Appendix B

Draft Supplementary Planning Guidance
Monmouthshire County Council Local Development Plan

Affordable Housing

Respondent Number
Respondent Name
Respondent Organisation

Summary of Representation

Requested Change

LPA Response

Recommendation

Report of Consultation - January 2016

79 Representation Number 1
Mr & Mrs Roach
Trustees of the late Mrs H M Langham

Question section C of paragraph 4.4 noting that villages are different in
many respects and that generalisations should not be made in terms of
their sustainability and capacity to absorb development. Affordable
housing is needed in rural areas but not necessarily at higher rates than
elsewhere. Market housing may also be needed in villages, e.g. for
downsizing. Maximum of 15 dwellings does not offer flexibility. Those
settlements that can sustain larger developments should not be restricted
to 15 dwellings.

No specific change requested, as above.

Noted, the comments made relate to the policies set out within the LDP
and not the SPG itself. The LDP Policies were adopted in February 2014 and
as a consequence cannot be changed. The points raised are not issues that
are relevant to consideration of the SPG but question the policies
themselves which would be matters for any LDP review. The 60%
affordable housing requirement on allocated sites in rural villages is not
negotiable and this is set out in Policy S4 which requires 'at least' 60% to be
affordable. The sole purpose for allocating these sites is to provide
affordable housing for local people in rural areas. Without the provision of
60% affordable housing there is no justification for releasing these sites
and anticipated land values should reflect this accordingly.

No change necessary.
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Recommendation

79 Representation Number 2
Mr & Mrs Roach
Trustees of the late Mrs H M Langham

Note that whilst the claim in sub-paragraph 6 of paragraph 4.4 (c) that the
60% affordable requirement will still provide land values sufficient to bring
sites forward may be theoretically true it has not been in practice in
relation to the allocated Mathern site. Developers are discouraged as the
site is too small and is not a commercially viable proposition as they
consider the 60% ratio of affordable housing prohibitive. Suggest a larger
allocation would cause no disruption to Mathern or change the character
of the settlement. The 60% affordable home requirement is too prohibitive.

No specific change requested, as above.

Noted, the comments made relate to a specific site allocation within the
LDP. The LDP Policies and Proposals Map were adopted in February 2014
and as a consequence cannot be changed. The points raised are not issues
that are relevant to consideration of the SPG but question the policies
themselves which would be matters for any LDP review. The 60%
affordable housing requirement on allocated sites in rural villages is not
negotiable and this is set out in Policy S4 which requires 'at least' 60% to be
affordable. The sole purpose for allocating these sites is to provide
affordable housing for local people in rural areas. Without the provision of
60% affordable housing there is no justification for releasing these sites
and anticipated land values should reflect this accordingly.

No change necessary.

80 Representation Number 1
Rachael Bust
The Coal Authority
No specific comments to make.
No change requested.
Comment noted.

No change necessary.
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Respondent Number 165 Representation Number 1

Respondent Name Tim Gent (Savills)
Respondent Organisation Mabey Bridge
Summary of Representation Definitions are used in the SPG that come from a number of sources, need

to move away from conventional and narrow views of what qualifies as
affordable housing. Recommend the SPG retains a flexible and open mind
to what can or might qualify as affordable housing in the County. Suggest
the list is extended to refer to other forms of housing which may over time
qualify as affordable housing including affordable rent models and simple
discounted sale properties which may be particularly appropriate for
Monmouthshire.

Requested Change As noted above.

LPA Response It is considered that the Council needs to follow the definitions in TAN2,
which sets out affordable housing policies for Wales, notwithstanding that
other approaches may be acceptable under English planning policy. In any
event, the greatest need for affordable housing in Monmouthshire if
people on the housing waiting list are to be accommodated is for housing
for social rent. Provision of tenure neutral housing as set out in the SPG
provides the flexibility to also achieve Low Cost Home Ownership. The
approaches suggested by the representor are not considered to be
appropriate for Monmouthshire as they will not be meeting the Council's
housing need.

Recommendation No change.
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Respondent Number 165 Representation Number 2

Respondent Name Tim Gent (Savills)
Respondent Organisation Mabey Bridge
Summary of Representation The use of general site densities to calculate default housing quotas for

sites needs to be treated with caution, there may be reasons why some
sites deliver lower or higher numbers, a fixed flat rate/general rule is not
approporiate.

Requested Change No specific change requested.

LPA Response The point made by the representor is accepted. It is recognised that it
would be unreasonable to require a higher percentage of affordable
housing than that set out in LDP Policy S4 if there were good reasons to
justify a development not achieving 30 dwellings per hectare. Policy S4,
however, does require that the capacity of a development site will be
based on an achievable density of 30 dwellings per hectare. This figure will
still be used to establish whether or not a development achieves the
threshold that requires affordable housing to be provided on site. Itis
accepted, however, that the percentage of affordable housing required
should be based on the 'agreed' capacity of the site rather than the
'theoretical' capacity of 30 dph.

Recommendation Amend the relevant paragraphs of the SPG as follows:

If the capacity of the site is 5 or more dwellings then the affordable
housing required to be provided on site is calculated at 35% in Main Towns
and Rural Secondary Settlements and 25% in Severnside settlements.

Should the development not be achieving 30 dwellings per hectare and it is
considered that there is not a material non-compliance with Policy DES1 i)
then the affordable housing requirement should be calculated on the
agreed capacity of the site.

In determining how many affordable houses should be provided on a
development site, the figure resulting from applying the proportion
required to the total number of dwellings will be rounded to the nearest
whole number (where half rounds up.)
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Respondent Number

Respondent Name
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Summary of Representation

Requested Change

LPA Response

Recommendation

165 Representation Number 3
Tim Gent (Savills)
Mabey Bridge

Welcome the bullet points relating to viability at the top of page 10. They
reflect the need for sites to be treated as individual projects which will be
charged with meeting multiple planning objectives. The paragraph focuses
on the percentage of affordable housing that will need to be considered in
this assessment of viability. The type of homes proposed and price at
which they are transferred could be just as important in some cases.

No specific change requested.
Comment noted.

No change.

165 Representation Number 4
Tim Gent (Savills)
Mabey Bridge

The preference for pepper potting in understandable but should be
tempered. Provision should be made for different approaches to
distribution.

No specific change requested.

It is considered that the principle of 'pepper-potting' is an important one.
Nevertheless, there would be scope for flexibility in negotiating over
design and layout if a developer argued a special justification. It is also
recognised that the limit of 10 dwellings on a cluster of affordable homes
may be overly restrictive and inflexible, particularly on a large scale
development. It is recommended, therefore, that this figure be increased
to 15.

Amend the second sentence in the paragraph on Layout and Design in
Section 4.4A to read

Properties for affordable housing will normally be in clusters of 6-15 units,
depending on the overall size of the development.
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Respondent Number 165 Representation Number 5

Respondent Name Tim Gent (Savills)
Respondent Organisation Mabey Bridge
Summary of Representation The definitions of affordable housing listed in Section 6 should be left a

little open ended to allow other forms of housing to qualify in order to help
provide people in need into new homes.

Requested Change As noted above.

LPA Response It is considered that the Council needs to follow the definitions in TAN2,
which sets out affordable housing policies for Wales, notwithstanding that
other approaches may be acceptable under English planning policy. In any
event, the greatest need for affordable housing in Monmouthshire if
people on the housing waiting list are to be accommodated is for housing
for social rent. Provision of tenure neutral housing as set out in the SPG
provides the flexibility to also achieve Low Cost Home Ownership. The
approaches suggested by the representor are not considered to be
appropriate for Monmouthshire as they will not be meeting the Council's
housing need.

Recommendation No change.
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Respondent Number 165 Representation Number 6

Respondent Name Tim Gent (Savills)
Respondent Organisation Mabey Bridge
Summary of Representation Concern with the requirement to build all affordable homes to DQR

standard as this significantly increases the cost of provision and can reduce
the amount of affordable housing a site can provide. Affordable homes
could cover a larger area of the site and leaving less land for value
generating development. Differentiation sits uneasily with a requirement
for equality and similarity between affordable and market housing made
elsewhere in the SPG. The DQR standard could remain as the
objective/starting point but should not be enforced at all costs for all
affordable housing.

Requested Change No specific change requested.

LPA Response It is considered essential that DQR is achieved on neutral tenure properties
(which is what the Council requires to meet its housing need) to achieve
appropriate design, space standards and quality of new homes. Just
because an affordable home is larger than a market home does not mean
that it cannot be indistinguishable in terms of its external appearance, such
as materials and elevational treatment. Should developers be able to
demonstrate that the requirement for DQR would have an adverse impact
on viability then the percentage affordable housing requirement can be
renegotiated (as allowed for in LDP Policy S4, which states that the 35%
and 25% requirements are 'subject to appropriate viability assessment').

Recommendation No change.

Affordable Housing Draft Supplementary Planning Guidance
Report of Consultation - January 2016 Page 7 of 33



Respondent Number 165 Representation Number 7

Respondent Name Tim Gent (Savills)
Respondent Organisation Mabey Bridge
Summary of Representation The 42% level of ACG proposed has the potential to cancel out substantial

value with the price secured for the property failing to cover basic costs
resulting in a double deduction - with one coming from less income
generated from the whole development to pay for opening up and the
second being an actual loss on the build of affordable accommodation.
Recent examples from within the County indicate that a more flexible
approach to %ACG is necessary and acceptable, starting at a relativley low
level for social rented but then increasing for Low Cost Home Ownership
and increase again for intermediate properties. Cannot see the justification
for a figure of 42% and suggest the SPG should not identify a single figure.
Flexibility is vital if sites are to deliver affordable housing. Sites such as
Fairfield Mabey require a flexible approach. Suggest the
maximum/minimum ACG % figures are removed or a more explicit
reference is provided to these rates in the two bullet points at the top of

page 10.
Requested Change As noted above.
LPA Response The greatest need for affordable housing in Monmouthshire if people on

the housing waiting list are to be accommodated is for housing for social
rent. The maximum that an RSL can afford to pay based on the rental
income they would receive from the properties is 42% of Welsh
Government Acceptable Cost Guidance (ACG). Whilst the developer would
receive a higher percentage of ACG for Intermediate Rent, this would not
be meeting housing need in Monmouthshire. It is considered essential that
the 42% of ACG transfer rate remains in order to meet housing need in
Monmouthshire. Should developers be able to demonstrate that this
would have an adverse impact on viability then the percentage affordable
housing requirement can be renegotiated (as allowed for in LDP Policy S4,
which states that the 35% and 25% requirements are 'subject to
appropriate viability assessment). Further text will be added to paragraph
6.3.5 (new paragraph 5.3.4) to provide justification for the 42% transfer
rate.

Recommendation Amend paragraph 6.3.5 (new number 5.3.4) to read:

5.3.4 The financial arrangements for the transfer of completed affordable
housing units from the developer to the RSL are to be calculated using the
current Acceptable Cost Guidance rates published by the Welsh
Government’s Housing Directorate. The percentage that the RSL can
afford to pay, based on the rental income they would receive for the
properties, is 42% of ACG. This leaves the landowner/developer to fund
the 58% which in the past would have been covered by Social Housing
Grant. The developer will then be expected to sell the properties to the
RSL at this percentage rate. (This percentage rate does not apply to units
delivered under Policy SAH11).
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Respondent Number 165 Representation Number 8

Respondent Name Tim Gent (Savills)

Respondent Organisation Mabey Bridge

Summary of Representation Recommend the list of RSLs is removed or extended and is not imposed by
the Council as suggested. This is at odds with national planning policy
guidance.

Requested Change As noted above.

LPA Response It is accepted that the Council cannot insist that a developer works with a

specific RSL. There are sound reasons, however, for the Council's
preference for working with the RSLs that are zoned for Monmouthshire. It
is recommended therefore that paragraph 6.3.4 is deleted but that it is
replaced by a more neutral wording. Paragraph 6.9 should also be
amended for clarity.

Recommendation Replace paragraph 6.3.4 (new number 5.6.3) with the following:

The Council has a long term commissioning partnership with RSLs to secure
the strategic provision of all types of housing accommodation. This covers
minimum standards of service in management terms, allocation of Social
Housing Grant, specialisms of the Housing Associations and the long-term
allocation of housing sites. The Council’s preference is for developers to
work with RSLs zoned by the Welsh Government for developing in
Monmouthshire and it will normally allocate each site to its preferred RSL
on the basis of the RSL's development capacity, other properties in the
area, rental levels and other relevant issues. Should there be a need for
specialist/purpose built disabled housing, for example, and an element of
social housing grant was required the Council would only be able to
allocate grant to a zoned RSL.

Amend paragraph 6.9 (new paragraph 5.12) to read:

There are currently three Registered Social Landlords zoned by the Welsh
Government to operate within Monmouthshire. These are:

Melin Homes
Monmouthshire Housing Association
The Seren Group

It should be noted that whilst these are the current zoned RSL partners in
Monmouthshire, changing circumstances might result in the Council
fostering different partnership links in the future and seeking approval
from Welsh Government.
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Respondent Name
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Respondent Number

Respondent Name
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Summary of Representation

Requested Change

LPA Response

Recommendation

165 Representation Number 9
Tim Gent (Savills)
Mabey Bridge

Recommend implications of neutral tenure are explained, it is difficult to
predict or see what financial impact this could have.

As noted above.

Amendments are suggested to add some additional explanation to the
requirements for neutral tenure. Any viability implications arising from this
will be dealt with on a site by site basis. A definition of neutral tenure is
provided in paragraph 6.2 Types of Affordable Housing.

Amend paragraph 6.3.5 (new number 5.3.4) to read:

5.3.4 The financial arrangements for the transfer of completed affordable
housing units from the developer to the RSL are to be calculated using the
current Acceptable Cost Guidance rates published by the Welsh
Government’s Housing Directorate. The percentage that the RSL can
afford to pay, based on the rental income they would receive for the
properties, is 42% of ACG. This leaves the landowner/developer to fund
the 58% which in the past would have been covered by Social Housing
Grant. The developer will then be expected to sell the properties to the
RSL at this percentage rate. (This percentage rate does not apply to units
delivered under Policy SAH11).

165 Representation Number 10
Tim Gent (Savills)
Mabey Bridge
Recommend provision is made for decisions on affordable housing in full
context of what each site is expected to deliver and the other dividends

that development will deliver.

As noted above.

Comment noted. Each development will be assessed on its merits on a site
by site basis. LDP Policy S7 does state that affordable housing will be given
priority over other planning obligation requirements, once the
infrastructure necessary to bring the site forward has been taken into
account.

No change.
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184 Representation Number 1
Christopher Knock (Agent)
Llangibby Estate

In main villages set out in Policy S1 for 3 or more dwellings, 60% affordable
housing is too high and will restrict development.

No specific change requested.

Noted, the LDP Policies were adopted in February 2014 and as a
consequence cannot be changed. The draft SPG does however contain a
specific section (4.4 D) relating to other sites in Main Villages, particularly
small infill plots. The 60% affordable housing requirement on allocated
sites in rural villages is not negotiable and this is set out in Policy S4 which
requires 'at least' 60% to be affordable. The sole purpose for allocating
these sites is to provide affordable housing for local people in rural areas.
Without the provision of 60% affordable housing there is no justification
for releasing these sites and anticipated land values should reflect this
accordingly.

No change necessary.

1380 Representation Number 1

Mrs Lynne Morgan

Concerned by emphasis given to affordable housing by the Council.
Suggests priority should be placed on infrastructure, schools, hospitals and
roads to which problems will be exacerbated with increased housing.
Notes funds should be directed to these areas in preference to social
housing. Refers to traffic problems in Chepstow.

No specific change requested.

Comment noted. The provision of affordable housing is a major priority of
the Council and as such it is important for documents such as the SPG to
provide clear guidance on how LDP policies and the planning system can

improve the supply of affordable housing for local people.

No change necessary.
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Respondent Number 2030 Representation Number 1
Respondent Name Mr G Howells
Respondent Organisation

Summary of Representation Desperate Need for Social Housing, particularly 1 bed flats. Should be high
priority particularly for under 35s.

Requested Change No change requested

LPA Response Comment noted.

Recommendation No change necessary.

Respondent Number 2862 Representation Number 1

Respondent Name Simon Tofts

Respondent Organisation Blue Cedar Homes

Summary of Representation Support the need to seek affordable housing from new developments but

suggest off site contributions could be used as an alternative to on site
provision in relation to developments that address needs such as
retirement housing. State C3 Sheltered/Retirement Housing should be
exempt from providing on site affordable housing as higher building costs
and a longer selling period make retirement housing less viable than new
homes in general. Purchasers are often 'downsizing' from large family
homes. This frees up fammily housing needed by younger families.

Requested Change C3 sheltered/retirement housing should be explicitly exempt from
providing on-site affordable housing.

LPA Response Paragraph 6.6 recognises that on-site provision of affordable homes can be
difficult in sheltered retirement housing schemes because of management
issues and puts forward the option of making off-site financial
contributions for affordable housing. It is recognised that there are viability
issues with sheltered housing schemes and it is suggested that an
additional paragraph be added to acknowledge this.

Recommendation Add new paragraph 5.7:

It is recognised that some specialist housing schemes such as Sheltered
Housing may be challenging to deliver and any affordable housing
contribution would be subject to viability. Should it be necessary the
Council will commission an independent viability assessment.

Affordable Housing Draft Supplementary Planning Guidance
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Respondent Number 2883 Representation Number 1

Respondent Name Mark Harris

Respondent Organisation Home Builders Federation

Summary of Representation In relation to small sites financial contribution further clarification is
required on:

(1.1) Residual Value calculation, has any account been taken on the
different values achieved across the borough?

(1.2) Details of when the financial contribution is to be paid is required.
Suggest that if it is required upfront/prior to sale/occupation the
contribution would have to be borrowed. Question whether a small scale
builder could borrow at this stage of the development.

(1.3) Details of how and on what the money will be spent is required to
provide confidence and justification of its requirement.

Requested Change Details required on when the contribution will be required and how it will
be spent.
LPA Response (1.1)The commuted sum calculator can be used for different value areas in

Monmouthshire. It also allows the user to input scheme specific values if
these are available.

(1.2)Concerns regarding potential cash flow issues for small businesses are
recognised. The Council is content to adopt a flexible approach in such
circumstances. It is recommended that an additional paragraph be added
to clarify this.

(1.3) The money raised through affordable housing contributions will be
spent in the housing market area in which the development is located. It is
recommended that an additional paragraph be added to clarify this.

Recommendation Add the following paragraphs:

Commuted sums will be liable to be paid on completion and occupation of
a percentage of units on site. This is normally 70% but will be open to
negotiation should viability considerations make that necessary.

Commuted sums gathered by the Council will be used to deliver affordable
housing in the Housing Market Area (HMA) from which they are collected.
The map below shows the three HMAs in Monmouthshire.

Affordable Housing Draft Supplementary Planning Guidance
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Respondent Number 2883 Representation Number 2

Respondent Name Mark Harris
Respondent Organisation Home Builders Federation
Summary of Representation With reference to paragraph 6.3.4, flexibility should be allowed for

provision on site for a developer to choose their preferred RSL partner
particularly where no grant is involved. The LPA should not impose a RSL as
this would be contrary to national guidance set out in TAN2. There should
be flexibility to agree use of a non-zoned RSL with regard to specialist

provision.
Requested Change No specific change required.
LPA Response It is accepted that the Council cannot insist that a developer works with a

specific RSL. There are sound reasons, however, for the Council's
preference for working with the RSLs that are zoned for Monmouthshire. It
is recommended therefore that paragraph 6.3.4 is deleted but that it is
replaced by a more neutral wording. Paragraph 6.9 should also be
amended for clarity.

Recommendation Replace paragraph 6.3.4 (new number 5.3.3) with the following:

The Council has a long term commissioning partnership with RSLs to secure
the strategic provision of all types of housing accommodation. This covers
minimum standards of service in management terms, allocation of Social
Housing Grant, specialisms of the Housing Associations and the long-term
allocation of housing sites. The Council’s preference is for developers to
work with RSLs zoned by the Welsh Government for developing in
Monmouthshire and it will normally allocate each site to its preferred RSL
on the basis of the RSLs development capacity, other properties in the
area, rental levels and other relevant issues. Should there be a need for
specialist/purpose built disabled housing, for example, and an element of
social housing grant was required the Council would only be able to
allocate grant to a zoned RSL.

Amend paragraph 6.9 (new number 5.12) to read:

There are currently three Registered Social Landlords zoned by the Welsh
Government to operate within Monmouthshire. These are:

Melin Homes
Monmouthshire Housing Association
The Seren Group

It should be noted that whilst these are the current zoned RSL partners in
Monmouthshire, changing circumstances might result in the Council
fostering different partnership links in the future and seeking approval
from Welsh Government.
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Respondent Number 2883 Representation Number 3

Respondent Name Mark Harris
Respondent Organisation Home Builders Federation
Summary of Representation Paragraph 4.4 (A) sub paragraph 2 stating 'check the site area and estimate

the capacity of the site based on an assumed achievable density of 30
dwellings per hectare' should be changed. The site area should be based
on net hectares and not gross hectares. Some flexibility should be
considered around the 30dpha figure for example on heavily constrained
or higher density brown field sites. Object to statement that 30dpha will be
used for calculating affordable housing requirement where a development
does not achieve this density, needs more flexibility.

Requested Change Suggest the wording be changed to 'Establish the net site area and
calculate the capacity of the site based on an assumed achievable density
of 30 dwellings per hectare'

LPA Response Subsequent paragraphs explain that the calculation will be based on net
density, but it is agreed that that the amendment suggested by the
representor would be helpful in providing further clarity.

With regard to point regarding flexibility in determining affordable housing
requiremetns rather than relying on the flat rate of 30 dph, it is recognised
that it would be unreasonable to require a higher percentage of affordable
housing than that set out in LDP Policy S4 if there were good reasons to
justify a development not achieving 30 dwellings per hectare. Policy S4,
however, does require that the capacity of a development site will be
based on an acheivable density of 30 dwellings per hectare. This figure will
still be used to establish whether or not a development achieves the
threshold that requires affordable housing to be provided on site. Itis
accepted, however, that the percentage of affordable housing required
should be based on the 'agreed' capacity of the site rather than the
'theoretical' capacity.

Recommendation Amend the second paragraph of 4.4(A) to read:

Establish the net site area and calculate the capacity of the site based on
an assumed achievable density of 30 dwellings per hectare.

Amend further paragraphs of Section 4.4(A) as follows:

If the capacity of the site is 5 or more dwellings then the affordable
housing required to be provided on site is calculated at 35% in Main Towns
and Rural Secondary Settlements and 25% in Severnside settlements.

Should the development not be achieving 30 dwellings per hectare and it is
considered that there is not a material non-compliance with Policy DES1 i)
then the affordable housing requirement should be calculated on the
agreed capacity of the site.

In determining how many affordable houses should be provided on a

development site, the figure resulting from applying the proportion

Affordable Housing Draft Supplementary Planning Guidance
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required to the total number of dwellings will be rounded to the nearest
whole number (where half rounds up.)

Respondent Number 2883 Representation Number 4
Respondent Name Mark Harris

Respondent Organisation Home Builders Federation

Summary of Representation The section on viability testing needs to include advice on how an

independent disupute resolution process would work where agreement
cannot be reached, suggest wording that allows for a third party agreed by

both sides.
Requested Change As noted above.
LPA Response If the Council has concerns regarding viability evidence submitted by

developers it will appoint its own consultants to verify. It would be hoped
that any disagreements could be resolved through negotiation and
discussion. If the Council cannot accept the developer's figures then this
could result in a refusal of a planning application and the matter could then
be determined by a Planning Inspector on appeal. It is not considered
approprite to introduce a third party dispute resolution process.

Recommendation No change.

Affordable Housing Draft Supplementary Planning Guidance
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Respondent Number 2883 Representation Number 5

Respondent Name Mark Harris
Respondent Organisation Home Builders Federation
Summary of Representation (1)Need clarity on what the financial contributions relate to in the model

examples of calculations in 4.4 section B. It is not clear if the final
calculation is per dwelling or per scheme. Taking the first example on page
11 the scheme without the affordable contribution would now make a
profit of £82,000 of which £53,625 would now be the affordable
contribution leaving a profit of £29,175 or £14,587 per property.

(2)Seek clarification that the figures used are taken from information
gathered from small house builders rather than national developers as it is
the small house builders of below 5 units that will be affected by the

calculation.
Requested Change Further clarification sought as noted above.
LPA Response (1)The contribution set out in the example is per scheme not per dwelling.

The figures used by the representor are incorrect and based on a
misunderstanding. The commuted sum calculator includes a developer
return of 20% in its calculations. In the example this is 20% of the market
value or £36,000 per maket dwelling. It is accepted, however, that the
wording of the examples in not clear and they will be re-written to try and
avoid such misunderstanding. (The examples also reduce the amounts paid
to the developer by 'on costs of 9%’ This is an error and would not be
applied in practice. In addition the Welsh Government Acceptable Cost
Guidance figures have been updated.The examples, therefore, will be
amended accordingly).

(2)The developer return and marketing costs used are those agreed for the
viability testing used to inform the affordable housing policy in the LDP.
However, the calculator allows for variation in developer return and
marketing costs if this can be justified by evidence.

Recommendation The model examples to be amended to provide greater clarity, remove the
reference to 'on-costs of 9%' and update the ACG figures.

Affordable Housing Draft Supplementary Planning Guidance
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Respondent Number 2883 Representation Number 6

Respondent Name Mark Harris
Respondent Organisation Home Builders Federation
Summary of Representation In relation to layout and design on page 10, question how the reference to

'pepper potting' would work in a flatted scheme, where preference would
be to provide all in one block, or an area of a block served by its own core,
to ease future management and transfer to a RSL.

Requested Change No specific change requested.

LPA Response This point is not considered to be applicable to Monmouthshire as the
provision of large blocks of flats would not be appropriate as not in
keeping with the rural nature of the County's rural towns. It is considered
that the principle of 'pepper-potting' is an important one. Nevertheless,
there would be scope for flexibility in negotiating over design and layout if
a developer argued a special justification. It is also recognised that the limit
of 10 dwellings on a cluster of affordable homes may be overly restrictive
and inflexible, particularly on a large scale development. It is
recommended, therefore, that this figure be increased to 15.

Recommendation Amend the second sentence in the paragraph on Layout and Design in
Section 4.4A to read

Properties for affordable housing will normally be in clusters of 6-15 units,
depending on the overall size of the development.

Affordable Housing Draft Supplementary Planning Guidance
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Respondent Number 2883 Representation Number 7

Respondent Name Mark Harris
Respondent Organisation Home Builders Federation
Summary of Representation (1)Suggest paragraph 6.3.1 contradicts 6.3 in relation to being built to DQR

standard yet indistinguishable from private properties. Due to size
differences and external layout requirements these will always look
different to other private properties. It is understood that DQR compliance
is only required if WG social housing grant is used in the scheme, suggest
wording is amended to take account of this.

(2)Para 6.3.2 says the same as 6.3.1 but states DQR only applies to social
rented, need to clarify which paragraph is correct .

Requested Change As noted above.

LPA Response (1)It accepted that it is not a WG requirement to achieve its Design Quality
Standard (DQR) if social housing grant is not being used. It is considered
essential, however, that DQR is achieved on neutral tenure properties to
achieve appropriate design, space standards and quality of new homes.
Just because an affordable home is larger than a market home this does
not mean that it cannot be indistinguishable in terms of its external
appearance, such as materials and elevational treatment.

(2) It is recognised that the way in which the draft SPG is written has
potential for causing confusion, which appears to be the case in relation to
this part of the representation. Paragraph 6.3.2 only deals with rural
housing sites allocated under Policy SAH11. It is proposed, therefore, to re-
write this section of the SPG to deal with SAH11 affordable housing under
a separate heading. All general affordable housing will be required to be
built to DQR standards and be neutral tenure. More flexibility will be
offered in relation to SAH11 sites because of the more difficult viabililty
issues. If intermediate housing products are provided on SAH11 sites the
standard of construction would not necessarily be DQR but would be
negotiated to a standard agreed by the Council and its RSL partners.

Recommendation Rearrange section 6 (new section 5) and add a new paragraph 5.10:
5.10 Affordable housing delivered under Policy SAH11

5.10.1 Affordable housing delivered under Policy SAH11 will be a mix of
social rented units and intermediate housing depending on the local need
identified by the Council. All units for social rent will be constructed to
Welsh Government Design Quality Requirements, which includes Lifetime
Homes. Intermediate housing will be constructed to a standard agreed by
the Council and their RSL partners.

5.10.2 Affordable housing delivered under Policy SAH11 will be transferred
to the Council’s preferred RSL at 38% of Welsh Government ACG for social
rented units, 50% of ACG for low cost home ownership units and 60% of
ACG for intermediate rent units.
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Respondent Number 2883 Representation Number 8

Respondent Name Mark Harris
Respondent Organisation Home Builders Federation
Summary of Representation Paragraphs 6.3.5 and 6.3.6 specify different values at which different types

of properties will be transferred to RSL, 42% is commonly used but other %
figures are also used. There is no cost assigned to tenure neutral properties
although paragraph 6.5 states this is the preferred choice. Question how
this enables developers to take account of the cost of delivering
affordable. Is it possible for the document to provide a cost for the tenure
neutral option?

Requested Change As noted above.

LPA Response General affordable housing and Policy SAH11 affordable housing (rural
village sites where the viability issues are more pressing because of the
60% requirement) are treated differently in terms of the qualilty standards
required and the amounts paid to the developer. It is recognised that the
way in which the draft SPG is written has potential for causing confusion,
which appears to be the case in relation to this representation. It is
proposed, therefore, to re-write this section of the SPG to deal with SAH11
affordable housing under a separate heading. All general affordable
housing will be required to be built to DQR standards and be neutral
tenure. Developers will then transfer the affordable housing to RSLs at 42%
of Acceptable Cost Guidance. More flexibility will be offered in relation to
SAH11 sites because of the more difficult viabililty issues.

Recommendation Rearrange section 6 (new section 5) and add a new paragraph 5.10:
5.10 Affordable housing delivered under Policy SAH11

5.10.1 Affordable housing delivered under Policy SAH11 will be a mix of
social rented units and intermediate housing depending on the local need
identified by the Council. All units for social rent will be constructed to
Welsh Government Design Quality Requirements, which includes Lifetime
Homes. Intermediate housing will be constructed to a standard agreed by
the Council and their RSL partners.

5.10.2 Affordable housing delivered under Policy SAH11 will be transferred
to the Council’s preferred RSL at 38% of Welsh Government ACG for social
rented units, 50% of ACG for low cost home ownership units and 60% of
ACG for intermediate rent units.
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Respondent Number
Respondent Name
Respondent Organisation

Summary of Representation

Requested Change
LPA Response

Recommendation

Respondent Number
Respondent Name
Respondent Organisation

Summary of Representation

Requested Change

LPA Response

Recommendation

2883 Representation Number 9
Mark Harris
Home Builders Federation

Paragraph 7.3 should refer to the fact that a unilateral undertaking may
also be an option if only a monetary contribution is required.

As noted above.
Agreed

Add an additional sentence to the last paragraph of paragraph 7.3 (new
paragraph 6.3)

An unilateral undertaking may also be an option if only a monetary
contribution is required. This is a simplified version of a planning
agreement, which is relatively quick and straightforward to complete, and
is entered into by the landowner and any other party with a legal interest
in the development site.

2883 Representation Number 10
Mark Harris
Home Builders Federation
Agree with paragraph 7.2.2 and actually encourage the Council to declare
this mix earlier in the process in order for the purchaser to agree a land
value which accounts for the exact Councils affordable requirement prior
to sale. This would reduce negotiations that often occur during s.106 stage.
Some flexibility is still needed to take account of changes in the layout and
mix of houses which may occur through the detailed planning stage.

No specific change requested.

Comment noted. The viability implications of the required mix are
recognised.

No change.
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Respondent Number 2884 Representation Number 1

Respondent Name Emyr Davies
Respondent Organisation Redrow Homes (South Wales) Ltd
Summary of Representation Section 4.4A, fourth paragraph on page 9 states 'Should the development

not be achieving 30 dwellings per hectare.... The affordable housing
requirement should be based on the theoretical capacity of the site rather
than the actual number of dwellings applied for'. Suggest this is not
appropriate and is unnecessary as while 30dpha may be an average for
new build in Monmouthshire every application has to be assessed on its
merits and taking into account of the character and existing built form of
an area for example. There appears to be no justification for deviating
from agreeing a fixed percentage for affordable housing products on site.
Applications cannot be assessed on what could theoretically be delivered
on a site but only on what is actually proposed and on its merits.

Requested Change No specifc change requested.

LPA Response The point made by the representor is accepted. It is recognised that it
would be unreasonable to require a higher percentage of affordable
housing than that set out in LDP Policy S4 if there were good reasons to
justify a development not achieving 30 dwellings per hectare. Policy 5S4,
however, does require that the capacity of a development site will be
based on an achievable density of 30 dwellings per hectare. This figure will
still be used to establish whether or not a development achieves the
threshold that requires affordable housing to be provided on site. ltis
accepted, however, that the percentage of affordable housing required
should be based on the 'agreed' capacity of the site rather than the
'theoretical' capacity.

Recommendation Amend the relevant paragraphs of the SPG as follows:

If the capacity of the site is 5 or more dwellings then the affordable
housing required to be provided on site is calculated at 35% in Main Towns
and Rural Secondary Settlements and 25% in Severnside settlements.

Should the development not be achieving 30 dwellings per hectare and it is
considered that there is not a material non-compliance with Policy DES1 i)
then the affordable housing requirement should be calculated on the
agreed capacity of the site.

In determining how many affordable houses should be provided on a
development site, the figure resulting from applying the proportion
required to the total number of dwellings will be rounded to the nearest
whole number (where half rounds up.)
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Respondent Number 2884 Representation Number 2

Respondent Name Emyr Davies
Respondent Organisation Redrow Homes (South Wales) Ltd
Summary of Representation Refer to paragraph 6.3.4 'The Council will identify a preferred RSL to work

in partnership with the developer' noting this is not considered reasonable
and that if an RSL and a developer choose to work together to deliver what
is required by a planning permission then this has to be acceptable.

Requested Change Suggest this paragraph is removed as it is clear elsewhere in the SPG in
paragraph 6.9 of the Councils preferences to RSLs.

LPA Response It is accepted that the Council cannot insist that a developer works with a
specific RSL. There are sound reasons, however, for the Council's
preference for working with the RSLs that are zoned for Monmouthshire. It
is recommended therefore that paragraph 6.3.4 is deleted but that it is
replaced by a more neutral wording. Paragraph 6.9 should also be
amended for clarity.

Recommendation Replace paragraph 6.3.4 (new number 5.3.3) with the following:

The Council has a long term commissioning partnership with RSLs to secure
the strategic provision of all types of housing accommodation. This covers
minimum standards of service in management terms, allocation of Social
Housing Grant, specialisms of the Housing Associations and the long-term
allocation of housing sites. The Council’s preference is for developers to
work with RSLs zoned by the Welsh Government for developing in
Monmouthshire and it will normally allocate each site to its preferred RSL
on the basis of the RSL's development capacity, other properties in the
area, rental levels and other relevant issues. Should there be a need for
specialist/purpose built disabled housing, for example, and an element of
social housing grant was required the Council would only be able to
allocate grant to a zoned RSL.

Amend paragraph 6.9 (new number 5.12) to read:

There are currently three Registered Social Landlords zoned by the Welsh
Government to operate within Monmouthshire. These are:

Melin Homes
Monmouthshire Housing Association
The Seren Group

It should be noted that whilst these are the current zoned RSL partners in
Monmouthshire, changing circumstances might result in the Council
fostering different partnership links in the future and seeking approval
from Welsh Government.
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Respondent Number 2884 Representation Number 3

Respondent Name Emyr Davies
Respondent Organisation Redrow Homes (South Wales) Ltd
Summary of Representation In the flow chart (page 21) it would be useful to clarify under pre

application discussions with the LPA that these will be of a multi-
disciplinary nature. Representatives from other relevant departments
would also be present and developers will not be expected just to set up
pre application meetings solely to discuss affordable housing requirements
and then other meetings to meet with other departments.

Requested Change Amend wording to provide clarity that pre application discussions will not
necessarily be solely related to affordable housing.

LPA Response Agreed. The pre-application process can include other Council officers, e.g.
highways, biodiversity, depending on the level of service requested.

Recommendation Amend first box in the flow chart on page 21 to clarify the pre-application
process.
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Respondent Number 2885 Representation Number 1

Respondent Name Simon Coop (Nathanial Lichfield & Partners)
Respondent Organisation Bovis Homes
Summary of Representation Section (A) of paragraph 4.4 relates to the minimum assumed density of

30dpha on the basis of the theoretical capacity of the site has implications
in that the actual affordable housing requirement might be substantially
above the 25% or 35% figures contained in Poicy S4. Understand the
reasoning behind the assumed density of 30dpha though it might not be
possible to achieve this level of development on all sites. If the Council is
content it does not conflict with the requirements of DES1 the theoretical
density should not be 30dpha for its assessment of affordable housing
provision. The SPG does not provide any indication that the assumed
development density of 30dpha will be applied in the event that a higher
density can be achieved on site, rather it would be expected that the yield
would be based upon the 'total number of dwellings on the site'. Suggest
the approach is inconsistent that could have significant bearing on viability.

Requested Change Recommend the 4th paragraph of page 9 of the SPG be deleted and that
the affordable housing requirement be based on the actual number of
dwellings to be provided on site in every case where this is known.
Underline the importance of ensuring that the requirements set out in
Policy S4 are subject to an assessment of viability.

LPA Response The point made by the representor is accepted. It is recognised that it
would be unreasonable to require a higher percentage of affordable
housing than that set out in LDP Policy S4 if there were good reasons to
justify a development not achieving 30 dwellings per hectare. Policy S4,
however, does require that the capacity of a development site will be
based on an achievable density of 30 dwellings per hectare. This figure will
still be used to establish whether or not a development achieves the
threshold that requires affordable housing to be provided on site. Itis
accepted, however, that the percentage of affordable housing required
should be based on the 'agreed' capacity of the site rather than the
'theoretical' capacity.

It is considered, however, that no change is required in relation to the
necessity to be aware of viability issues as this is sufficiently covered in the
SPG (e.g. the two bullet points at the top of page 10)

Recommendation Amend the relevant paragraphs of the SPG as follows:

If the capacity of the site is 5 or more dwellings then the affordable
housing required to be provided on site is calculated at 35% in Main Towns
and Rural Secondary Settlements and 25% in Severnside settlements.

Should the development not be achieving 30 dwellings per hectare and it is
considered that there is not a material non-compliance with Policy DES1 i)
then the affordable housing requirement should be calculated on the
agreed capacity of the site.

In determining how many affordable houses should be provided on a
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development site, the figure resulting from applying the proportion
required to the total number of dwellings will be rounded to the nearest
whole number (where half rounds up.)

Respondent Number 2885 Representation Number 2

Respondent Name Simon Coop (Nathanial Lichfield & Partners)

Respondent Organisation Bovis Homes

Summary of Representation Section (B) of paragraph 4.4 provides guidance on financial contributions

for affordable housing on small sites. This raises a number of viability
issues that do not appear to have been fully addressed in the SPG. No
indication is provided of when the financial contribution would be
required, it is assumed this would be prior to the completion and sale of
the open market properties which would create cashflow issues. Evidence
of the Council's viability assessment should be provided so the impact can
be fully understood. Concerned the implications of this may reduce the
potential for small sites to come forward and for small scale developers to
work in Monmouthshire, increasing the burden on larger developments to
meet the identified need for affordable housing in the County. There is no
evidence that the viability position would be any better for small scale
builders.

Requested Change No change requested, evidence should however be provided of the
Council's viability assessment.

LPA Response Concerns regarding potential cash flow issues for small businesses are
recognised. The Council is content to adopt a flexible approach in such
circumstances. It is recommened that an additional paragraph be added to
clarify this.

Recommendation Add new paragraph:
Commuted sums will be liable to be paid on completion and occupation of

a percentage of units on site. This is normally 70% but will be open to
negotiation should viability considerations make that necessary.
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Respondent Number 2885 Representation Number 3

Respondent Name Simon Coop (Nathanial Lichfield & Partners)
Respondent Organisation Bovis Homes
Summary of Representation Bovis Homes consider the minimum of 60% affordable housing in Main

Villages an appropriate mechanism for rural parts of the County, this
should however be subject to viability and a reduced level should be
permitted where the delivery of a scheme would otherwise be
compromised. Abnormal costs are recognised in the SPG although it states
there is no intention to use financial subsidy to support such sites, albeit
stating that this is to be reviewed. There is concern that the Council has
failed to appreciate that the key challenge can often relate to an inability
of the Gross Development Value (GDV) to sustain the high land values that
are being sought, particularly when viewed in context of other
development costs. Additional costs should not be taken off land value as
the owner may no longer be prepared to sell.

Requested Change The Council's minimum land value must be set at an appropriate level and
that the use of subsidy or relaxation of targets should be considered to
ensure delivery where costs are not supported by GDV.

LPA Response The 60% affordable housing requirement on allocated sites in rural villages
is not negotiable and this is set out in Policy S4 which requires 'at least'
60% to be affordable. The sole purpose for allocating these sites is to
provide affordable housing for local people in rural areas. Without the
provision of 60% affordable housing there is no justification for releasing
these sites and anticipated land values should reflect this accordingly. The
guestion of potential 'abnormal’ costs will be taken into account on a case
by case basis in considering specific viablity issues that may be preventing
a site coming forward. Initially, however, there is no intention to use
financial subsidy to support 60% affordable housing sites as the amount of
Social Housing Grant available is extremely limited. The situation will be
reviewed after the first sites have been developed and an indication
provided of the values at which land is changing hands. The Council may
then introduce an expected minimum land value, which, if not achieved,
may result in financial subsidy being made available to assist in bringing
sites forward.

Recommendation No change.
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Respondent Number

Respondent Name

Respondent Organisation

Summary of Representation

Requested Change

LPA Response

Recommendation

Respondent Number

Respondent Name

Respondent Organisation

Summary of Representation

Requested Change

LPA Response

Recommendation

2885 Representation Number 4
Simon Coop (Nathanial Lichfield & Partners)
Bovis Homes

The issue of land prices is only raised in the SPG in relation to allocated
sites in main villages. Reasonable assumptions in relation to all costs
including land should be taken into account throughout in assessing the
level of affordable housing that can be sustained as part of a particularl
development.

No specific change is requested.

It is considered that no change is required in relation to the necessity to be
aware of viability issues as this is sufficiently covered in the SPG (e.g. the
two bullet points at the top of page 10)

No change.

2885 Representation Number 5
Simon Coop (Nathanial Lichfield & Partners)
Bovis Homes

An open book approach on testing of viability is welcomed although this
must be appraised in a reasonable manner. Concern regarding the 4th para
on Page 11 relating to how the calculator works, noting it does not reflect
that affordable houses are subject to more stringent policy requirements
impacting on the relative build costs for both market and affordable
houses.

No specific change requested.

The assumption that the calculator works on the basis that the cost of
building a market home is similar to the cost of an affordable home
actually works in the developer's favour as it is the higher cost that is taken
into account in the model. In the light of the consultation responses,
however, the Council is reviewing the space standards and use of DQR for
non-grant-funded housing. This may have implications for the calculator
and if so will be reported.

No change, depending on the results of further viability work.
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Respondent Number 2885 Representation Number 6

Respondent Name Simon Coop (Nathanial Lichfield & Partners)
Respondent Organisation Bovis Homes
Summary of Representation The viability implications of neutral tenure are unclear. Paragraph 6.3.6

identifies different transfer values for different tenures with no indication

of costs for neutral tenure. The variation between 38% and 60% of ACG is

substantial and the implications should be set out much more clearly. 42%
ACG value is more acceptable, although further justification should be

provided.
Requested Change No specific change requested.
LPA Response General affordable housing and Policy SAH11 affordable housing (rural

village sites where the viability issues are more pressing because of the
60% requirement) are treated differently in terms of the quality standards
required and the amounts paid to the developer. It is recognised that the
way in which the draft SPG is written has potential for causing confusion,
which appears to be the case in relation to this representation. It is
proposed, therefore, to re-write this section of the SPG to deal with SAH11
affordable housing under a separate heading. All general affordable
housing will be required to be built to DQR standards and be neutral
tenure. Developers will then transfer the affordable housing to RSLs at 42%
of Acceptable Cost Guidance. More flexibility will be offered in relation to
SAH11 sites because of the more difficult viabililty issues.

Recommendation Rearrange section 6 (new section 5) and add a new paragraph 5.10:
5.10 Affordable housing delivered under Policy SAH11

5.10.1 Affordable housing delivered under Policy SAH11 will be a mix of
social rented units and intermediate housing depending on the local need
identified by the Council. All units for social rent will be constructed to
Welsh Government Design Quality Requirements, which includes Lifetime
Homes. Intermediate housing will be constructed to a standard agreed by
the Council and their RSL partners.

5.10.2 Affordable housing delivered under Policy SAH11 will be transferred
to the Council’s preferred RSL at 38% of Welsh Government ACG for social
rented units, 50% of ACG for low cost home ownership units and 60% of
ACG for intermediate rent units.
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Respondent Number 2885 Representation Number 7

Respondent Name Simon Coop (Nathanial Lichfield & Partners)
Respondent Organisation Bovis Homes
Summary of Representation Refer to paragraph 6.3.4 noting the Council's identification of a RSL will

remove flexibility from developers. As long as developers conform to the
level and mix of affordable housing specified in the s.106 agreement they
can partner with the RSL of their choice. Suggest this requirement conflicts
with paragraph 12.4 of TAN2.

Requested Change No specific change requested.

LPA Response It is accepted that the Council cannot insist that a developer works with a
specific RSL. There are sound reasons, however, for the Council's
preference for working with the RSLs that are zoned for Monmouthshire. It
is recommended therefore that paragraph 6.3.4 is deleted but that it is
replaced by a more neutral wording. Paragraph 6.9 should also be
amended for clarity.

Recommendation Replace paragraph 6.3.4 (new number 6.3.3) with the following:

The Council has a long term commissioning partnership with RSLs to secure
the strategic provision of all types of housing accommodation. This covers
minimum standards of service in management terms, allocation of Social
Housing Grant, specialisms of the Housing Associations and the long-term
allocation of housing sites. The Council’s preference is for developers to
work with RSLs zoned by the Welsh Government for developing in
Monmouthshire and it will normally allocate each site to its preferred RSL
on the basis of the RSLs development capacity, other properties in the
area, rental levels and other relevant issues. Should there be a need for
specialist/purpose built disabled housing, for example, and an element of
social housing grant was required the Council would only be able to
allocate grant to a zoned RSL.

Amend paragraph 6.9 (new number 6.12) to read:

There are currently three Registered Social Landlords zoned by the Welsh
Government to operate within Monmouthshire. These are:

Melin Homes
Monmouthshire Housing Association
The Seren Group

It should be noted that whilst these are the current zoned RSL partners in
Monmouthshire, changing circumstances might result in the Council
fostering different partnership links in the future and seeking approval
from Welsh Government.
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Respondent Number 2885 Representation Number 8

Respondent Name Simon Coop (Nathanial Lichfield & Partners)
Respondent Organisation Bovis Homes
Summary of Representation Welcome paragraph 6.3.3 relating to liaision with the Council to agree the

mix of affordable units prior to submission of an application. It should
nevertheless be recognised that the mix can have a direct impact upon
development viability, this should be considered when seeking to establish
the preferred mix.

Requested Change No specific change requested.

LPA Response Comment noted. The viability implications of the required mix are
recognised.

Recommendation No change.
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Respondent Number 2886 Representation Number 1

Respondent Name Jason Price
Respondent Organisation Persimmon Homes
Summary of Representation Suggest the ACG value of 42% is substantially lower than the percentage

utilised in neighbouring authorities (typically 50%) where benchmark rental
values are significantly lower than could be achieved in Monmouthshire.
Question the justification of the inclusion of 42% without worked
examples/calculations justifying the use of this percentage, and its
conformity with the guidance contained within PPW.

Requested Change No specific change requested.

LPA Response The greatest need for affordable housing in Monmouthshire if people on
the housing waiting list are to be accommodated is for housing for social
rent. The maximum that an RSL can afford to pay based on the rental
income they would receive from the properties is 42% of Welsh
Government Acceptable Cost Guidance (ACG). Whilst the developer would
receive a higher percentage of ACG for Intermediate Rent, this would not
be meeting housing need in Monmouthshire. (With regard to the
respondent's comment about adjoining authorities, Newport, for instance,
is a large city with a range of needs). It is considered essential that the 42%
of ACG transfer rate remains in order to meet housing need in
Monmouthshire. Should developers be able to demonstrate that this
would have an adverse impact on viability then the percentage affordable
housing requirement can be renegotiated (as allowed for in LDP Policy S4,
which states that the 35% and 25% requirements are 'subject to
appropriate viability assessment). Further text will be added to paragraph
6.3.5 (new paragraph 5.3.4) to provide justification for the 42% transfer
rate.

Recommendation Amend paragraph 6.3.5 (new number 5.3.4) to read:

5.3.4 The financial arrangements for the transfer of completed affordable
housing units from the developer to the RSL are to be calculated using the
current Acceptable Cost Guidance rates published by the Welsh
Government’s Housing Directorate. The percentage that the RSL can
afford to pay, based on the rental income that they would receive for the
properties, is 42% of ACG. This leaves the landowner/developer to fund
the 58% which in the past would have been covered by Social Housing
Grant. The developer will then be expected to sell the properties to the
RSL at this percentage rate. (This percentage rate does not apply to units
delivered under Policy SAH11).
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Respondent Number

Respondent Name

Respondent Organisation

Summary of Representation

Requested Change

LPA Response

Recommendation

Respondent Number

Respondent Name

Respondent Organisation

Summary of Representation

Requested Change

LPA Response

Recommendation

2886 Representation Number 2
Jason Price
Persimmon Homes

There is a danger the implications of the SPG could be viewed in isolation
of the emerging Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) Preliminary Draft
Charging Schedule (PDCS), compounding the impact of affordable housing
in Monmouthshire by placing significant additional costs of developers.

No specific change requested.

It is acknowledged that currently there is inconsistency between the
requirements of the Affordable Housing SPG and the viability testing
carried out in connection with CIL. Further viability testing is being carried
out for CIL in order that the implications of the SPG can be fully considered.

No change.

2886 Representation Number 3
Jason Price
Persimmon Homes

Whilst affordable housing targets are subject to appropriate viability
assessments, the methodology employed to assess viability utilises
benchmark land values that do not accurately reflect the reality of housing
development. The outcomes cannot be expected to provide developers
with the comfort of knowing that it can be utilised as an effective tool for
justifying a reduction in affordable housing provision where viability is an
issue.

No specific change requested.

The benchmark land values were found sound at the LDP Examination,
have been reviewed as part of the recent CIL viability study and will
subsequenlty be tested in any CIL Examination. This is not a matter for

consideration in relation to the SPG.

No change.
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