthyr, Monmouthshire, Newport, Pembrokeshire (incl the National Park) Rhondda Cynon and Taff, Torfaen, Vale of Glamorgan and the Housing Association Consortia of GENuS, Integrate and Syniad. 
	The Welsh Assembly Government has participated in the development of the Development Appraisal Toolkit. 
	The Home Builders Federation has been consulted in developing the Development Appraisal Toolkit at both the initial and final draft stages. 
	The process for developing the Development Appraisal Toolkit has been guided and supported by a steering group of local authority and housing association representatives. 
	Figure
	DAT – GUIDANCE NOTES 
	2. GENERAL PRINCIPLES 
	2.1 Overview 
	The Development Appraisal Toolkit (or DAT) provides the user with an assessment of the economics of residential development for specific schemes. It allows the user to test the economic implications of different types and amounts of planning obligation and, in particular, the amount and mix of affordable housing. The user can alter a range of different assumptions including house prices, grant rates, density and build costs and compare the results these generate. 
	The DAT can be an aid to decision making but it cannot make decisions. It does not say if such and such a residual value is achieved then development can or cannot go ahead. However, it gives the user information about the economics of development, which can be taken into account, along with a range of other factors about the site, in making decisions about proposed schemes, be they at pre-application negotiation stage, an outline planning application or a full/detailed application. The DAT can also be used
	The DAT compares the potential revenue from a site with the potential costs of development before a payment for land is made. 
	In estimating the potential revenue, the income from selling dwellings in the market and the income from producing specific forms of affordable housing are considered. The estimates involve (1) assumptions about how the development process and the subsidy system operate and (2) assumptions about the values for specific inputs such as house prices and building costs. These assumptions are made explicit in the Guidance Notes. If the user has reason to believe that reality in specific cases differs from the as
	The DAT should not be used in a mechanistic fashion to give results that are taken as inevitably correct. The results depend on the inputs. The results provide information to help make decisions. The results do not provide the decisions. 
	For some inputs, such as house prices and building costs, the DAT has ‘default’ values. The default values vary by house type and by local authority and, in the case of house prices, take into account different ‘market areas’ within local authorities. 
	Where the user has scheme specific values these should be used instead of the default values held within the DAT. 
	Figure
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	The main output of the DAT is the residual value. This is the sum of money that is available to be shared between the developer and the landowner. It is a surplus that remains after all development costs, except land costs, have been met from revenue. Development costs include a standard return for the developer and contractor. The residual value will have to cover the costs of land acquisition. Any surplus remaining after land acquisition becomes ‘supernormal’ profit for the developer. The residual value i
	-

	Use can be made of the DAT to test the sensitivity of the residual value to different input values. Thus the user can see, for instance, how different amounts of affordable housing, higher or lower house prices or higher or lower build costs influence the residual value. The residual value is estimated at a given point in time. If the user wishes to test for a future situation in which for example house prices have increased by say 5% and build costs by say 3%, then this is possible. If this example is real
	2.2 Interpreting results 
	The way the results of the DAT are used is very important. The DAT does not indicate whether a site will come forward or not. It does not indicate whether a site will come forward with a specific affordable housing contribution or not. The user will need to make a judgement about the residual value generated by the Toolkit. 
	There are several ‘benchmarks’ that can be used to assess whether a site is viable at a certain level of affordable housing contribution. First, the user can see if the site is negative in ‘value’; that is to say, the costs of developing the site are greater than the revenue generated by it. Under these circumstances, the site would not be expected to come forward under any circumstances. 
	Second, the user can assess if the site, with the affordable housing contribution (or other planning obligations) is lower in value than the existing use. To ascertain this, we would recommend local authorities establish with their property advisers (either within their authority or using external advisers) the best possible data. Benchmarks (per hectare) can be identified from the Valuation Office website (– then follow ‘Publications – Property Market Report 2006 – Residential Building Land Report’). 
	www.voa.gov.uk 
	www.voa.gov.uk 


	In most cases, the site value for residential development will be higher than the existing use and this will almost always be the case for agricultural land which does not normally exceed £5,000 per hectare in value. Where the site value does exceed the existing use, then the consideration, when negotiating 
	Figure
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	affordable housing (and other planning obligations) would normally be the level of uplift. 
	Residential land values will vary although some benchmarks are provided by the Valuation Office. 
	It is important that these land value ‘benchmarks’ are seen in the context of planning policies for affordable housing. Where affordable housing policies are emergent or nascent, then the impacts would not be expected to have begun to ‘bite’. 
	Policies to increase the supply of affordable housing will be best delivered where local authorities build up a record of comparable data that can be used to inform evaluation of new sites that come forward. This data might come directly from DAT appraisals or from developer’s own ‘open book’ submissions. 
	Figure
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	3. BASIC COMPONENTS OF THE DEVELOPMENT APPRAISAL TOOLKIT (DAT) 
	3.1 The Scheme 
	The DAT is designed to analyse the development economics of ‘schemes’ and to produce scheme-specific residual values. Usually a scheme will have a defined physical boundary (for example, the ‘red line’ of a planning application) but the DAT will operate provided the user can estimate the site area of the scheme. 
	3.2 Different Development Situations 
	A scheme can be new build or conversion/refurbishment of existing buildings 
	– but if used to model a conversion, the user will usually need a lot more information about the scheme than for a new build scheme. 
	The DAT can be used for mixed use schemes. Mixed use in this context is where development proposed on a site includes other uses (e.g. commercial or retail development) as well as residential. This (Phase II) version of the Toolkit includes a specific page for commercial property inputs. 
	The DAT is flexible but cannot take into account every possible development situation. 
	3.3 Unit of Measurement 
	The basic unit of measurement in the DAT is the dwelling. This dictates how prices are measured and is the basis for the Welsh Assembly Government funding regime. 
	3.4 Using DAT Default Values 
	The DAT has default values for a number of variables. Some of these (e.g. professional fees, finance costs) are the same for all locations. Others will vary depending on their location and assumptions made about the density of development. Default values which vary are: 
	L
	LI
	Figure
	House 
	prices 

	LI
	Figure
	Build 
	costs 

	LI
	Figure
	Social 
	rents (SR) 

	LI
	Figure
	Market 
	rents from which the user provides intermediate rents (IR) 

	LI
	Figure
	Acceptable 
	Cost Guidance or ACG values (including wheelchair supplements) 

	LI
	Figure
	Dwelling 
	mixes 


	Figure 1 below shows, for a specific scheme, what governs the default values used in the DAT (the factors shown in the ‘petals’ of the diagram). 
	Figure
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	Figure
	Figure 1: Drivers of Default Values used in the DAT 
	So, for instance, the DAT will have a different mix of dwelling types for a scheme of 60 dph than for one of 35 dph. It will use different ACG values for a scheme in Band 1 than for Band 3 and will have different house prices for a scheme in e.g. Cardiff Inner Core area or North East Suburban Cardiff. 
	The accompanying Excel file “DAT defaults.xls” provides a full listing of all default values which apply to each local authority. 
	3.5 Core Dwelling Types 
	The DAT operates using a core range of dwelling types as shown below. 
	Dwelling Name 
	Dwelling Name 
	Dwelling Name 
	No. Of Bedrooms 

	Studio Flat 
	Studio Flat 
	1 

	1 Bed Flat 
	1 Bed Flat 
	1 

	2 Bed Flat 
	2 Bed Flat 
	2 

	1 Bed Terrace/Town House 
	1 Bed Terrace/Town House 
	1 

	2 Bed Terrace/Town House 
	2 Bed Terrace/Town House 
	2 

	3 Bed Terrace/Town House 
	3 Bed Terrace/Town House 
	3 

	4 Bed Terrace/Town House 
	4 Bed Terrace/Town House 
	4 
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	2 Bed Semi Detached 
	2 Bed Semi Detached 
	2 Bed Semi Detached 
	2 

	3 Bed Semi Detached 
	3 Bed Semi Detached 
	3 

	4 Bed Semi Detached 
	4 Bed Semi Detached 
	4 

	3 Bed Detached 
	3 Bed Detached 
	3 

	4 Bed Detached 
	4 Bed Detached 
	4 

	5 Bed Detached 
	5 Bed Detached 
	5 

	2 Bed Bungalow 
	2 Bed Bungalow 
	2 

	3 Bed Bungalow 
	3 Bed Bungalow 
	3 


	Where the user has very limited scheme information (for example, at policy making stage or pre-application discussion stage) the core dwelling types provide the basis of operation for the DAT and the use of defaults. The DAT also allows scheme analysis where the user has more detailed information about the site and does not want to be constrained by the core dwelling types. 
	3.6 Tenures 
	The tenures used in the DAT are defined as follows: 
	‘Sale housing’: housing sold on the open market. 
	‘Social Rent’: housing provided by a landlord where access is on the basis of housing need, and rents are no higher than target rents set by the Welsh Assembly for housing associations and local authority rents. 
	‘Homebuy’: low cost home ownership housing provided by registered social landlords in which the occupier owns a percentage of the property (normally 30-50% but no less than 25%) and the remainder is owned by the RSL. 
	‘Intermediate Rent’: property which is available for rent at a cost which is less than typical market rent in an area but above social rent levels. 
	‘Equity Share’: the occupier owns a percentage of the property (typically around 70%) and the remainder is owned by a third party (typically the developer, landowner, employer or their agent). The purchaser may be expected to buy at the market value at a specified date in the future. 
	For the purposes of the DAT, ‘affordable housing’ is the collective name given to Social Rent, Homebuy, Intermediate Rent and Equity Share 
	Figure
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	4. BASICS FOR USING THE DAT 
	4.1 Valid User 
	The user should have a valid and licensed copy of this software installed. 
	The DAT is provided for the operation only by users who have obtained the DAT from Newport City Council on behalf of the other partners. The DAT should not be copied and supplied or in any way made available to any other persons. 
	4.2 Using Excel 
	To run the DAT Microsoft Excel 2000 or a more recent version is required. 
	The DAT contains macros and the appropriate Excel security level (‘medium’ or ‘low’) is required for operation of the macros. Users are advised to use the ‘medium level’. However, users should take advice from their own IT experts to ensure that the ‘medium’ security setting is appropriate for them. 
	1

	4.3 Terminology 
	These Guidance Notes provide a step-by-step guide through the each part of the DAT. Each part of the DAT is shown as it appears on the screen and guidance given about what the user needs to do along with some further background information and helpful tips. 
	Users need to be aware that on the screen, the DAT will often show figures as whole numbers or numbers to one decimal place although the underlying figures may be at a much more detailed level. 
	Important terms used in the Guidance Notes are: 
	‘Tick a box’: means left click with the mouse above the box to show a tick (which ‘turns on’ that operation) – left clicking again will remove the tick (and that function is ‘turned off’). 
	‘Select an option button’: this instruction will arise where the user has a series of options to choose from, each identified by a button with a description alongside. ‘Select an option button’ means left click with the mouse above the button to highlight it (which selects the way of working described next to the button). 
	A‘drop down list’ is a series of options set out in a list. To use a ‘drop down list’, left click the mouse over the arrow at the right of the list to bring down the full list. Click over the required item from the list. 
	Figure
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	A test or run of the DAT – refers to the completion of the DAT for a scheme and results shown on the Scheme Results page. 
	The Guidance Notes also include background information/advice about particular sections of the DAT. These notes are titled ‘Advisory’. 
	4.4 Layout of the DAT 
	The DAT is made up of a number of pages and the user is required to input information as they move from page to page. 
	The DAT uses colour coding as follows: 
	User can only enter or change values in white cells. Certain white cells have a red border (e.g. the ‘site area’ cell). The user must fill in these cells, as there are no DAT default values for these cells. 
	On some pages there are DAT default values. These appear in light blue cells. The user cannot change values in the blue cells but can usually ‘override’ default values by entering their own values in the white cells alongside. 
	-

	Some pages have menu buttons at the top of the page which give the user options in, for example, access to information and movement between the pages. 
	NB: Where screenshots appear in these guidance notes, they do not represent a consistent worked example. Instead they reflect a variety of situations. 
	Figure
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	4.5 View and Go to 
	For swift navigation round the DAT the user can refer to the Go To menu button at the top of the page. This provides a set of options, which allows the user to go directly to a particular page of the DAT 
	Figure
	Figure
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	5. PREPARATORY STAGES 
	5.1 Data Options 
	For key variables, the DAT allows the user to choose two different ways of working which are, 
	Using the DAT default values; Using the user’s own scheme specific values. 
	Scheme specific values are provided by the user on a scheme-by-scheme basis and are used in place of the DAT default values. 
	5.2 Data Entry 
	Throughout the DAT, once you have entered a value in a cell press the ‘return’ key on your keyboard. 
	In cases where a cell does not require a value, the cell may still refuse to accept a value of zero. If you wish a cell to have no value and there is already a number entered, use the ‘delete’ key to leave the cell empty. Do not try to enter a zero in the cell. 
	Figure
	6. ENTERING INFORMATION IN THE DAT 
	6.1 Site Identification 
	Page 1 of the DAT provides the name and other essential information to identify the scheme. The information should be entered in the white cells. 
	1 -SITE IDENTIFICATION S ite D e tails S ite A d dres s S ite R e feren c e A pplic a tion N um ber S c hem e D es c ription N ew s ite A ny w here s it e A ny w here tow n 123 45 A pp 0 1/07 N ex t Page 
	Press the 'Next Page' button to continue entering information in the DAT. 
	Figure
	6.2 Site Location 
	In page 2 of the DAT, the user provides essential information about the location of the scheme. 
	2-SITELOCATION Local Authority ACG Band House Price Area Pleaseselectthelocal authority, ACGbandandmarketareafromthedropdownlists. Ifyou subsequently changeoneofthethreecomponentsinthissheet–remember tocheckthattheother twocomponentsarestill correct. NextPage PreviousPage Caerphilly 3 Newbridge 
	Use the three drop down lists to specify: 
	The local authority The ACG band The house price area 
	Users must enter information for all three components. If one of the three components is subsequently changed, remember to check that the other two components remain valid. 
	Press the 'Next Page' button to continue entering information in the DAT. If you need to go back to the ‘previous page’, press ‘Previous Page’. 
	Figure
	6.3 Basic Site Information 
	Figure
	6.3.1 Site Area 
	You MUST enter the site area in hectares. Site area includes internal roads and ancillary open spaces, i.e. the planned area to be developed. 
	6.3.2 Density/Number of Dwellings 
	If you know the number of dwellings in the scheme, select the first option button called ‘Enter a number of dwellings’ and enter the number in the white box to the right. 
	If you do not know the number of dwellings, select the second option button called 'Enter your own density' and enter a density in the white box to the right. Densities are in dwellings per hectare. 
	For densities of less than 40 dwellings per hectare, the DAT provides the option of calling up a ‘rural mix’ by using the tick box which appears: 
	Is thisa rural development? 
	Figure

	ph 
	By choosing this option, the user calls up a special dwelling mix which includes bungalows as well as houses and flats (See Annex 2 for further details). 
	Figure
	Adjustdensity 10 % Resulting Number ofDwellings 55 Resulting Density 55 dph Reset 
	You can test the impact of a percentage increase or decrease in density by selecting a positive or negative percentage in the white box -or by using the arrows. Use the ‘Reset’ button to remove any density adjustment. 
	The number of dwellings and density being used in the run of the DAT are 
	shown in the two white boxes below. 
	shown in the two white boxes below. 
	shown in the two white boxes below. 

	6.3.3 
	6.3.3 
	Habitable rooms and bedspaces 

	The DAT habitable 
	The DAT habitable 
	can provide some limited results rooms. If results are required 
	per 
	in terms of habitable 
	bedroom 
	spaces and/or 
	and per 


	bedspace, the relevant white cells must be completed. The DAT does not have its own values. 
	Figure
	Press the 'Next Page' button to continue entering information in the DAT. If you need to go back to the ‘previous page’, press ‘Previous Page’. 
	Figure
	6.4 Characteristics of Development 
	4 -CHARACTERISTICS OF DEVELOPMENT You can either enter the detailsfor eachunittypein thecellsbelowor pressthebutton'Use defaultunittypes' to call up the Toolkitvalues Ref. Description ofDwelling No of Bed-Rooms Dwelling Type Noof Units Size in sq.m Affordable Size in sq.m Market Parking No. ofStoreys (1-99) Clickthisbutton toclear table contents Pressthisbutton to atomatically use the default unitstypesandmix. Clear Table Use DefaultUnitTypes 
	When entering information about a new scheme, the user should always clear away any data in this page by clicking on the ‘Clear Table’ button. 
	Page 4 of the DAT covers a number of variables which describe the physical characteristics of a scheme: 
	L
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	The 
	number of different types of dwellings 

	LI
	Figure
	The 
	size of dwellings –market and affordable 

	LI
	Figure
	The 
	type of parking provided with flats 

	LI
	Figure
	The 
	number of storeys of blocks containing flats 


	The user can choose either to enter their own information about a scheme or to call up the default information held by the DAT. 
	6.4.1 User entered information 
	When the user enters their own information, they must complete a row for every unit type in the scheme. 
	4 -CHARACTERISTICS OF DEVELOPMENT You can either enter the detailsfor each unittype in the cells below or press the button 'Use defaultunittypes' to call up the Toolkitvalues Ref. Description ofDwelling No of Bed-Rooms Dwelling Type No of Units Size in sq.m Affordable Size in sq.m Market Parking No. ofStoreys (1-99) 1 Large flat 2 Flat 20 65 70 Undercroft 6 2 Small duplex 2 Flat 5 55 50 Undercroft 4 3 Small house 2 House 10 58 54 Surface n/a 4 Large house 3 House 20 75 80 Surface n/a 5 6 7 8 Clickthis butto
	For both the Dwelling type and Parking, the user is provided with a ‘drop down’ list. 
	Figure
	House 
	Figure

	Flat 
	Figure

	Bungalow 
	Figure

	For parking (which only applies to flats) the options in the list are: 
	Underground; 
	Figure

	Undercroft; 
	Figure

	Surface; 
	Figure

	None. 
	Figure

	up average developments (including flats). If therefore, most 
	NB: Users should note that if the ‘Underground’ car parking option is selected, then additional development costs of £15,000 per flat will be added to the appraisal. If ‘Undercroft’ parking is selected, then £5,000 per flat will be added. If ‘surface’ parking is selected, then no additional costs will be added (these are deemed to be covered in the external works). Care is needed in using the DAT here. The BCIS costs will pick 
	developments include for example underground parking, then the BCIS costs will implicitly pick up these additional costs and the user should therefore not select ‘Underground’ in the DAT. To ensure no additional costs are added, select ‘none’. 

	Users are required to enter information about the size of both market and affordable units even if they know that some unit types will only be assigned to one or other ‘tenure’. Wherever possible, it is recommended that the user enters unit sizes for both market and affordable housing which are as realistic as possible. Then, if later, the user wants to test for alternative tenure mixes, there are appropriate unit sizes for all units and the DAT continues to provide appropriate estimates of residual values.
	Advisory 
	There are 20 rows which users have available to define a scheme. Rarely a scheme may have more than 20 unit types. In this case, the user has two options: 
	One – amalgamate some of the dwelling types to reduce the number of types to the 20 allowed. It will be a matter of judgement which unit types are combined but, as a general rule, the more alike the dwelling types, the easier it is to amalgamate them. For example, there are 5 x 2 bed duplex units of 50 sq m and 5 x 2 bed duplex units of 60 sq m. These can be amalgamated to provide 10x2 bed duplex units of 55 sq m. Later in the DAT, the user will be asked to provide information about market values for differ
	One – amalgamate some of the dwelling types to reduce the number of types to the 20 allowed. It will be a matter of judgement which unit types are combined but, as a general rule, the more alike the dwelling types, the easier it is to amalgamate them. For example, there are 5 x 2 bed duplex units of 50 sq m and 5 x 2 bed duplex units of 60 sq m. These can be amalgamated to provide 10x2 bed duplex units of 55 sq m. Later in the DAT, the user will be asked to provide information about market values for differ
	The other rule for amalgamation is to combine units which are of one tenure. 

	Figure
	Two – users can choose to split the scheme into two or more DAT runs and combine the results. For instance, if the user wants to use 38 dwelling types, they could split the scheme into a run of 20 units and a run of 18 units and combine the results. 
	Figure
	6.4.2 Using Default Values 
	4 -CHARACTERISTICS OF DEVELOPMENT You can either enter the details for each unit type in the cellsbelow or press the button 'Use defaultunit types' to call up the Toolkit values Ref. Description ofDwelling No of Bed-Rooms Dwelling Type No of Units Size in sq.m Affordable Size in sq.m Market Parking No. of Storeys (1-99) Clickthisbutton to clear table contents Press this button to atomatically use the default units types and mix. Clear Table Use DefaultUnitTypes 
	Where the user wants to use the default values contained in the DAT, the ‘Use Default Unit Types’ button should be pressed. 
	This will call up a mix of dwelling types. The mix will only include dwellings from the list of 15 default dwelling types used in the DAT and which are set out below. 
	Dwelling Name 
	Dwelling Name 
	Dwelling Name 

	Studio Flat 
	Studio Flat 

	1 Bed Flat 
	1 Bed Flat 

	2 Bed Flat 
	2 Bed Flat 

	1 Bed Terrace/Town House 
	1 Bed Terrace/Town House 

	2 Bed Terrace/Town House 
	2 Bed Terrace/Town House 

	3 Bed Terrace/Town House 
	3 Bed Terrace/Town House 

	4 Bed Terrace/Town House 
	4 Bed Terrace/Town House 

	2 Bed Semi Detached 
	2 Bed Semi Detached 

	3 Bed Semi Detached 
	3 Bed Semi Detached 

	4 Bed Semi Detached 
	4 Bed Semi Detached 

	3 Bed Detached 
	3 Bed Detached 

	4 Bed Detached 
	4 Bed Detached 

	5 Bed Detached 
	5 Bed Detached 

	2 Bed Bungalow 
	2 Bed Bungalow 

	3 Bed Bungalow 
	3 Bed Bungalow 


	The composition of each dwelling mix is determined by the scheme density (identified in page 3 – Basic Site Information). Annex 2 sets out the default mixes held in the DAT. Not all 15 dwelling types appear in each mix. 
	The example below is for a scheme with a density of 55 dwellings per hectare. 
	Figure
	4 -CHARACTERISTICS OF DEVELOPMENT You can either enter the details for each unittype in the cells below or pressthe button 'Use defaultunittypes' to call up the Toolkitvalues Ref. Description ofDwelling No of Bed-Rooms Dwelling Type No of Units Size in sq.m Affordable Size in sq.m Market Parking No. ofStoreys (1-99) 1 2 1 Bed Flat 1 Flat 8.25 48 50 3 2 Bed Flat 2 Flat 11 60 55 4 5 2 Bed Terrace/Town House 2 House 13.75 73 55 Surface n/a 6 3 Bed Terrace/Town House 3 House 16.5 80 80 Surface n/a 7 8 9 3 Bed S
	As well as providing a dwelling mix, when using the default unit types, the DAT calls up values for the size of units. Annex 3 sets out the DAT default unit sizes. 
	For flats, the user needs to provide information about the parking type (using the drop down lists provided) and the number of storeys. 
	Press the 'Next Page' button to continue entering information in the DAT. If you need to go back to the ‘previous page’, press ‘Previous Page’. 
	Advisory 
	As a general rule, if there is doubt whether there is sufficient information about a scheme to complete all the rows for the different unit types, users should use the DAT default values. 
	Figure
	6.5 Market Values 
	The DAT must have information about market value of the sale units to provide its estimates of the revenue from the scheme. 
	There are two ways in which the DAT can operate: 

	i) 
	i) 
	i) 
	i) 
	With scheme specific values identified by the user; 

	ii) 
	ii) 
	With the DAT default values. 

	The 
	The 
	two 
	options 
	are 
	not 
	mutually 
	exclusive 
	and 
	it 
	is 
	possible 
	to 
	use 
	a 


	combination of ‘scheme specific’ and ‘default’ values. 
	When entering information about a new scheme, users should first press the ‘Clear Table’ button. 
	5 -MARKET VALUES MarketValue price adjust(%) 100 % DAT defaultvalues may be used : For Caerphilly: Newbridge Enter Defaults Reset Clear Table 
	6.5.1 Using Default Unit Types 
	The ‘Enter Default’ button will only appear if the user has selected the Default Unit Types’ at Page 4. The screenshot below, shows the above example when the Enter Defaults button has been used 
	Figure
	5 -MARKET VALUES Market Value price adjust (% ) 100 % Ref. Dwelling Type No of Bed-Rooms M a rk e t V a lu e A d ju s t e d M a rk e t V a lu e 1 2 1 Bed Flat 1 £55,000 £55,000 3 2 Bed Flat 2 £82,000 £82,000 4 5 2 Bed Terrace/Town House 2 £90,000 £90,000 6 3 Bed Terrace/Town House 3 £126,000 £126,000 7 8 9 3 Bed Semi Detached 3 £143,000 £143,000 1 0 4 Bed Semi Detached 4 £164,000 £164,000 1 1 1 2 1 3 1 4 1 5 1 6 1 7 1 8 1 9 2 0 1 0 0 DAT default values may be used : For Caerphilly: Newbridge Previous Page N
	Users can amend default market values by over-writing the values shown in the white cells. 
	Figure
	6.5.2 User defined scheme 
	If the DAT is using a user defined scheme, having used the ‘Clear Table’ button, the screen shown below will appear. 
	5 -MARKET VALUES MarketValue price adjust(%) 100 % Ref. Dwelling Type No ofBed-Rooms Market Value Adjusted Market Value 1 Large flat 2 2 Small duplex 2 3 Small house 2 4 Large house 3 5 6 This isa user entered scheme There are no defaultunitpricesavailable, please clear the table and enter your own values Reset Clear Table 
	The user must provide their own market values for all the dwelling types shown in the left hand column. 
	6.5.3 Adjusting Market Values 
	The DAT allows the user to test the impact of a percentage reduction or increase in market values. To do this, enter the percentage increase or decrease. You can use the ‘up’ and ‘down’ arrows to adjust the percentage figure. To clear a figure from here, use the button marked ‘RESET’. 
	Values shown in the column called ‘Price with % change applied’ are the basic values plus the percentage increase or decrease specified by the user. It is these figures that the DAT will use in its analysis. 
	Press the 'Next Page' button to continue entering information in the DAT. If you need to go back to the ‘previous page’, press ‘Previous Page’. 
	Figure
	Advisory 
	The Default Market Areas 
	Background: 
	The DAT bases market values on ‘market areas. Typically there are between five and seven market areas within each local authority. These are not functional market areas as defined in some of the strategic housing market assessments, where ‘market areas’ are derived from patterns of migration and their relations with travel to work areas. The market areas used in the DAT are really a proxy for house price areas within a local authority 
	A full list of the market areas is shown in the accompanying information file. This shows the market area descriptor and the relevant postcode sectors that fall within that market area. 
	Use of market areas: 
	Local authorities are encouraged to use these market areas to test policy options as well as to negotiate affordable housing and other planning obligations. They provide a starting point for policy making in that it will be clear from using the DAT’s other default data (in particular development mix), that affordable housing will not usually be equally viable across all areas of the local authority. . 
	The market areas are a starting point for negotiations with developers. Default house prices are indicative prices only and local authorities are encouraged to provide their own more local data where relevant or, where the figures can be properly justified, to use those submitted by the developer. The defaults cannot replace this type of information, although the defaults can usefully be used where bespoke information is not available. 
	Because house prices are so critical to the appraisal, local authorities should beware of situations in which developers want to use the default and do not provide site specific information. The defaults should be used as benchmarks and as a way for authorities to come to a realistic but broad planning policy stance. 
	At site specific level house prices should always be validated with the local authority’s property advisers and with local estate agents. 
	Technical information about the defaults 
	House price data is based on HM Land Registry data. The default values are based on a very large sample of transactions in the existing stock. It is not realistic to derive default values for a market area based on new sales, since these are relatively few in number and hence unreliable as a sample. The default values are however calculated by using an ‘existing to new’ conversion 
	House price data is based on HM Land Registry data. The default values are based on a very large sample of transactions in the existing stock. It is not realistic to derive default values for a market area based on new sales, since these are relatively few in number and hence unreliable as a sample. The default values are however calculated by using an ‘existing to new’ conversion 
	The market areas have been developed from the geographical unit of postcode sectors. Where postcode sectors that are in geographical proximity exhibit similar house prices, then together, they can be taken as a market area. Data has been aggregated upwards from the postcode sectors to arrive at average indicative prices for the market areas. 

	Figure
	These prices provide a reasonable guide level for analysis at a sub-authority area, although it should be noted that prices presented in this form are average prices, which may differ from the price of new or existing housing. Local authorities who wish for a more precise break down of prices between different market sectors should contact HM Land Registry direct, who can provide bespoke housing market data 
	Ultimately for development control purposes, the best and most robust data will come from comparable selling prices for developments in the locality where the proposed scheme is located. To this end, it may prove to be a valuable exercise to commission research (in-house or with, for example, local surveyors) to establish the most likely selling prices. Information should also be sought from the developer, although this would probably need to be externally verified. . 
	Adjusting Market Values 
	Using the percentage increase or decrease facility allows the user to test the impact of varying house prices for comparison with current development costs. 
	It is not recommended that a simple increase (or decrease) in basic market value is used to represent anticipated changes in a scheme over time (e.g. to ‘forecast’ the possible value of later phases of a scheme which may come on stream X years in the future). The DAT default values only apply to schemes for approval/start on site in 2008. Longer-term developments would require periodic reappraisal of house prices, build costs and subsidy availability and this could be referred to in the S106 agreement. 
	Figure
	6.6 Tenure Mix 
	Screen 6 of the DAT offers users the facility to vary percentages of different tenures. As well as sale housing, there is social rent and the 3 types of intermediate tenure (Homebuy, Intermediate Rent and Equity Share). Housing for key workers is not identified separately since the term does not refer to a particular tenure. 
	6.6.1 Using Default Unit Types 
	In the example below, the DAT is using a default mix and the user must use the ‘Input by Percentage’ method. 
	6 -TENURE MIX Social rent Homebuy Intermediate rent Equity Share Ref. Description 70% 15% 5% 5% 5% 1 2 1 Bed Flat 5.8 1.2 0.4 0.4 0.4 8.3 3 2 Bed Flat 7.7 1.7 0.6 0.6 0.6 11.0 4 5 2 Bed Terrace/Town House 9.6 2.1 0.7 0.7 0.7 13.8 6 3 Bed Terrace/Town House 11.6 2.5 0.8 0.8 0.8 16.5 7 8 9 3 Bed Semi Detached 1.9 0.4 0.1 0.1 0.1 2.8 10 4 Bed Semi Detached 1.9 0.4 0.1 0.1 0.1 2.8 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 38.5 8.3 2.8 2.8 2.8 55.0 Percentage purchased by purchaser for Homebuy Default: 70% User: Percentage 
	A notice will appear if the figures entered do not add to 100%. The DAT will automatically calculate the number of dwellings by type and tenure. 
	Figure
	6.6.2 User Defined Scheme 
	When the scheme in the DAT is user defined, screen 6 will offer the user the option of distributing the dwellings by percentage or as ‘Input by Quantity’. By using the buttons at the top of the page, the user selects tenure mix by type of dwelling. In the example below the user has selected, Input by Quantity and distributed each type of dwelling (e.g. Large flat) across the tenures, by entering information in the white cells. 
	6 -TENURE MIX Social rent Homebuy Intermediate rent Equity Share Ref. Description 55% 18% 9% 9% 9% 1 Large flat 10.0 5.0 5.0 20.0 2 Small duplex 5.0 5.0 3 Small house 5.0 5.0 10.0 4 Large house 10.0 5.0 5.0 20.0 5 6 You may decide the distribution ofthe units acrossthe tenuresin two ways. By Percentage: In which case you enter a percentage of the total number ofunits to assign to each tenure. These percentages are applied equally acrossall unittypes. By Quantity: In which case enter the exactnumber ofunits 
	6.6.3 Share purchased for Low Cost Home Ownership 
	The bottom part of this page refers to Homebuy and Equity Share. If these tenures are relevant to the scheme being tested, then the user must fill in the white boxes. 
	Table
	TR
	Percentage purchased by purchaser for Homebuy 
	Default: 
	70% 
	User: 

	TR
	Percentage purchased by purchaser for Equity Share 
	Default: 
	70% 
	User: 


	For Homebuy – a default value of 70% is used by the DAT. This represents the average percentage of the equity (market value) to be purchased by purchasers of the Homebuy units. If the user wants a different percentage, a value should be entered in the white cell to the right. 
	For Equity Share – a default value of 70% is used by the DAT. This represents the average percentage of the equity (market value) to be purchased by purchasers of the Equity Share units. If the user wants a different percentage, a value should be entered in the white cell to the right. 
	The DAT can only deal with a single percentage for each tenure category and this percentage will be applied to all unit types of this tenure. 
	Press the 'Next Page' button to continue entering information in the DAT. If you need to go back to the ‘previous page’, press ‘Previous Page’. 
	Figure
	Advisory 
	For Homebuy and Equity Share, the DAT does not provide information about whether a dwelling will be affordable for purchasers at a particular share size. Users of the DAT should consider what % share purchased will be affordable 
	– given the market values being used in the DAT and their knowledge of income levels of potential purchasers 
	Users are recommended to test the impact on revenue and residual of variations in percentage size share. 
	Figure
	6.7 Wheelchair Units 
	Page 7 of the DAT (whether the user has worked by percentage or quantity up to this point) allows the user to specify the amount of wheelchair housing in the scheme. 
	The shorthand of 'wheelchair units' shown in the DAT refers to dwellings which are usable by wheelchair users. Wheelchair units are larger and more expensive to develop. They may also have different market values from comparable sale units which are not wheelchair adaptable and users should bear this in mind when identifying market values for a scheme. 
	7 -WHEELCHAIRUNITS Depress the Clear Table button first Enter a percentage oftotal units: 10% Ref. Description Wheel-Total Wheel-Total Wheel-Total Wheel-Total Wheel-Total 1 2 1 Bed Flat 0.6 5.8 0.1 1.2 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.4 0.8 3 2 Bed Flat 0.8 7.7 0.2 1.7 0.1 0.6 0.1 0.6 0.1 0.6 1.1 4 5 2 Bed Terrace/Town House 1.0 9.6 0.2 2.1 0.1 0.7 0.1 0.7 0.1 0.7 1.4 6 3 Bed Terrace/Town House 1.2 11.6 0.2 2.5 0.1 0.8 0.1 0.8 0.1 0.8 1.7 7 8 9 3 Bed Semi Detached 0.2 1.9 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.3 10 4 Bed S
	When a new scheme is being entered, users should first depress the ‘Clear Table’ button. 
	Users can specify the percentage of dwellings that are wheelchair units. This will be automatically applied equally to unit types in all tenures. To apply a percentage of wheelchair units, enter the percentage (include the % sign) in the white box at the top of the page and click the ‘Apply’ button. 
	If a different number of wheelchair units are required for a particular tenure and unit type combination, then the user can enter the number of wheelchair units in the appropriate cell in the table. 
	The grey cells are for reference and show the total number of units of that type and tenure in the scheme. It is only possible to enter a whole number of units up to the value shown in the adjacent grey cell. It is not possible to enter fractional wheelchair units even where a default mix results in fractional units. 
	Figure
	Apply wheelchair supplements 
	Figure

	If the scheme will attract wheelchair supplement for social rent and Homebuy units, the user should tick the ‘Apply wheelchair supplements’ box. 
	Press the 'Next Page' button to continue entering information in the DAT. If you need to go back to the ‘previous page’, press ‘Previous Page’. 
	Advisory 
	The Welsh Assembly Government’s funding requirements require that all wheelchair units are let to households that have a specific requirement for wheelchair designed housing and that the unit is fully designed and built to the Development Quality Requirement Standard for wheelchair users. This includes in dwellings of more than one storey that vertical lifts are installed so that a unit is fully wheelchair accessible. Therefore when entering the percentage of wheelchair units for social rent or shared owner
	The public funding regime does not provide specific subsidy to RSLs to develop properties which can subsequently be adapted for wheelchair use. It is more cost-effective to ensure that a unit is suitable for wheelchair use (and occupied by an appropriate household) from day one. This should be borne in mind when considering the amount of social rented and shared ownership wheelchair housing which is to be provided. 
	Figure
	6.8 Acceptable Cost Guidance (ACG) and Wheelchair Supplement Values 
	Where a scheme is using the DAT default mixes and unit types, the DAT uses default Acceptable Cost Guidance (ACG) figures. If the scheme contains wheelchair units for either Social Rent and/or Homebuy units and the user has previously indicated that Wheelchair Supplements will apply, Page 8 of the DAT will be called up. The user is asked to enter their own values for Wheelchair Supplements. They will only be asked for dwelling types which have already been identified as being either Social Rent and/or Homeb
	Ref. Description UnitType 1 Studio Flat 65,900 £ 42,600 £ 2 1 Bed Flat 87,700 £ 42,600 £ 3 2 Bed Flat Flat 0.09 2 Bed Flat 101,000 £ 42,600 £ 4 1 Bed Terrace/Town House 87,700 £ 42,600 £ 5 2 Bed Terrace/Town House 138,100 £ 42,600 £ 6 3 Bed Terrace/Town House House 0.09 3 Bed Terrace/Town House 152,700 £ 70,800 £ 7 4 Bed Terrace/Town House 177,400 £ 70,800 £ 8 2 Bed Semi Detached 141,100 £ 58,400 £ 9 3 Bed Semi Detached House 0.09 3 Bed Semi Detached 155,700 £ 70,800 £ 10 4 Bed Semi Detached 180,400 £ 70,80
	By ticking the button – “Show default ACG and Wheelchair Supplement values” – the ACG and wheelchair supplement values for DAT default dwelling types are shown (as on the right hand side of the screenshot above). These values are for reference for the user, to help guide selection of appropriate values for the Wheelchair Supplements. In the case of default unit types, users can ignore information about default ACG values. 
	Where the DAT is running a user entered scheme, Page 8 of the DAT will also be called up but this time, users must enter their own ACG values and Wheelchair Supplements. 
	Figure
	Ref. Description UnitType 1 Flat Flat 3.00 0.30 Studio Flat 65,900£ 42,600£ 2 Flat 2 Flat 3.00 0.30 1 Bed Flat 87,700£ 42,600£ 3 House 1 House 1.50 0.15 2 Bed Flat 101,000£ 42,600£ 4 House 2 House 1.50 0.15 1 Bed Terrace/Town House 87,700£ 42,600£ 5 2 Bed Terrace/Town House 138,100£ 42,600£ 6 3 Bed Terrace/Town House 152,700£ 70,800£ 7 4 Bed Terrace/Town House 177,400£ 70,800£ 8 2 Bed Semi Detached 141,100£ 58,400£ 9 3 Bed Semi Detached 155,700£ 70,800£ 10 4 Bed Semi Detached 180,400£ 70,800£ 11 3 Bed Detac
	By ticking the button – “Show default ACG and wheelchair supplement values” 
	– the ACG and wheelchair supplement values for DAT default dwelling types are shown (as on the right hand side of the screenshot above). These values are for reference for the user, to help guide selection of appropriate values when scheme specific information is limited. 
	For the DAT to function, it needs values for both ACG and wheelchair supplements (where applicable). In the case where there are wheelchair units, but supplements do not apply (i.e. the Apply Wheelchair Supplement tick box has not been ticked, section 6.7), enter a nominal £1 for the supplement. 
	Press the 'Next Page' button to continue entering information in the DAT. If you need to go back to the ‘previous page’, press ‘Previous Page’. 
	Advisory 
	There are ACG values and Wheelchair Supplements for each of the 15 default dwelling types and for the 6 ACG bands. These values can be found in the accompanying data set “DAT defaults.xls”. 
	Some of the dwelling types in the DAT do not directly correspond to dwelling types shown in the guidance on ACGs provided by the Welsh Assembly Government. The values used in the DAT have been agreed with the Assembly as the best estimates for use in the DAT. However, the values shown should not be taken as ‘approved’ Assembly figures for use in grant applications and further advice from the Assembly should be sought with reference to applicable ACG values. 
	Figure
	Wheelchair supplements will not affect revenue calculations but will be picked up as part of the DAT calculation of the grant for the scheme. Wherever possible, users are advised to seek guidance from a locally active housing association both about whether Wheelchair Supplements should be used and appropriate values. 
	6.9 Social and Intermediate Rent 
	The DAT needs information about social rents and intermediate rents. 
	6.9.1 Using Default Unit Types 
	When entering a new scheme, press the Clear Table button first. 
	Where default unit types are being used, the DAT provides default benchmark rents in the grey cells. The user can over-ride these, by entering their own values in the white cells. 
	For intermediate rent, the DAT provides default market rents for each dwelling type in the scheme. The user has two options to derive the intermediate rent values the DAT will use. 
	One – insert a percentage in the white box called ‘Adjust’. The DAT calculates the intermediate rents as that percentage of market rents. This is the case in the example shown below where the user has specified that intermediate rents are to be 75% of market rents. 
	Two – the user inserts their own values in the white cells. 
	Figure
	Enter your own rentvaluesin the white cells below If you leave any blankthen the ToolkitValue for thatrow will be used Adjust Ref. Description UnitType User Market Rent 75% User 1 ## ## 2 1 Bed Flat Flat 1.2 £46 ## 0.4 £75 £56 ## 3 2 Bed Flat Flat 1.7 £48 ## 0.6 £83 £62 ## 4 ## ## 5 2 Bed Terrace/Town House House 2.1 £58 ## 0.7 £90 £68 ## 6 3 Bed Terrace/Town House House 2.5 £60 ## 0.8 £99 £74 ## 7 ## ## 8 ## ## 9 3 Bed Semi Detached House 0.4 £60 ## 0.1 £101 £76 ## 10 4 Bed Semi Detached House 0.4 £63 ## 0
	6.9.2 User Defined Scheme 
	Enter your own rentvaluesin the white cells below Default Rents are not available -Please enter your values for all available units Adjust Ref. Description UnitType User Market Rent 75% User 1 Large flat Flat 5.0 ## ## 2 ## ## 3 Small house House ## 5.0 ## 4 Large house House 5.0 ## ## 5 ## ## 6 ## ## 7 ## ## 8 ## ## 9 ## ## 10 ## ## 11 ## ## 12 ## ## 13 ## ## 14 ## ## 15 ## ## 16 ## ## 17 ## ## 18 ## ## 19 ## ## 20 ## ## ## ## 9 -SOCIAL AND INTERMEDIATE RENT This isa user entered scheme No. of units Social
	Figure
	By ticking the button – “Show default rent values” benchmark and market rents for DAT default dwelling types are shown (as in the screenshot below). These values are for reference for the user, to help guide selection of appropriate values when scheme specific information is limited. 
	Default unit type 
	Default unit type 
	Default unit type 
	Default ACG value 
	Default Wheelchair supplement 

	Studio Flat 
	Studio Flat 
	£ 65,900 
	£ 42,600 

	1 Bed Flat 
	1 Bed Flat 
	£ 87,700 
	£ 42,600 

	2 Bed Flat 
	2 Bed Flat 
	£ 101,000 
	£ 42,600 

	1 Bed Terrace/Town House 
	1 Bed Terrace/Town House 
	£ 87,700 
	£ 42,600 

	2 Bed Terrace/Town House 
	2 Bed Terrace/Town House 
	£ 138,100 
	£ 42,600 

	3 Bed Terrace/Town House 
	3 Bed Terrace/Town House 
	£ 152,700 
	£ 70,800 

	4 Bed Terrace/Town House 
	4 Bed Terrace/Town House 
	£ 177,400 
	£ 70,800 

	2 Bed Semi Detached 
	2 Bed Semi Detached 
	£ 141,100 
	£ 58,400 

	3 Bed Semi Detached 
	3 Bed Semi Detached 
	£ 155,700 
	£ 70,800 

	4 Bed Semi Detached 
	4 Bed Semi Detached 
	£ 180,400 
	£ 70,800 

	3 Bed Detached 
	3 Bed Detached 
	£ 158,700 
	£ 70,800 

	4 Bed Detached 
	4 Bed Detached 
	£ 183,400 
	£ 70,800 

	5 Bed Detached 
	5 Bed Detached 
	£ 204,900 
	£ 70,800 

	2 Bed Bungalow 
	2 Bed Bungalow 
	£ 141,300 
	£ 58,400 

	3 Bed Bungalow 
	3 Bed Bungalow 
	£ 177,200 
	£ 70,800 


	Press the 'Next Page' button to continue entering information in the DAT. If you need to go back to the ‘previous page’, press ‘Previous Page’. 
	Advisory 
	Benchmark social rents are based on averages of housing association benchmark rents for individual local authority areas. As with house prices, these are averages and the user should check scheme specific social rents with the appropriate housing associations. 
	Market rents, which can be adjusted to an intermediate level, were derived from data collected by the Rent Officer Branch of the Welsh Assembly Government. 
	6.10 Social Rent and Intermediate Rent – Capitalised Net Rent Factors 
	This page will appear only if the scheme has Social Rent or Intermediate Rented units. 
	When entering information for a new scheme, press the Clear Table button first. 
	Figure
	Figure
	The user can enter their own values for any of the items included in the page by entering their own number into the white cell(s) in the user value column. If any white cells are left blank then the DAT values (in blue cells) are used. 
	Press the 'Next Page' button to continue entering information in the DAT. If you need to go back to the ‘previous page’, press ‘Previous Page’. 
	Figure
	Advisory 
	For both Social Rented and Intermediate Rented units the DAT shows the assumptions used to calculate net rents (gross rents minus costs) and the capitalisation ratio used to calculate the capital value of the scheme, derived from net rents. The capitalised valueis assumed to be the payment made by the RSL to the developer. 
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	The net rent is the gross rent minus management and maintenance costs, voids and bad debts. For flats (and some housing schemes) a service charge may also be appropriate. In the case of Intermediate Rent there may also be a letting fee to cover administrative costs. The net rent produces an annual sum which will service a loan on the basis of which an RSL can make a capital payment to a developer. The default factor used to ‘capitalise’ the net rental payment is set out in the DAT. Users can insert an alter
	At the time of the release of the DAT, the default capitalisation rate was set at the Bank of England base rate plus 1%. Users may wish to change this rate in line with changing base rates. 
	There is no published guidance which defines appropriate the appropriate costs used in the DAT. For both social rent and intermediate rent, the default values have been derived in discussion with the housing associations participating in the development of the DAT. For different housing associations and for individual schemes, these values may vary and DAT users are advised to consult with their local housing association on the most appropriate values to use in the DAT. 
	6.11 Development Costs 
	When entering a new scheme, press the Clear Table button first. 
	The DAT divides development costs into a number of components. It provides default values for these and also allows the user to provide their own values if better information is available and to test the sensitivity of DAT results to changes in these variables. If, for example, a professional fee of 12% is considered invalid, alternative values can be used. 
	Figure
	Figure
	6.11.1 Build costs 
	In the area of the page called ‘Build Costs per sq m’, there are six categories of building types which reflect the different costs associated with these types. 
	The DAT values are in the blue cells. If the user wants to provide alternative costs, these are entered in the white cells. Users need only provide their own costs for the types of units found in a scheme. For instance, if the scheme only contains flats, the second pair of rows (for the two sizes of houses) can be ignored. 
	If the scheme is a conversion then users should provide their own build costs, since the DAT does not provide default values for conversions. 
	6.11.2 Other Development Costs 
	The area of the page called ‘Other Development Costs’ sets out other costs used in the DAT. Those in the blue cells are DAT values. If the user wants to use their own values, these should be entered in the white cells. 
	6.11.3 Wheelchair Costs 
	Wheelchair units are both larger (for the same unit type) and cost more per square metre to build. The DAT provides default values for both factors, which can be over-ridden by the user, by entering their own value in the white cells. 
	6.11.4 Exceptional Costs 
	Figure
	The section of the page called ‘Exceptional Development Costs’ allows the user to specify development costs specific to the scheme which are considered unusually onerous. The user can enter up to four different types of cost. The left hand column is for a description of the costs e.g. Decontamination; the right-hand column is for the user to enter the total scheme cost for this exceptional cost. In the example above, a cost of £100,000 has been entered for decontamination. 
	A note on ‘Exceptional Development Costs’ and their interpretation within the DAT has been prepared in the Advisory Note below. 
	Users should note that the default base build costs include an allowance for external works and estate roads that would normally be considered integral to the site. 
	Press the 'Next Page' button to continue entering information in the DAT. If you need to go back to the ‘previous page’, press ‘Previous Page’. 
	Figure
	Advisory 
	i) Terminology: ‘Development’ and ‘Build’ costs. 
	The DAT provides an estimate of total ‘development costs’. These are established from ‘base build’ costs (derived from the BCIS data)3[2]. To arrive at total ‘development costs’ a further series of costs are added. To make sense of this, we identify what is included in ‘build’ and ‘other development’ costs. 
	Definition of ‘build costs’ 
	‘Build costs’ are taken directly from the secondary data source, namely the BCIS Quarterly Review. These ‘costs’ are based on tender price/m2. The sample schemes from which these costs are drawn are, according to the BCIS, predominantly social housing or RSL development. 
	The base build costs per square metre in the DAT include, in essence, the ‘bricks and mortar’ costs – including sub and super structure. The BCIS base costs do not include, in their raw form, an element for external infrastructure/special landscaping; they also do not include an allowance for professional fees (they are usually paid separately by the client to the contractor); and although there is an element of ‘profit’ for the contractor, this is a minimal working profit, and not one which reflects a reas
	Definition of ‘development costs’ 
	‘Development costs’ are ‘build costs plus all other costs’. They include, the base build cost plus professional fees, finance costs and developer return. In addition, there are marketing fees for sale housing.. 
	The DAT sets out the assumptions made about these which the user can vary. 
	ii) Location adjustment at the local authority level 
	The BCIS ‘Survey of Tender Prices’ provides adjustments at the local authority level to reflect the differences between average build costs between authorities. These adjustments are included in the default data that has been used. 
	Source: BCIS Quarterly Review of Building Prices 
	3[2] 

	Figure
	iii) Exceptional or ‘abnormal’ costs 
	The BCIS location factors adjust build costs from one local authority to the next if costs vary. BCIS costs are quoted nationally (at 100%) and then adjustments made according the particular locality. Costs tend to be higher in dense urban areas reflecting labour costs as well as difficulties in accessing sites. The costs of developing housing in rural areas however can be also costly. In large measure, the BCIS costs will ‘pick up’ difficult building conditions, for example foundation works for sloping sit
	There is an element of uncertainty here and local authorities should request specific information from developers on what they consider to be exceptional development costs. Users should not automatically assume that because a site is brownfield or previously used that exceptional costs will be incurred. The question the user must ask is 'Are the development costs associated with this site significantly more onerous than are found on most sites in the local authority?’ If the answer is ‘yes’, and evidence pr
	iv) Conversions 
	The BCIS data relating to the conversion of buildings to residential shows a huge range of build costs associated with different schemes. 
	In principle, conversion schemes can be assessed for viability in the same way as for new build, but underpinning data is more difficult to come by. To use the DAT to model building conversions, the user must provide per square metre build costs which are relevant to the site. In estimating appropriate build costs users can take advice directly from the developer, rely on previous similar cases and/or seek advice from their own experts, for instance, from their own estates and valuation colleagues. 
	Figure
	v) Use of development cost data and the measurement of buildings incorporating residential units 
	It is important that users reflect development costs as accurately as possible taking into account the assumptions underlying the BCIS base development costs data. The BCIS development costs are based on Tender Prices which: 
	“Are quoted on a Gross Internal Area (GIA) basis, in terms of cost per unit area. GIA is measured to the internal face of the external walls of a building in line with the Standard form of Cost Analysis. BCIS data is quoted in £/square metre. This cost reflects all the costs of producing a square metre (GIA) which implicitly includes living accommodation and common parts of the building” 
	In the case of flats and buildings with common parts, all (GIA) should be included. For example, if a building has a GIA of 500m2 with 400m2 living accommodation and with 100m2 common parts and has a price of £1000 per m2 then total build costs are £500,000. 
	NB: When preparing development appraisals using the DAT, users should consider carefully the relationship between gross internal area and net internal area (within dwellings). Whereas for low rise construction and houses, the relationship between GIA and NIA may not differ significantly, with apartment development this is unlikely to be the case and with tall buildings the loss of living space is likely to be significant as the need for service space and access becomes more costly. In very tall buildings, e
	The diagram below shows how the cost per square metre is made up in the case of buildings with common parts and buildings without common parts. 
	Figure
	Figure
	When appraising a development scheme, it is important that the user is satisfied that all costs are included. This can be done either on a ‘gross to gross’ basis, where costs are expressed on a cost per metre (gross) basis and multiplied by the GIA. Or, on a ‘net to net’ basis, where costs are expressed on a cost per square metre (net) basis and multiplied by the total NIA. 
	vi) Strategy for using development cost information in the DAT 
	The ‘framework’ for assessing and entering development cost information to the DAT results from two operations: first, examining and exploiting the BCIS secondary data, and second, liasing with private developers and in-house valuer’s to establish that the variables included are correct, and that the assumptions made about values are correct. 
	Thus, it should be emphasised that the process of arriving at eventual development costs, involves both quantitative and qualitative operations. Local authorities should follow this approach in coming to a conclusion about development costs. It is suggested that authorities utilise the secondary (BCIS) data initially, understanding fully what it represents, and then adjust these base build costs around empirical evidence gained from their in-house knowledge of site specific conditions. Where this ‘in-house’
	Figure
	6.12 Planning Obligations 
	The DAT allows the user to consider the impact of a range of different planning obligations There is a list of typical obligations and a category called 'other' for items not covered by the list. 
	The DAT does not provide any default values for this page. 
	When entering a new scheme, press the Clear Table button first. 
	Figure
	For each type of contribution you may either enter a total figure (for that row) or you may enter values per unit (for each tenure). If you choose the second option, the DAT will calculate the total obligation 'cost' for the scheme. 
	To enter one total value for a row, tick the corresponding box in the ‘Enter Total?’ column and enter a value in the ‘User Total’ column: To enter the values by tenure leave the box un-ticked 
	Users can also enter a single amount for a planning obligations package. This amount will be applied to all dwellings in a scheme. It would normally be expected that, where there is an obligations package, there would be no other obligations for the scheme. 
	Press the 'Next Page' button to continue entering information in the DAT. If you need to go back to the ‘previous page’, press ‘Previous Page’. 
	Figure
	6.13 Capital contribution from Other Sources 
	The DAT allows the user to consider sources of revenue to the residential scheme from a range of different capital contributions. There is a list of typical contributions and a category called 'other' for items not covered by the list. 
	The DAT does not provide any default values for this page. 
	When entering a new scheme, press the Clear Table button first. 
	Figure
	For each type of capital contribution you may either enter a total figure (for that row) or you may enter values per unit (for each tenure). If you choose the second option, the DAT will calculate the total contribution for the scheme. 
	To enter one total value for a row, tick the corresponding box in the ‘Enter Total?’ column and enter a value in the ‘User Total’ column: To enter the values by tenure leave the box un-ticked 
	Press the 'Next Page' button to continue entering information in the DAT. If you need to go back to the ‘previous page’, press ‘Previous Page’. 
	6.14 Capital Value of Affordable Housing 
	Scheme revenue calculated by the DAT includes revenue from the market housing and from the affordable housing. For the affordable housing, the underlying principle of the DAT is that there is a capital value for each unit and that the provider of the affordable housing (typically a housing association) will pay the developer this capital value. The sum of these values counts towards total scheme revenue. 
	Figure
	There are four options in the DAT for calculating the capital value of the affordable housing. These are described mathematically in Annex 4. 
	DAT users must select one of the options shown at page 14 of the DAT. 
	Figure
	Press the 'Next Page' button to continue entering information in the DAT. If you need to go back to the ‘previous page’, press ‘Previous Page’. 
	Figure
	6.14.1 Capital value is based on ACG – grant is available 
	This option deals with social rent and Homebuy. It assumes that payment from the housing association to the developer is calculated on the basis of the appropriate ACG values (whether DAT default ACG values are used or the user has earlier specified scheme specific ACG values). 
	15 -ACG Rate The default level of 100% of ACG may be overidden if you wish 
	15 -ACG Rate The default level of 100% of ACG may be overidden if you wish 
	15 -ACG Rate The default level of 100% of ACG may be overidden if you wish 

	TR
	Toolkit Values 
	User Values 

	TR
	Social Rent 
	100% 

	Homebuy 
	Homebuy 
	100% 

	Previous Page NextPage 
	Previous Page NextPage 


	The default ACG rate is 100%. If you wish to vary this, enter the appropriate % in the white cells. 
	With this option, the expectation is that the grant payable by the Welsh Assembly Government would also be based on the ACG values, but the DAT also allows for the possibility that grant may be a known value, calculated in some other way. The user ticks whichever method for calculating grant is appropriate. 
	Figure
	Figure
	In the above example, the user wants the DAT to calculate the amount of grant, on the basis of ACG. Users can enter their own values in the white cells. 
	Figure
	In the above example, the user wants to enter a known value for grant for social rent and Homebuy. The information can be entered by unit or by tenure. 
	Press the 'Next Page' button to continue entering information in the DAT. If you need to go back to the ‘previous page’, press ‘Previous Page’ 
	Figure
	Figure
	On costs are deducted from the revenue paid to the developer. On costs are costs which a housing association incurs when they are the end-provider of affordable housing in a mixed tenure scheme. 
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	For social rent and Homebuy, the user has four options for entering on-costs which are selected using drop down lists under ‘Select a Default’. One of the options is ‘Fixed Amount’ and takes the user to the bottom half of the page, where the user can enter an on-cost value either as an amount per unit or by tenure. 
	The other three options are alternative percentages of the ACG values being used for the scheme. The three values are: 
	4% 9% 10.5% 
	(See Advisory Note for further information about these percentages) 
	Users can enter a nil on-cost for either and/or Social Rent and Homebuy by selecting the ‘Fixed Amount’ option and leaving the appropriate ‘by unit’ cell empty. 
	The on-costs page allows the user to enter an on-cost for Intermediate Rent units if they are included in the scheme but this has to be a user defined value, either on a per unit or per tenure basis. 
	Figure
	Press the 'Next Page' button to continue entering information in the DAT. If you need to go back to the ‘previous page’, press ‘Previous Page’. 
	Figure
	6.14.2 Capital value is based on ACG – grant is not available 
	With this option, the capital value for Social Rent and Homebuy is reduced by the amount of grant which would have been available, had the scheme attracted grant. This is illustrated below for a single notional Social Rent unit: 
	Capital value – based on ACG with grant = £100,000 Grant payable = 58% of ACG or £58,000 
	Capital value – based on ACG without grant = £42,000 (£100,000 minus £58,000) 
	The following diagram illustrates the difference in approach between Options 1 and 2 (taking social rent as the example): 
	Assumed level of “developer discount” HA Contribution (42% of ACG) GRANT (58% of ACG) Payment from HA Payment from HA HA Contribution (42% of ACG) Payment from HA to developer – ACG with grant (Button 1) Payment from HA to developer – based on ACG but no grant (Button 2) 
	The DAT refers to the grant which is not available as the ‘developer’s discount’. 
	Figure
	Figure
	Users can over-ride the DAT default values by entering their own values in the white cells. 
	Press the 'Next Page' button to continue entering information in the DAT. If you need to go back to the ‘previous page’, press ‘Previous Page’. 
	Page 17 – On-costs is called up next (as shown below). Detailed guidance on the use of this page was given in 6.14.1 above 
	Figure
	Press the 'Next Page' button to continue entering information in the DAT. If you need to go back to the ‘previous page’, press ‘Previous Page’. 
	Figure
	6.14.3 Capital value is based on income to the housing association – grant may be available 
	In this option, the starting point for the DAT calculation of the capital value is as follows: 
	For Social Rent – the amount of borrowing which the net rent to the housing association will support (or its capitalised net rent) 
	For Homebuy – the average percentage of market value purchased by the purchasers. There is no rental payment. 
	In both cases, grant may be available. 
	Figure
	Users can enter the amount of grant (in the white cells) either per unit or as a known value for the tenure. If no grant is available, the white cells should be left blank. 
	Press the 'Next Page' button to continue entering information in the DAT. If you need to go back to the ‘previous page’, press ‘Previous Page’. 
	Page 17 – On-costs is called up next (as shown below). Detailed guidance on the use of this page was given in 6.14.1 above 
	Press the 'Next Page' button to continue entering information in the DAT. If you need to go back to the ‘previous page’, press ‘Previous Page’. 
	Figure
	6.14.4 Capital value is agreed between the housing association and the developer 
	The page gives the user various ways in which the payment can be entered either on a per unit basis or per tenure or as a single lump sum covering all the affordable tenures applicable to the scheme. The DAT requires information for ALL the affordable tenures in the scheme -if information is not available for one or more tenures -the user should choose an alternative route. 
	-

	18-KNOWNREVENUE Entertheknown paymentsto bemadebytheRSLtothedeveloper] NumberOf Units KnownRevenue perunit Revenuefor thetenure Methodof Calculation Total Revenue SocialRent 8.25 £ 30,000 PerUnit £ 247,500 Homebuy 2.75 £ 100,000 ByTenureTotal £ 100,000 IntermediateRent 2.75 £ 90,000 PerUnit £ 247,500 EquityShare 2.75 £ 120,000 ByTenureTotal £ 120,000 £ 715,000 Orenteraknownrevenueforthescheme NextPage PreviousPage 
	Users should ensure that only one method of payment per tenure is used e.g. in the above example, it would be wrong for the user to leave a value in the ‘Revenue for the tenure’ cell for Social Rent. 
	With this option, it is assumed that any available grant and on-costs have been taken into account in arriving at the known payment(s). 
	Press the 'Next Page' button to continue entering information in the DAT. If you need to go back to the ‘previous page’, press ‘Previous Page’. 
	Figure
	Advisory 1 
	Calculation of capital value for Shared Equity and Intermediate Rent For the first three options i.e. 
	i) 
	i) 
	i) 
	‘ACG with grant’ 

	ii) 
	ii) 
	‘ACG without grant’ 

	iii) 
	iii) 
	‘Income to the housing association’ 


	Equity Share –capital value is calculated as the percentage of market value specified by the user 
	Intermediate Rent -capital value is calculated as capitalised net rent less on-costs. It is assumed that there will be no grant for Intermediate Rent. However, if grant were available, it can be modelled by entering an appropriate capital contribution at page 13 of the DAT. 
	iv) Known revenue – capital value is identified by the user 
	Advisory 2 
	Mixed options 
	There may be cases where the method of payment differs between tenures 
	e.g. the payment for social rent is based on ACG with grant but for Homebuy is based on option 3 (‘Income to the housing association). 
	To accommodate this, users will need to undertake more than one run of the DAT and sum the results. For example, the scheme consists of 50 market dwellings, 10 social rent units (payment based on ACG with grant) and 5 Homebuy units (payment based on income to the housing association). The scheme is divided into 2 runs: 
	One – the 50 market units and 10 social rent units. Option 1 is chosen to calculate the revenue from the affordable housing (i.e. for the 10 social rent units using ACG with grant). Any planning obligations and capital contributions are included in this run. 
	Two – the 5 Homebuy units. Option 3 is chosen to calculate the revenue from the affordable housing (i.e. for the 5 Homebuy units using the income to the housing association). 
	Figure
	Advisory 3 
	On-costs are incurred by housing associations in connection with the purchase of homes from developers. On-costs are taken into account in the DAT and are deducted from the gross capital value of affordable housing (Social Rent, Homebuy and Intermediate Rent). Users can enter their own values for on-costs or use the DAT default percentages (which are calculated as a percentage of the ACG value used). These percentages are taken from the Welsh Assembly Government Guidance. They are: 
	4% -For off the shelf schemes 9% -For package deals 10.5% -For collaborative design and build 
	Users should seek advice from their local housing associations on the values to use – be they a fixed sum pre unit or tenure or one of the above percentages. If no other information is available, users should use 9% as the ‘norm’. 
	Figure
	6.15 Contribution from Commercial Elements 
	This page allows the user to input details of the commercial element of a mixed use scheme. 
	The page allows the user to input relevant revenue and cost data for six types of commercial property including office, industrial, retail, hotel, leisure/community services or any other relevant commercial use. The user may alter the category for each column of information according to the commercial property types included in the scheme. 
	The white cells can be filled in. They allow the user to input: 
	L
	LI
	Figure
	The 
	floor area of the scheme (gross floor area per m); 
	2


	LI
	Figure
	The 
	anticipated rent (per m); 
	2


	LI
	Figure
	The 
	appropriate yield; 

	LI
	Figure
	The 
	build cost per m; 
	2


	LI
	Figure
	The 
	allowance for professional fees; 

	LI
	Figure
	The 
	rate of return. 


	Figure
	The Toolkit adds (or subtracts) the value of the commercial element to the residual value calculated for the residential. 
	Local authorities may require an affordable or other Section 106 contribution where the commercial element of a scheme adds value. Developers may wish to reflect commercial elements which do not add value. 
	The Toolkit does not provide default data for this page, although this may be available in future editions, subject to appropriate research. 
	Figure
	6.16 Comparisons with other site values 
	Users can compare the residual value generated by the DAT with a range of other values for the site. Five options are shown in the page called Comparisons with other site values. Users should enter information in the appropriate white boxes (noting for themselves what is meant by Alternative Use Value 1 etc). 
	Figure
	19 -COMPARISONWITHOTHERSITE VALUES 
	19 -COMPARISONWITHOTHERSITE VALUES 

	Youmay enter avaluethatrepresentsthesite'salternativeusevalue, itsacquisition 
	(TheToolkitcannotcalculatethesevalues -they areinputsmadeby theuser) 
	Existing Use Value Acquisition Cost Alternative Use Value 1 Alternative Use Value 2 Alternative Use Value 3 
	Previous Page 
	NextPage 
	The DAT does not calculate these other site values. However, it summaries the differences between the DAT residual and any values entered in this page in the Results page which follows. 
	Press the 'Next Page' button to continue entering information in the DAT. If you need to go back to the ‘previous page’, press ‘Previous Page’. 
	Figure
	6.17 Displaying and saving the results 
	6.17.1 Reviewing the Results 
	When you have completed all the input pages of the DAT displays the results on page 20 -‘Scheme Results’. This shows the basic characteristics of the scheme and financial information which has been calculated by the DAT. 
	Figure
	If you wish to print this page, or the next page (Summary Results Page), from the ‘File’ menu select a print option. 
	It is also possible to print all of the input pages for the entire scheme from the ‘File’ menu. 
	6.17.2 Cost Components 
	The DAT provides more detailed information about the way in which development costs for individual tenures have been built up. To review the components of costs, press the Cost Components button on the Scheme Results page. 
	Figure
	21 -COSTS COMPONENTS All figures rounded to the nearest£1000 Market Social Rent Homebuy Intermediate Rent Equity Share 1,904,000 £ 689,000 £ 344,000 £ 344,000 £ 317,000 £ 257,000 £ 41,000 £ 21,000 £ 21,000 £ 43,000 £ 643,000 £ 77,000 £ 39,000 £ 39,000 £ 107,000 £ 655,000 £ 108,000 £ 54,000 £ 54,000 £ 109,000 £ Total (nearest£1000) 3,459,000 £ 915,000 £ 457,000 £ 457,000 £ 576,000 £ Figures in the above row may be affacted by rounding in the above table Finance Costs Build Costs Other DevelopmentCosts Develo
	In the Costs Components table: 
	L
	LI
	Figure
	Build 
	costs does not include the cost of providing parking 

	LI
	Figure
	Other 
	development costs includes costs of garage provision, marketing, internal overheads and professional fees. 


	Because of rounding, column totals may appear to vary from the sum of the individual cost components. 
	It should be noted that the Cost Components page does not cover ‘exceptional costs’. These are shown separately on the Scheme Results page. 
	6.17.3 Saving the Results 
	The DAT allows the user to store a number of different results for the same scheme and to compare the impact on scheme finances of different sets of assumptions. To store results in the Summary Results Page, press the Save Results button on the ‘Scheme Results’ page. 
	Figure
	Figure
	The Summary Results Page can store over 200 different sets of results within the DAT. The Summary Results page provides scheme reference information at the top, key financial and other information and a review of the main assumptions which have been used. This information is automatically saved upon exiting the DAT via the “File” menu, and is recalled when the user next accesses the DAT. 
	If the user wants to remove saved results from the Summary Results Page, press the “Clear Results” button. 
	By using the menu button “File” and selecting “Save Summary Results Page” you can create a file of results only. The user will be prompted to enter a name for this Results File, which is then created in the same directory as the DAT
	. 

	Figure
	Figure
	7. SAVING FILES 
	Users can save copies of the DAT (with scheme data) as separate files. This makes it possible to keep a record of the appraisal and to allow future amendments. You may find it helpful to save the entire DAT run in its own file (perhaps within a folder which deals with a particular scheme). This section advises on how to do this. 
	When working with the original DAT file (Wales DAT.xls) go to the file menu and select ‘Save Copy Of Scheme’, as shown below. 
	Figure
	You will be prompted for a filename for the scheme. Enter a filename and press ‘Save’. You will then be able to close the DAT and open the saved scheme, or alternatively carry on making changes in the DAT and save subsequent versions using the steps above. 
	Schemes that have been saved can be opened and altered. It is also possible to make changes to saved schemes and to then save those changes. The screenshot below shows how saved schemes (those derived from the original DAT) can have changes saved within them, or changes saved as another file. 
	Figure
	Figure
	The option to ‘Save’ is not available within the original DAT file (Wales DAT.xls). 
	Figure
	Users can choose a wide range of assumptions to use to test and compare results for a scheme. There is no single right way of doing this. A suggested sequence of testing is set out below. This sets out a series of basic tests which would provide key results. 
	1 All market – no affordable housing 2 Percentage of affordable housing as per policy (with the capital value of social rent and Homebuy based on ACG with grant) 
	3 Percentage of affordable housing as per policy (with NO grant for social rent and Homebuy and the option chosen, ‘Capital value is based on income to the housing association’) 
	1 to 3 above with an increase in market values of 10% 1 to 3 above with a decrease in market values of 10% 1 to 3 above with an increase in density of 10% 1 to 3 above with a decrease in density of 10% 
	It would be advisable for authorities to identify a ‘testing sequence’ (as above or an alternative which is preferred). This sequence would then be followed by all users of the DAT each time a new/revised scheme is being tested, providing consistency in approach. Thereafter, the user can undertake whatever other tests are required but there would always be a series of benchmark results against which other test results can be compared and a benchmark to compare the results of one scheme to another. 
	Figure
	The table below indicates where and where not, the DAT will function with respect to different combinations of Microsoft Windows and Microsoft Excel: 
	Excel Version 
	Excel Version 
	Excel Version 
	Windows XP 
	Windows NT 
	Windows 2000 
	Windows 1998 
	Windows 1995 

	2002/XP 
	2002/XP 
	OK 
	OK 
	OK 
	OK 
	X 

	2000 
	2000 
	OK 
	OK 
	OK 
	OK 
	X 

	97 
	97 
	X 
	X 
	X 
	X 
	X 

	95 
	95 
	X 
	X 
	X 
	X 
	X 


	Figure
	The default dwelling mixes were developed through analysis of a range of recent and current planning applications across the 10 local authorities covered by the DAT. The local authorities commented on an initial draft of the mixes. The mixes are therefore a robust reflection of current practice in the area covered by the DAT. However, it should be noted that they are notional ‘average’ mixes for a given density band and that individual schemes may have very different characteristics from the default mixes. 
	(Densities in dwellings per hectare) 
	Description 
	Description 
	Description 
	Rooms 
	0 
	30 
	35 
	40 
	45 
	50 
	75 
	100 
	125 
	Rural 

	Studio Flat 
	Studio Flat 
	1 
	5% 
	20% 
	20% 

	1 Bed Flat 
	1 Bed Flat 
	1 
	5% 
	5% 
	15% 
	25% 
	35% 
	35% 

	2 Bed Flat 
	2 Bed Flat 
	2 
	10% 
	10% 
	15% 
	20% 
	40% 
	45% 
	45% 
	10% 

	1 Bed Terrace/Town House 
	1 Bed Terrace/Town House 
	1 
	5% 
	TD
	Figure


	2 Bed Terrace/Town House 
	2 Bed Terrace/Town House 
	2 
	15% 
	20% 
	30% 
	25% 
	15% 
	TD
	Figure


	3 Bed Terrace/Town House 
	3 Bed Terrace/Town House 
	3 
	10% 
	10% 
	20% 
	20% 
	25% 
	30% 
	10% 
	TD
	Figure

	10% 

	4 Bed Terrace/Town House 
	4 Bed Terrace/Town House 
	4 
	5% 
	5% 
	TD
	Figure


	2 Bed Semi Detached 
	2 Bed Semi Detached 
	2 
	TD
	Figure


	3 Bed Semi Detached 
	3 Bed Semi Detached 
	3 
	10% 
	10% 
	10% 
	10% 
	10% 
	5% 
	TD
	Figure

	10% 

	4 Bed Semi Detached 
	4 Bed Semi Detached 
	4 
	10% 
	10% 
	10% 
	10% 
	10% 
	5% 
	TD
	Figure


	3 Bed Detached 
	3 Bed Detached 
	3 
	20% 
	20% 
	10% 
	10% 
	TD
	Figure

	20% 

	4 Bed Detached 
	4 Bed Detached 
	4 
	30% 
	30% 
	15% 
	10% 
	TD
	Figure

	20% 

	5 Bed Detached 
	5 Bed Detached 
	5 
	20% 
	20% 
	10% 
	TD
	Figure

	20% 

	2 Bed Bungalow 
	2 Bed Bungalow 
	2 
	TD
	Figure

	5% 

	3 Bed Bungalow 
	3 Bed Bungalow 
	3 
	5% 


	Figure
	Dwelling Type 
	Dwelling Type 
	Dwelling Type 
	Size in sq.m Affordable Units 
	Size in sq.m Market Units 

	Studio Flat 
	Studio Flat 
	45 
	45 

	1 Bed Flat 
	1 Bed Flat 
	48 
	50 

	2 Bed Flat 
	2 Bed Flat 
	60 
	55 

	1 Bed Terrace/Town House 
	1 Bed Terrace/Town House 
	48 
	50 

	2 Bed Terrace/Town House 
	2 Bed Terrace/Town House 
	73 
	55 

	3 Bed Terrace/Town House 
	3 Bed Terrace/Town House 
	80 
	80 

	4 Bed Terrace/Town House 
	4 Bed Terrace/Town House 
	100 
	100 

	2 Bed Semi Detached 
	2 Bed Semi Detached 
	73 
	65 

	3 Bed Semi Detached 
	3 Bed Semi Detached 
	80 
	75 

	4 Bed Semi Detached 
	4 Bed Semi Detached 
	100 
	105 

	3 Bed Detached 
	3 Bed Detached 
	80 
	100 

	4 Bed Detached 
	4 Bed Detached 
	100 
	130 

	5 Bed Detached 
	5 Bed Detached 
	120 
	150 

	2 Bed Bungalow 
	2 Bed Bungalow 
	58 
	80 

	3 Bed Bungalow 
	3 Bed Bungalow 
	90 
	100 


	Figure
	There are 4 methods by which the Capital Value of a scheme (also known as the revenue) can be calculated. 
	1. 
	1. 
	1. 
	Capital value is based on ACG – Grant is available 

	2. 
	2. 
	Capital value is based on ACG – Grant is not available 

	3. 
	3. 
	Capital value is based on income to the housing association – grant may be available 

	4. 
	4. 
	Capital payment is agreed between the housing association and the developer 


	Option 1 -Capital value is based on ACG – Grant is available 
	Tenure 
	Tenure 
	Tenure 
	Method 

	Market Housing 
	Market Housing 
	Revenue is the product of Market price and number of units; Market Value x No.units 

	Social Rent 
	Social Rent 
	Revenue is the product of a percentage of ACG for each unit less on-costs. (The user can adjust the % ACG to be used. On-costs are either a percentage of adjusted ACG or a fixed value); (ACG% x No.units) -On-costs Grant is calculated separately and is a percentage of ACG(or adjusted ACG) plus any Wheelchair supplement; (Grant% x ACG% x No.units) + (WCsupp x No.units) 

	Homebuy 
	Homebuy 
	Revenue is the product of a percentage of ACG for each unit less on-costs. (The user can adjust the % ACG to be used. On-costs are either a percentage of adjusted ACG or a known value); (ACG% x No.units) -On-costs Grant is calculated separately and is a percentage of the base ACG plus any Wheelchair supplement; (Grant% x ACG x No. units) + (WCsupp x No.units) 

	Intermediate Rent 
	Intermediate Rent 
	Revenue is the capitalised net rent value. Net rent is the annual rent less Management costs, Voids and Letting Fees; ((AnnualRent – (Management+Voids+LettingFee) x Capitalisation) x No.Units 

	Equity Share 
	Equity Share 
	Revenue is the product of the reduced market value and the number of units; Reduction% x MarketValue x No.units 


	Figure
	Tenure 
	Tenure 
	Tenure 
	Method 

	Market Housing 
	Market Housing 
	Revenue is the product of Market price and number of units; Market Value x No.units 

	Social Rent 
	Social Rent 
	Revenue is the product of the base ACG less developer’s rate and the number of units less on-costs. (On-costs are either a percentage (100%less developer’s rate) of ACG or a known value); (ACG x (100% -DevelopersRate) x No.units) -On-costs 

	Homebuy 
	Homebuy 
	Revenue is the product of the base ACG less developer’s rate and the number of units less on-costs. (On-costs are either a percentage (100%less developer’s rate) of ACG or a known value); (ACG x (100% -DevelopersRate) x No.units) -On-costs 

	Intermediate Rent 
	Intermediate Rent 
	Revenue is the capitalised net rent value. Net rent is the annual rent less Management costs, Voids and Letting Fees; ((AnnualRent – (Management+Voids+LettingFee) x Capitalisation) x No.Units 

	Equity Share 
	Equity Share 
	Revenue is the product of the reduced market value and the number of units; Reduction% x MarketValue x No.units 


	Figure
	Tenure 
	Tenure 
	Tenure 
	Method 

	Market Housing 
	Market Housing 
	Revenue is the product of Market price and number of units; Market Value x No.units 

	Social Rent 
	Social Rent 
	Revenue is capitalised net rent less on-costs plus grant. (On-costs entered as a known value, grant entered as a known value). Net rent is the annual rent less any management, voids and repairs reserve; (((Annual Rent – (Management + Voids + Repairs)) * Capitalisation x No.units) + Grant) -On-costs 

	Homebuy 
	Homebuy 
	Revenue is the product of the reduced market value and the number of units (On-costs entered as a known value, grant entered as a known value), ((Reduction% x MarketValue x No.units) + Grant) – On-costs 

	Intermediate Rent 
	Intermediate Rent 
	Revenue is the capitalised net rent value less On-costs. Net rent is the annual rent less Management costs, Voids and Letting Fees (On-costs entered as a known value); (((AnnualRent – (Management+Voids+LettingFee) x Capitalisation) x No.Units) -On-costs 

	Equity Share 
	Equity Share 
	Revenue is the product of the reduced market value and the number of units; Reduction% x MarketValue x No.units 


	Option 4 -Capital payment is agreed between the housing association and the developer 
	Tenure 
	Tenure 
	Tenure 
	Method 

	Market Housing 
	Market Housing 
	Revenue is a known value entered by the user 

	Social Rent 
	Social Rent 
	Revenue is a known value entered by the user 

	Homebuy 
	Homebuy 
	Revenue is a known value entered by the user 

	Intermediate Rent 
	Intermediate Rent 
	Revenue is a known value entered by the user 

	Equity Share 
	Equity Share 
	Revenue is a known value entered by the user 


	Figure
	DISCLAIMER: 
	NEITHER THREE DRAGONS AS THE LICENSOR, NOR THE WELSH AUTHORITIES AND THEIR PARTNERS WHO HAVE HELPED CREATE, PRODUCE OR DELIVER THIS VERSION OF THE SOFTWARE SHALL BE LIABLE FOR ANY DAMAGES, INCLUDING DIRECT, INDIRECT, INCIDENTAL, SPECIAL OR CONSEQUENTIAL DAMAGES, OR DAMAGES FOR LOSS OF PROFITS, REVENUE, DATA OR USE, INCURRED BY YOU OR ANY THIRD PARTY, WHETHER IN AN ACTION IN CONTRACT OR TORT, EVEN IF YOU, ANY VENDOR OR ANY OTHER PERSON HAS BEEN ADVISED OF THE POSSIBILITY OF SUCH DAMAGES. YOU ASSUME THE ENTIR
	Figure
	Figure
	Appendix B Stratification of Housing Market Areas 
	Figure
	© Entec UK Limited 
	Appendix B 
	RYEDALE 
	Detached Semis Terraced Flats 
	Table
	Postcode Sector YO62 4 YO62 7 (South) YO62 5 (South) 
	Postcode Sector YO62 4 YO62 7 (South) YO62 5 (South) 
	Large Settlements 
	Medium Settlements Hovingham Helmsley 
	Small Settlements Ampleforth, Stingsby Nawton, Wombleton Nunnington, East Newton 

	YO7 2 (East) 
	YO7 2 (East) 
	Cold Kirby, Scawton 

	Y61 4 (North) 
	Y61 4 (North) 
	Oldstead, Byland Abbey 

	YO60 7 
	YO60 7 
	Barton-Le-Willows, Coneysthorpe 

	YO60 6 
	YO60 6 
	Sheriff Hutton 

	YO18 7 (South) 
	YO18 7 (South) 
	Pickering (East) 
	Thornton-Le-Dale 

	YO18 8 (South) 
	YO18 8 (South) 
	Pickering (West) 
	Cropton, Wrelton 

	YO62 6 (South) 
	YO62 6 (South) 
	Kirkbymoorside 
	Sinnington, Safton, Spaunton 

	YO17 7 
	YO17 7 
	Malton 

	YO17 6 
	YO17 6 
	Great Habton, Swinton, Broughton 

	YO17 8 
	YO17 8 
	Norton on Derwent (East) 
	Rillington, Duggleby, Sherburn 

	YO17 9 
	YO17 9 
	Norton on Derwent 
	Leavering, Thixendale, Langton 

	YO 25 3 
	YO 25 3 
	Foxholes, Butterwick 

	YO12 4 
	YO12 4 
	Potter Brompton 



	Sub Market 
	5Bed 4Bed 3Bed 3Bed 2Bed 3Bed 2Bed 3Bed 2Bed 1Bed 
	Prime Ryedale 
	£475,000 £210,000 £330,000 £255,000 £215,000 £250,000 £210,000 £225,000 £195,000 £135,000 
	National Park West 
	£425,000 £370,000 £295,000 £230,000 £195,000 £225,000 £185,000 £200,000 £175,000 £120,000 
	South West Ryedale 
	£395,000 £345,000 £275,000 £215,000 £180,000 £210,000 £175,000 £185,000 £160,000 £115,000 
	Pickering, Malton and NP Hinterland 
	£320,000 £280,000 £225,000 £175,000 £145,000 £170,000 £140,000 £150,000 £130,000 £90,000 
	Norton on Derwent & Hinterland 
	£295,000 £255,000 £205,000 £160,000 £135,000 £155,000 £130,000 £140,000 £120,000 £85,000 
	East Ryedale 
	£265,000 £230,000 £185,000 £140,000 £120,000 £140,000 £115,000 £125,000 £110,000 £75,000 
	Figure
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	Appendix C Assumed Base and Overhead Development Costs 
	Figure
	© Entec UK Limited 
	Figure
	Figure
	Appendix D Flood Resilience Costs 
	Figure
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	Spreadsheet Approach 
	Spreadsheet Approach 

	Existing data sources for flood mitigation costs were examined, and simple example scenarios produced in an Excel spreadsheet. 
	Data was principally obtained from: 
	L
	LI
	Figure
	CIRIA 
	C687 “The SuDS Manual” (2007) – chapter 25 gives indicative costs per mof storage required (assumption that 1 ha requires 650m of storage); 
	3 
	3


	LI
	Figure
	Costs 
	for Environment Agency flood defences were also identified, and have been included in some Flood Zone 3 scenarios, however the costs are large for the more difficult (and unlikely to be selected) brownfield sites with significant flood risk; 

	LI
	Figure
	Various 
	costings from ABI and Defra flood resilience studies were identified, in general these reflect costs to adapt existing buildings and many of the measures are active (require residents to set up). For new build these measures are not suitable, so only passive flood resilience measures were considered (i.e. floor raising). 


	The following scenarios were used (for a 1 ha site): 
	L
	LI
	Figure
	Flood 
	Zone 1 – fitting of SuDS (permeable paving and attenuation basin), plus basic FRA; 

	LI
	Figure
	Flood 
	Zone 2 -fitting of SuDS (permeable paving and attenuation basin), some floor raising for building resilience. Plus medium-FRA costs; 

	LI
	Figure
	Flood 
	Zone 3 -fitting of SuDS (permeable paving and attenuation basin), some floor raising for building resilience, earth moving to raise parts of site (0.1ha) and reduce levels elsewhere on site (0.1ha), 100m of retaining wall. Plus costs for a FRA supported by hydraulic modelling etc. 


	The following costs were identified from the spreadsheet approach for residential development: 
	L
	LI
	Figure
	One
	 hectare of residential in Flood Zone 1 – cost of £85,000 

	LI
	Figure
	One
	 hectare of residential in Flood Zone 2 – cost of £170,000 

	LI
	Figure
	One
	 hectare of residential in Flood Zone 3 – cost of £220,000 to £640,000 


	Reductions in per hectare costs for non-residential use (i.e. employment uses) are likely to be minimal, given that the same standard of flood mitigation would be required by PPS25.  Efficiencies may occur as SuDS may be simpler on employment sites with less individual building units, a ~10% reduction in costs has been used for these. These efficiencies may be limited on mixed-use sites. 
	It should be noted that potential costs are very sensitive to site specifics, for example in the case of land raising, costs would be markedly lower if suitable fill material can be obtained on site rather than imported in from off-site. In some cases SuDS costs may be similar to the cost of a standard traditional drainage system. It is recommended that the costing for each potential site is tailored once summary information on site characteristics is available. 
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	Categorisation 
	Categorisation 
	Categorisation 
	Criteria 
	Mitigation Costs per Ha 

	Minor Medium Significant 
	Minor Medium Significant 
	Flood Zone 1 Flood Zone 2 Flood Zone 3 
	For Residential Uses £85,000 £170,000 N/A 
	For Non-Residential Uses £76,000 £153,000 £220,000 to £640,000 


	Internet data Review 
	Internet data Review 

	A Google search for ‘Flood Mitigation Costs’ gave the following data sources: 
	L
	L
	LI
	Figure
	GVA 
	Grimley -Stroud Employment Land Review (October 2007) -£50,000 per site (Employment uses) and £100,000 per site (Mixed Use), although no details are given 

	(i.e. site size, proportion in each flood zone), source is given as “GVA Grimley, 2007”, but no reference list is given. 

	LI
	Figure
	Springfield 
	School, Todmorden Road, Burnley, Lancashire (August 2008) -£45,000 flood related drainage, £70,000 flood mitigation works (300mm of floor raising via cast concrete). EA map shows site on edge of Flood Zone 3 extent. Aerial images indicate that the built component of this site is in the region of 1ha. 
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	Appendix E Contaminated Land Remediation Costs 
	Figure
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	Figure
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	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
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	Figure
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	Figure
	Figure
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	Appendix F Extract from Cost Analysis of The Code for Sustainable Homes 
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	Figure
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	Appendix G Evidence of Economic Trends 
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	1. Economic Trends/ Projections UK 2009/10 
	1.1 Introduction 
	This note provides an overview of the current and potential future economic climate within the UK. It also provides some general analysis on the current and future trends with regards to the housing market and more specifically to the North Yorkshire market. The research draws on publicly available resources from the Government, the banks, house builders, local authority websites and newspaper articles. 
	1.2 General Economic Trends/Forecasts for UK 
	As of this week the UK economy has officially come out of recession, after figures showed it had grown by a weaker-than-expected 0.1% in the last three months of 2009. The economy had previously contracted for six consecutive quarters -the longest period since quarterly figures were first recorded in 1955. The Office for National Statistics showed that in the year to December 2009 the rate of inflation rose by approximately 3% with the Consumer Prices Index rising by 2.9% from 1.9% in November. The Retail P
	However there is an overall feeling of caution with many analysts predicting that the economy could struggle to grow strongly with most only expecting the economy to grow by around 1% this year, compared with its long-run annual average of 2.5%. 
	1.3 Current/Future Housing Market Trends 
	Mervyn King’s general message for house builders is salutary and they must expect a slow and weak recovery, as earnings stagnate for what could be a considerable period. However there is some room for cautious optimism with the market making some slow improvements. The DCLG published its house price index based on mortgage completions in October and it outlined that UK house prices rose by 2.3 % in the quarter ending October compared with a smaller rise of 2.0 % for the quarter ending July. The Halifax publ
	As a gauge to housing trends over the last 50 years The Halifax showed that house prices rose 273% between 1959 and 2009, an average of 2.7%, but the rise was uneven. The fastest growth was between 1999 to 2009 after a fall, in real terms, of 2.4% between 1989 and 1999. It 
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	identified four periods when prices rose rapidly (1971-73, 1977-1980, 1985-89 and 1998-2007. These were each followed by a period of significant falls. This outlines a general 10 year cyclical rotation of house prices with rapid rises coming in 5 year periods. 
	1.4 Housing Market in North Yorkshire 
	Based on Land Registry data the average house prices across North Yorkshire continue to rise with monthly increases of 1.6% and 1.2% for October and November 2009 respectively. The number of housing sales in York has increased 1.1% from October to November 2009 and this sees a 0.6% increase on 2008 levels. 
	Based on DCLG mean houses prices North Yorkshire has seen significant rises in the last quarter (13.1% increase) and more specifically within Ryedale (24.3%). DCLG property sales have also increased for North Yorkshire rising 32.7% within the last quarter and 30.7% in the last year. The figures are even higher for Ryedale with 56.2% and 48.8% increases respectively.  
	1.5 Conclusions 
	Overall the UK economy is showing signs of gradual improvement. This is no better underlined that the figures published on 26/1/2010 confirming that we are officially out of the recession, albeit marginally. The improvements are also underlined by the rise of rates of inflation of approximately 3% in last quarter of 2009. This positive vibe is also picked up in housing market which is showing signs of picking up particularly in the second half of 2009 with houses prices rising also by approximately 3%. The 
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	See the Excel help files for more information. 
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	The revenue is also less on costs. 
	The revenue is also less on costs. 
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	The exception is equity share where it is assumed the developer markets equity share units in the same way as they do other market units and sell directly to the purchaser. 
	The exception is equity share where it is assumed the developer markets equity share units in the same way as they do other market units and sell directly to the purchaser. 
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