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NORTH SOMERSET CORE STRATEGY EXAMINATION 

WRITTEN STATEMENT 
 
Issue 1: District Housing Requirements 

E: Affordable housing 
 
i) Viability of the 30% benchmark figure 
 
The policy of 30% is unjustified as it is not supported by the evidence. 
 
The Council’s Affordable Housing Policy Viability and Deliverability Advice provides 
the assessment to support the 30% affordable housing policy.  
 
Paragraphs 5.27 and 6.26 of the report state that a target of 30% is only sustainable 
in higher value sub-markets, while a figure of 20% can be sustained in lower value 
areas. Since the majority of the Council’s housing land supply is planned for the low 
value areas of Portishead, Bristol Hinterland Lower, Lower Value Service Centres 
and Weston-super-Mare the target of 30% is unrealistic and will render the plan 
undeliverable. According to the housing trajectory on page 70 of the core strategy 
the Weston urban area, Weston Villages and Portishead will account for 11,703 out 
of the proposed target of 13,400 homes. The Council states in paragraph 3.196 that 
Weston super Mare will account for the bulk of housing provision.  
 
The report maintains that a plan-wide 30% target is sustainable only in the mid-range 
markets of the District. But the vast majority of the anticipated housing delivery will 
not be in the mid-range markets, such as Nailsea which is earmarked to provide only 
151 homes. Most supply will be in the low value areas such as Weston-super-Mare, 
which is earmarked to provide 8,450 homes (Weston and Weston villages).  
 
Appendix 3 shows that in Weston super Mare a target of 30% affordable housing 
would generate the following residual values at varying densities of development: 
 
30 dph £150,000 per hectare 
40 dph £160,000 per hectare 
50 dph Nil 
80 dph Negative residual value 
120 dph Negative residual value 
 
A residual value of just £150k to 160k per hectare is insufficiently attractive to entice 
a landowner to sell. Moreover viability relies on all schemes being built-out at 
between 30-40 dph. If higher densities are required then site viability will go 
‘underwater’ – i.e. it will register a nil or negative residual value. This is illustrated by 
above when building between 50 to 120 dph is modelled in. Even if we take at face 
value the assumption that a residual value of £150-60k per hectare is sufficiently 



2 

 

attractive to entice landowners to sell, it is unlikely that all development can be 
provided at densities of between 30-40 pdh. While the Council has specified a target 
net density of 40 dph in the core strategy, it states that this may be higher at highly 
accessible locations (policy CS41). If densities are higher than 40dph in Weston 
super Mare then delivery is jeopardised when a target of 30% affordable housing is 
applied.  
 
Specifying a target of 30% will therefore cause very severe problems for delivery and 
will jeopardise the effectiveness of the plan. The report admits as much in paragraph 
6.30.  
 
The viability modelling is also unreliable in that it underestimates the costs 
associated with housebuilding: these are (a) anticipated s106 or CIL costs, and (b) 
the cost of the Code for Sustainable Homes. 
 
(a) S106 
 
For s106 (or CIL) costs the modelling has assumed £10k per unit, but the Council’s 
own s106 demands have been £40k per unit, although it has recently reduced this to 
£20k. The report models the impact of s106 being levied at £20k per unit and it notes 
(in paragraph 3.50) that at this rate the levy will reduce residual value by some 
£400,000 per hectare. Lower value areas will be hit hardest. Paragraph 3.51 it notes 
that residual value will be ‘wiped out’ at 20% affordable housing in Weston-super-
Mare. As the report itself states “this is a very significant hit”.  
 
The rate of s106 currently levied by the Council will render the plan undeliverable. 
The Council must either reduce affordable housing targets further in its primary 
delivery locations like Weston or else reduce its s106 demands to enable its plan 
objectives to be sustained.   
 
(b) Code for Sustainable Homes 
 
The viability modelling also underestimates the cost of complying with the Council’s 
policy requirements for the Code for Sustainable Homes. This could mean that the 
reduction in residual land values is greater than the report has modelled for. The 
report relies on an out-dated DCLG report from 2008. This has been updated twice 
subsequently, most recently by a report in August 2011 entitled Cost of Building to 
the Code for Sustainable Homes: updated cost review. This calculates that the extra 
cost of building to Code 5 is an additional 28.8% on the 2006 Part L baseline when 
modelling a scenario of 100 dwellings at 40dph (the average assumed density 
across the district). In none of the scenarios is the additional cost of building to Code 
5 less than 27%. Since the Part L accounts for 80% of the cost of the Code this 
represents a very significant increase in construction costs and will have a profound 
impact on viability when other regulatory and policy demands are factored-in. The 
Government’s Zero Carbon Homes programme is non-negotiable and so these costs 
must be taken into account when setting a deliverable affordable housing target. The 
report acknowledges the greater impact on residuals of specifying Code 4 (let alone 
Codes 5 or 6) in the weak market areas such as Weston-super-Mare (paragraph 
3.52). 
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Looking forward, the draft NPPF, paragraph 39, requires that the costs of any local 
authority requirements likely to be applied to development – those over and above 
the normal cost of development and on-site mitigation – requirements such as 
affordable housing, local standards (including the cost of diverging from the Building 
Regulations), infrastructure contributions or other requirements, are to be assessed 
for their impact on viability. This will be necessary to ensure that development is 
viable and deliverable while still providing acceptable returns to the landowner and 
developer. The assumption that new policy and regulation can be absorbed by 
reductions in land value is one no longer shared by Government.  
 
The HBF does not agree that flexibility in the application of the policy is the solution 
to the problem of viability as the council has suggested in the test to policy CS16. 
The HBF objects to case-by-case assessments of viability as a general mechanism 
to resolve the problem of unviable developments. In accordance with paragraph 29 
of PPS3 the onus is on the local authority to ensure that its plan-wide affordable 
housing policy is viable and capable of delivery. This is necessary to ensure that the 
plan is effective and development can occur in the majority of cases at the point of 
adoption of the Core Strategy. 
 
The burden of proof should not reside with the developer to demonstrate in each 
case that his development is unviable before he can secure a relaxation of policy. 
This would impose unreasonable financial burdens on development to the detriment 
of housing delivery and economic growth. The starting point for the Council must be 
to ensure that its policies are sound, reflecting the cumulative impact of its policies 
on the economics of development. This principle is articulated in the recent Planning 
for Growth Ministerial Statement which refers to the need for development plans to 
be prepared that take account of ‘relevant economic signals such as land prices’.  
 
The Council’s own viability assessment clearly illustrates the difficulties associated 
with providing 30% affordable housing on those sites where the overwhelming 
majority of new housing is to be provided. The report shows that most development 
at 30% will be unviable except in the case of a few developments in higher value 
areas or where the Council is seeking low levels of planning gain and/or higher 
levels of intermediate housing instead of social rent. Since the amount of planning 
gain that the Council expects to receive is presumably non-negotiable (as it is what 
is deemed necessary to make a planning application acceptable in planning terms) 
and that 100% intermediate housing is unlikely to effectively target the real social 
need, the Council has no other option but to set a lower affordable housing target if it 
wishes to see development come forward.  
 
Since the rationale behind the introduction of the plan-led system back in 1991 was 
that the local plan would provide developers with some certainty and that its policies 
would be deliverable in most circumstances (making the process for securing 
planning permission largely a technicality) it is incumbent upon the local authority to 
show that its policies are deliverable in most instances and not to try and resolve the 
problem of viability each time a fresh application is submitted.  
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We conclude that the deliverability of the 30% affordable housing target has not 
been proven. If retained it will jeopardise delivery in the district, but especially in 
those locations where the Council has planned for the vast majority of housing 
delivery to occur. The effectiveness and deliverability of the plan is therefore 
severely compromised by the adoption of this target.  
 
A further final point is that the Council’s EVA report and the policy has not taken into 
account the requirement of PPS3, paragraph 29, to consider the impact of affordable 
housing requirements on the need to deliver low cost market housing. Put simply, its 
affordable housing target depends upon making market housing as expensive as 
possible and consequently excludes the possibility of providing low cost market 
housing in the district. 
 
 
 
 


