HOME BUILDERS FEDERATION

CONSULTATION %

Proposed Changes to Part L of Building Regulations 30/10/2012

1. Initial comments on the consultation proposals

We are deeply concerned with the proposals set out by the consultation documentation -

i.e.

1. Higher standards of energy performance for new and existing buildings, the options

being:

2. A phased 40% improvement in Part L 2010 for new housing with an effective date of
January 2015, or a staged 25% improvement in 2014 followed by a review in 2016 to

increase standards to zero carbon before the end of the decade;

In terms of the above, we have been informed by the Welsh Government that the 40%

improvement option is the ‘preferred option’.

Throughout our evidence, we raise a plethora of concerns with respect to the changes
outlined in the consultation proposals and also with respect to the background information
provided to support the changes. We deal with these issues in turn throughout evidence
submission below, however to begin with, we feel it necessary to highlight a particular
concern that seems to presents itself almost from the outset. That is, we are acutely
concerned by the fact that the proposed changes, including the ‘preferred option’, are still
being considered, despite being undermined considerably by the ‘evidence’ provided to

support the proposals.

In this respect, it is evident that the supporting information does not, in any way,

demonstrate that what is being proposed is viable and deliverable. It is also evident that



what is being proposed also does not stack up in terms of the analysis of costs and benefits
provided by the Regulatory Impact Assessment. When a new policy or regulatory change
is being proposed, one would expect the supporting information for that policy/piece of
regulation to demonstrate that the proposed changes are founded on robust evidence and
are capable of being delivered, taking into account their own requirements and the wider
context in which they will exist. However, the evidence put forward to supplement the
building regulation changes does not offer this support on any level. It also does not
demonstrate that the proposals are viable or deliverable, it does not demonstrate that the
proposed changes are cost effective, neither does it demonstrate that the proposals would
be the most effective way and practical to achieve the European target of ‘near zero carbon’
buildings by 2020.

In light of the above, we are perplexed at the decision to continue to put forward the
changes proposed, particularly given that, in our view, the background evidence
systematically fails to demonstrate that the proposals are viable, deliverable or appropriate

for adoption in Wales.

2. Specific comments on the proposals

2.1  Viability, deliverability and political conflict

2.1.1 Viability and deliverability assumptions

In terms of viability and deliverability, the Cumulative Impact of Policies section under
paragraph 3.3 of Section 1 of the consultation documentation, contains a section on
viability modelling. However, this section by no means demonstrates that the proposed
regulation changes are viable. Indeed, we believe it proves the opposite. For instance,
paragraph 95, fifth bullet point, states “Higher construction costs are likely to be
accommodated in higher land value areas (Cardiff, Newport, Swansea) for both the 25 and
40% improvement through realistic reductions in planning contributions, developers profit
and/or the land value paid to the land owner.” Essentially, this paragraph suggests that
high values areas could accommodate the proposed changes, if planning obligations are
reduced and developer profits/land values are reduced. However, if the study was
undertaken robustly, the results would have demonstrated that achieving these qualifying

requirements would not be as straight forward as anticipated.



For example, we believe the suggestion that land values can simply be reduced to facilitate
delivery, fails to recognise the potentially significant impact the cost of the proposed
regulations would have on land values in many areas of Wales. We provide a detailed

example of the impact of the proposed regulations on land values in Chapter 3 below.

Further to the above, we also believe the suggestion that land values and section 106
obligations can be reduced to facilitate delivery also fundamentally misunderstands the
way in which local planning policies, particularly policies with respect to affordable housing
are created. In this respect, through the LDP process, policies on affordable housing are
always adopted with ‘aspiration’ in mind. That is, whilst the formation of affordable housing
policies should be based on evidence with respect to viability, the Welsh Government
always insists on affordable housing policies being aspirational. The Welsh Government

believes that affordable housing policies should be ‘challenging’ in order to ensure the
margins of viability are squeezed to enable the maximum amount of affordable housing to
be delivered. Therefore, when affordable housing policies are formulated, they are always
at the more challenging end of the scale and there is an expectation, which is consistently

repeated by the Welsh Government, that land values and developer profits will need to

reduce, in order to ensure the delivery of affordable housing is pushed to the limits.

As such, in terms of the suggestion that land values and developer profits can be reduced
to deliver the proposed building regulation changes, it is clear that local authorities have
already exhausted this approach in setting affordable housing targets through LDPs, and
therefore the scope to make any further alterations to land values, developer profits or
planning contributions is virtually nonexistent. Again, given that it is the Welsh Government

that insists on affordable housing policies being created in this way, we are confused as to

how this has not been fully recognised within this consultation.

In addition to this, the Welsh Government also insists on affordable housing policies being
linked to performance of the market and the general economy, in order to ensure that when
conditions improve (e.g. house prices increase or costs decrease) the amount of affordable

housing can increase correspondingly. In all cases the Welsh Government expects

affordable housing policies to be formulated and adopted within Local Development Plans
in this way, and the Monitoring section of the LDP aims to ensure this process works

effectively. Therefore, we can see that any improvement in margins that might occur in the
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future to aid with housing delivery and/or costs, will immediately be offset by higher
affordable housing policies. As such, any future improvement in the economy or housing
market is therefore unlikely to provide any flexibility to deliver increased building regulation
standards.

Also, in terms of developer profit, the consultation information states that the Three
Dragons Toolkit has been used to inform the viability analysis. Indeed, the information
provided by the WG with respect to their own viability assessment confirms that the default
values from the Three Dragons model were used. In terms of the Three Dragons model,
all the default values were discussed in detail with the Three Dragons consultancy when
devising the Wales version of the Toolkit, and the Welsh Government was an integral part
of the working group that was commissioned to formulate the Toolkit. The working group
also had membership from the 10 local authorities in South East Wales, as well as the HBF
and a wide range of attendees from the home building industry. Crucially, the final version
of the Welsh version of the Toolkit was agreed by all parties involved in the working group,
including the Welsh Government and therefore, the default values, including developer
profit, were also agreed.

In this respect, the profit levels assumed in the Toolkit are minimum profit levels required
by developers in order to ensure funding can be secured to allow developments to proceed.
As we state above, this was agreed by all parties in the working group. As such, to now
suggest that developer profit could somehow be reduced, in order to make the proposed
regulation changes appear viable and deliverable, is clearly not a credible caveat to
propose. We are also surprised that the Welsh Government would offer this caveat, given
their detailed involvement in the creation of the Wales version of the Toolkit.

In light of the above, we believe it is important to stress that any proposed reduction in
developer profit levels is simply not an option and would render the viability analysis

unsound with respect to the assumptions used to inform it.

Further to this, the profit levels have also been confirmed to represent minimum

requirements by banks and lending institutions. Indeed in some circumstances, particularly
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in West Wales where the majority of homes are constructed by smaller developers, lending
institutions have stated that these profit levels would be insufficient to allow funding to be
secured. In Ceredigion for example, lending institutions that were present at their
Affordable Housing Viability Assessment meeting stated that a minimum of 25% gross
profit would need to be demonstrated to allow a scheme to be considered viable. The

developers at the meeting also confirmed this to be the case.

In light of the above, it is clear that there is very little, if any, scope to further reduce land
values or developer profits in order to aid in the delivery of these proposals. In addition to
this, given that the results of our viability analysis in Chapter 3 below, and also given the
fact that the Welsh Government’'s own analysis of the viability of the proposals quite
effectively demonstrates that proposed regulations are neither viable or achievable, we do
not believe this simple caveat provides a sufficiently robust qualification to ensure that the

proposals would indeed be deliverable in all areas across Wales.

2.1.2 Conflicting Political aspirations —the importance of affordable housing

We discuss above the importance attached to the delivery of affordable housing from a
national and local government perspective. However, we believe these consultation
proposals offer a complete different view of the importance attached to the affordable
housing delivery, which directly conflicts with the view espoused by the Welsh

Government.

We provide a more in depth analysis of the potential impact of the proposed regulations on
affordable housing delivery within our section on ‘the cumulative impact of regulation’
below. However, in the first instance, we believe it is important to consider the way in which
the consultation deals with affordable housing and how affordable housing has been used,
and is expected to be used, in order to make the proposed regulations changes appear

viable and deliverable.

Firstly, the consultation information states that, in the quest to understand how the
proposed regulation changes can be deemed viable and deliverable, the delivery of
affordable housing has been considered to be a ‘variable’. This will believe directly
contradicts one of the primary objectives of the Welsh Government, which is to deliver an

increase in affordable homes for the people of Wales. In this respect, we cannot
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understand how on the one had the Welsh Government can attach such a significant
priority to the delivery of affordable housing, but on the other hand consider the delivery of
affordable housing to be a ‘variable’ in order to help deliver seperate proposed policy and

regulatory changes.

In terms of the above, the sixth bullet point under paragraph 95 of Section 1 of the
consultation documentation perhaps provides the most damning indictment of importance
attached to the delivery of affordable housing and how the proposals would impact on
affordable housing delivery. This bullet point states that in addition to no contribution to

affordable housing a reduction in developers profit or land value would be required if the

development was to be considered viable.

In terms of this statement, we cannot understand how proposed regulatory changes can
be issued by the Welsh Government that require affordable housing delivery to be
abolished in order to ensure delivery. Notwithstanding the viability issues we outline above,
(and in detail below), the Political message this send out is vastly at odds with everything
we have heard on a national scale and everything that is being pursued at a local level.
We have been informed that there is a certain amount of ‘Political will’ behind the proposed
regulation changes, however, we would argue that there is a lot more ‘Political will’, both
nationally and locally, behind the delivery of affordable housing. Furthermore, considering
our viability analysis in Chapter 3 and the potential impact of the proposed changes on
development viability, particularly in ‘lower land value areas’, (which are very much in the
majority when it comes to the developable landscape of Wales), it is clear these proposals
would result in a wholesale eradication of affordable housing delivery across Wales, which
surely cannot be an acceptable consequence to bear. As a home building federation body,

we strongly object to the proposals on these grounds.

In light of the above, we cannot understand how the Welsh Government can offer a
‘preferred option’ for regulatory change that seriously compromises the delivery of
affordable housing across Wales. When considered in tandem with the viability issues that
currently exist in many areas of Wales and the lack of flexibility in land values in those
areas to aid with delivery (our viability analysis below emphasises these points), it is clear
that affordable housing delivery would be severely curtailed (or even eliminated) in vast
areas of the country for the foreseeable future, if the proposed regulations are introduced.

In light of this, we are unable to fathom how the Welsh Government can seriously consider
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introducing these proposals, particularly given their robust commitment to increase the
delivery of affordable homes in Wales, and also given the importance of housing delivery,

including affordable housing delivery, to the social and economic success of the country.

2.1.3 Regulatory Impact Assessment

In terms of the costs and benefits of the proposed changes, there is a Regulatory Impact
Assessment that accompanies the consultation proposals. In terms of the RIA, the
conclusions clearly state that the proposed changes to newly built homes result in a net
cost to society. In fact, when the RIA is studied in detalil, it is clear that the vast majority of
the carbon savings are achieved by alterations to non-domestic buildings (paragraph 12 of
the RIA confirms). As such, itis clear that the changes proposed to new dwellings represent
a significant cost to society and it would actually be the changes to non-domestic
properties that would make any real terms efficiencies with respect to the costs and

benefits of facilitating carbon emissions reductions in Wales.

Further to this, given that the development and regulation of new dwellings does not relate
to non domestic buildings in any way, we cannot understand why the RIA for non domestic
buildings should influence the RIA for new dwellings. We believe it is unfair and
inappropriate to amalgamate the RIA results to form an overall conclusion that the
proposed regulation changes ‘stack up’. Clearly these two forms of development are very
different and one has very little (if any) bearing on the other. As such, we believe the only
conclusion to draw from the RIA is that the proposed regulation changes (25% and 40%)
should not be pursued, as they represent a significant net cost to society, rather than a net
benefit.

Furthermore, we must also consider the RIA undertaken for the fire suppression systems
proposals and the impact this would have on the proposed regulation changes. The
cost/benefit analysis that was undertaken for the fire suppression system proposals also
clearly demonstrates that there would be significant net cost to society, if the proposals
were introduced. In this respect, given that the fire suppression systems legislation directly
affects the construction and delivery of new dwellings, we believe it would be appropriate
to consider this RIA in tandem with the RIA to inform the proposed changes to Part L of

building regulations. In this respect, if one were to combine both RIA’s, the conclusion



would be clear i.e. there would be a significant net cost to society and therefore, the

proposed changes should not be pursued.

2.1.4 Welsh Government’s sensitivity analysis — development mix assumptions

We are concerned with the development mix assumptions used to inform the viability
analysis and regulatory impact assessment, which by the Welsh Government’'s own
admission, do not correspond with what the home building industry stipulates to be an
appropriate development mix assumption. In this respect, we have canvassed our
membership on this issue and the consensus is that a development mix should assume no
more than 10% flatted development, with some members indicating that it should be as
low as 5%. As such, we believe the flatted development assumptions have been

significantly over estimated within the consultation proposals.

In terms of the impact of reducing the percentage of flatted development assumed in the
Regulatory Impact Assessment, Table 8 under paragraph 63 of the assessment displays
the assumptions utilised in the consultation proposals, compared with the assumptions put
forward by the home building industry as a result of the initial consultation undertaken by

the Welsh Government. This table is repeated below.

Table 8. Alternative domestic property build mix

Central assumption Sensitivity

assumption

Detached 30% 34%
End terrace/semi- a o

detached 38.5% 42.5%

Mid-terrace 10.5% 13.5%

Apartment 21% 10%

If you consider the table above, it is clear that the assumptions for detached, EoT/semi and
mid-terraced properties are relatively similar, albeit there is more emphasis on larger
dwelling types. However, the assumption with respect to flatted development is vastly
different, which concurs with the results of our consultation exercise. In light of this, we
believe the assessment should have been based on the sensitivity assumption, rather than
the central assumption, as clearly this would more accurately reflect the nature of
development that would actually be constructed in the foreseeable future.



If the sensitivity assumption was used as the basis for the assessment, clearly the results
of the assessment would have been significantly different. In this respect, if you consider
paragraph 64 of the Regulatory Impact Assessment, this states that reducing the
assumption for flatted development makes the RIA worse, i.e. the proposals will have a
more significant negative impact on society. Furthermore, reducing the level of flatted
development in the build mix would also further compromise development viability, given
that there would be an increase in the proportion of homes with more costly construction
requirements into the mix. Given our comments on viability throughout this evidence
submission, and also given the comments from our members on the likely development
mix that will be constructed in the foreseeable future, this is clearly of significant concern
and will have an even greater detrimental impact on land values and hence housing
delivery across all areas of Wales. As such, we believe the development mix assumptions
are incorrect and the assessment should have been based on the sensitivity assumption

rather than the central assumption.

2.1.5 European 20/20 target

The consultation proposals make reference to the need for all European Member States
to abide by the recast of the 2002 Energy Performance of Buildings Directive (Directive
2010/31/EU). This Directive states that all new buildings should be ‘near zero energy’ by
2020 and the Welsh Government believes their proposals provide the best and most

practical route to achieve this target.

However, we disagree with this assumption. Clearly a significantly important part of the
journey towards the 2020 target will be to ensure that such energy efficient homes are
actually provided. If homes are not provided, not only will it have a severe impact from a
social and economic perspective, but it will also significantly compromise the ability for the
construction industry to improve its ‘learning rates’ and develop the skills and knowledge
to effectively construct homes to higher energy efficient standards. This would also have a
knock on effect on ‘learning rates’ in the energy industry and would significantly
compromise the ability for manufacturers etc to refine current technologies and develop
new technologies to ensure our energy consumption is managed and reduced in the most
effective and efficient way. In this respect therefore, clearly these current proposals are not

the most effective path to meeting the 2020 target, given that they will significantly reduce



the amount of viable and deliverable land for development in many areas of Wales and

hence, seriously compromise the delivery of homes in the period to 2020.

In light of the above, we believe it would be imprudent to consider these proposals as a
practical path to meeting the 2020 target. Given that the WG states that the ‘preferred
option’ would be considered the maximum level of energy saving one could achieve ‘on
site’, and given the negative impact the proposed changes could have on housing delivery,
we do not see the necessity for such a sizeable and rash alteration to building regulations
at such an early juncture in the process. We believe these proposals could actually damage
Wales’ ability to achieve the 2020 target and this should be seriously considered when

deciding whether or not to introduce the changes as proposed.

2.2 Initial conclusions

In light of our evidence above, in our view it is clear that the information and evidence
submitted with the proposed regulation changes demonstrates (by some margin) that the
proposals are not viable, deliverable or suitable for adoption in Wales.

It is clear that the Regulatory Impact Assessment for newly built homes does not stack up,
the viability analysis demonstrates that land values will be severely affected, and there is
a raft of evidence that is simply unsupported, particularly the notion that land values or
developer profits can be altered in order to ensure the proposals are viable and workable.
Furthermore, it is also evident that the proposed changes are highly unlikely to facilitate
any successful achievement of the European 2020 target, given that they would
significantly reduce housing delivery across Wales, which would have a knock on impact
on the way in which technologies are refined and created, and also the extent to which

‘learning rates’ are improved both in the energy and construction industries in Wales.

In addition to the above, there is also a significant issue in terms of what is being proposed
from a Political viewpoint. The Welsh Government’s aspirations for housing delivery and
affordable housing delivery have been made crystal clear, particularly through recently
released documents such as the Housing White Paper. However, these proposals offer a
completely different message with respect to affordable housing delivery and we must

reiterate that we cannot possibly understand how the Welsh Government can put forward
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a set of regulatory changes, particularly a change that is labelled a ‘preferred option’, that

would require affordable housing delivery in many areas of Wales to be abolished.

As a result of our initial evidence above, we do not believe the any of proposed regulatory
changes for newly built homes, as outlined by the consultation proposals (and repeated

below), should be pursued.

2. A phased 40% improvement in Part L 2010 for new housing with an effective date of
January 2015, or a staged 25% improvement in 2014 followed by a review in 2016 to

increase standards to zero carbon before the end of the decade;

3. Residual land values and the cumulative impact of regulation

i Introduction

As we have stated in our initial evidence above, we believe the proposed changes to
building regulations will have a significant detrimental impact on land values and
development viability in Wales. In this respect, the consultation evidence provides a brief
description of how the proposed changes might affect land values and development
viability, which suggests that the Welsh Government agrees with our concerns. However,
this exercise is rather limited in our view, as it only considers the impact on housing
development in three local authorities in Wales i.e. RCT, Conwy and Cardiff and does not
fully demonstrate the implications of the proposed regulatory changes on the delivery of
homes, including affordable homes, in these areas.

In terms of this exercise, Tables 3.6 and 3.7 of Section 1 of the consultation documentation
provide an indication of percentage reduction in land values when the proposals are
introduced. The tables are repeated below and also assume that 0% affordable housing is

delivered in these areas.
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Table 3.6: A 25 dwelling development

% land value reduction against current policy

Rhondda Cynon

Taf Conwy Cardiff
25% 13% (0%) 10% (0%) 7% (0%)
40% 15% (0%) 12% (0%) 8% (0%)
sprinklers 10% (0%) 4% (30%) 2% (0%)
25%+sprinklers 22% (0%) 14% (0%) 8% (0%)
40%+sprinklers 25% (0%) 17% (0%) 10% (0%)

Table 3.7: A 50 dwelling development

% land value reduction against current policy

Rhondda Cynon

Taf Conwy* Cardiff
25% 12% (0%) 2% (0%) 7% (0%)
40% 15% (0%) 5% (0%) 8% (0%)
sprinklers % (0%) 0% (3%) 2% (0%)
25%+sprinklers 16% (0%) 7% (0%) 9% (0%)
40%+sprinklers 18% (0%) 10% (0%) 10% (0%)

As you can see from the tables above, there is a considerable reduction in land values in
each local authority for both the 25 and 50 unit developments, before any element of
affordable housing has been taken into account. This provides a useful high level insight
into how the delivery of affordable housing might be affected. For instance, the recently
adopted Local Development Plan for RCT already states that just 10% affordable housing
is achievable in the Northern Strategy Area. Clearly the addition of an 18% - 25% reduction
in land values will have a significant impact on the delivery of affordable housing in this
area to the point where absolutely no affordable housing would be viable. In this respect,

if we consider the relevance to other areas in Wales, the picture is equally as bleak.

In Caerphilly for example, their adopted LDP does not require any contribution to affordable
housing in some areas of the authority, due to the issues experienced with development
viability. We are aware that the Council has ambitions to deliver affordable homes in these
areas and are hoping that conditions might improve in the future to enable them to do so.

However, clearly the addition of a significant reduction in land values on top of this, would
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seriously compromise affordable housing provision in these areas well into the foreseeable

future.

Further to the above, in terms of Merthyr's LDP, Policy AS22 attempts to deliver 10%
affordable housing in the Primary Growth Area and 5% affordable housing in the
Secondary and Other Growth Areas. In this respect an 18% - 25% reduction in land values
will completely wipe out the ability for Merthyr to deliver any affordable housing over the
whole authority, which would effectively make their LDP Housing Strategy, and hence the

LDP itself, ‘unsound’.

In light of the above, we can see that the proposals have the potential to impact significantly
on development viability to a point where the ability for local authorities to deliver housing
and indeed affordable housing would be virtually eliminated. This, we believe, cannot
provide a sound basis for regulatory creation, particularly when we consider that the
proposed regulations would be required by law and therefore would be non-negotiable on

all developments across Wales.

3.1 Detailed viability analysis

Taking this initial analysis of viability into account, it is clear the building regulation changes
as proposed are neither viable nor deliverable. However, whilst this exercise provides a
useful indication of the likely impact on land values, it does not demonstrate the full impact
on land values in each area, and potentially across Wales, and also does very little to
translate what this impact might mean with respect to housing delivery. As such, we believe
a more in-depth analysis is required in order to demonstrate the significant impact the
proposals will have on land values and development viability, and the consequent impact

on housing delivery, in many areas of Wales.

In order to do this, we have made an assessment of the impact of the proposals across a
number of local authority areas in Wales, using data taken directly from studies undertaken
by each local authority. The example areas we have used are Bridgend, Caerphilly,
Merthyr, Monmouthshire, RCT, Torfaen, Vale of Glamorgan, Conwy, Newport, Brecon
Beacons National Park and Carmarthenshire, as these local authorities have all
undertaken Affordable Housing Viability Assessments (using similar methodologies), in

order to assess the impact of affordable housing requirements on land values within their
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respective authority areas. This also provides a good spread of authorities from across
Wales, including high value areas, low value areas, rural areas and national parks. From
these assessments, it is possible to illustrate the impact of the proposed regulation
changes, together with the impact of current regulations (planning and otherwise) on land
values, and hence on the viability of housing development as a result. It is also possible to
further highlight the devastating impact the proposals will have to the provision of affordable
housing in these areas, which again we reiterate, is considered to be a ‘national priority’ by

the Welsh Government.

3.1.1 Methodology for the assessment

As we state above, the source data has been taken from the Affordable Housing Viability
Assessments undertaken by each local authority in collaboration with the Three Dragons
consultancy, which follow a ‘residual valuation approach’. In essence this methodology can

be explained as follows:-

o Assumed Gross Development value of the site (the total sales revenue)
o Minus

o Development costs (Build Costs, Finance Costs, Overheads etc)

o Minus

o Developer Profit

o Minus

o Section 106 Contributions (Affordable Housing, Education, Transport, Open
Space, Public Art etc)
o Equals

. Final Residual Value

Crucially, the Final Residual Value must be sufficient to incentivise the land owner to sell
their particular piece of land for development, otherwise the scheme will not go ahead.
Therefore, simply achieving a positive residual value does not indicate development would
be viable. The residual value must be at least comparable to current residential land values
in any particular area, in order to ensure there remains the possibility of facilitating the sale

of the land in question for residential development.
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The following diagram is given within each affordable housing viability assessment to

illustrate the process.

Section 106
contributions
{(affordable housing)

[r——-

Gross -
residual

Scheme site value

revenus

Met residual site
value

Within each assessment, the above methodology is used to achieve a net residual land
value. However, the Three Dragons assessment model assumes the test development site
is a ‘notional’ 1 hectare site that is free from constraints and ready for development. As
such, in order to ensure the viability assessment is realistic with respect to development in
Wales, and in order to demonstrate the impact of the proposed regulatory changes, (and
other development requirements) on the final residual value, it will be necessary to include

some additional data into the assessment. We set this out in detail below.

a) Assumed cost of the proposed changes to Part L of Building Regulations and

Fire Sprinklers

Firstly, we need to include the potential costs of the proposed changes to building
regulations. In terms of the costs, there are several pieces of information provided in
various parts of the consultation documentation that provide information on potential
additional construction costs for the proposed changes. However, perhaps the most useful
indication of costs is provided in Table 3.2 (repeated below), which provides an indication
of the likely cost of the changes to Part L for different dwelling types, in addition to an

average cost per dwelling.
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Table 3.2: Increases in capital costs

Mid End of 4-storey
terrace | terrace | Detached apartment Average cost
house house House block per dwelling
25% reduction £2,000 £3,000 £5,100 £1,800 £3,300
40% reduction £2,800 £3,900 £6,600 £2,300 £4,200

In light of the above, for the purposes of our assessment, we will use the average cost per

home for each proposed building regulation change i.e. 25% and 40%.

In addition to the cost of building regulations, it will also be necessary to make an
assumption of the cost of installing fire suppression systems, which mirrors the

methodology used in the viability analysis undertaken by the Welsh Government.

In terms of the requirement for sprinklers, if you study Table 3.4 of Section 1 of the
consultation documentation, the cost of sprinklers has been assumed as being £3075 per
dwelling. Therefore, and given this is also an average cost, it will be appropriate to include
this within our viability assessment, in order to arrive at an approximate overall cost for the

changes as proposed.

In light of the information above, a summary of the costs we have used is provided below.

Average additional cost to development
e 25% change to Part L - £3,300
e 40% change to Part L - £4,200
e 25% plus sprinklers - £6,375
e 40% plus sprinklers - £7,275

b) Site abnormals and remediation

As discussed above, the Three Dragons assessment model does not make an allowance
for the cost of site remediation and abnormals. In this respect, considering that (in line with

national guidance) most local authorities seek to maximise the reuse of previously
16



developed land, and also considering nature and composition of much of the developable
land in many areas of Wales, we believe it is entirely reasonable to make an allowance for
these requirements. In addition to this, it is clear that through the viability analysis
undertaken by the Welsh Government to inform the consultation proposals, an allowance
to reflect the additional costs of remediation has also been included. As such, we have
canvassed our membership to try and ascertain the appropriate cost to assume for these

requirements within our viability assessment.

In this respect, from the consultation exercise we undertook with our membership, we
received a number of examples of the costs associated with site remediation and
addressing abnormal constraints. Some of the costs we received were estimates, whilst
others were actual costs taken from recently developed sites. In terms of figures, the costs
ranged from 115k per acre for more straightforward sites, to over 400k per acre for more
difficult sites. On average however, from the list of sample sites that were provided and
from the comments we received, the cost of remediation and addressing abnormal
constraints was considered to be approximately £220k per acre. A list of the sample sites
and costs received as a result of our exercise is provided within Appendix 14.

Further to the above, we also received reports from Intégral Géotechnique and Arup
outlining a summary of the typical costs of remediating sites in Wales. We enclose a copy
of both reports in Appendices 14 and 15. As you can see from these reports, the
organisations are professional consultancies that specialise in site remediation and the
redevelopment of housing sites. Both organisations have extensive experience and
expertise in developing land in many areas of Wales for a variety of different clients and
therefore, we have no doubt that the cost estimates provided within these reports are
robust and accurate. In terms of figures, as you can see from the reports the typical costs
provided for site remediation and addressing abnormal constraints ranged from between
£175k per acre and £325k per acre, which on average works out at £250k per acre.
However, it is evident from the advice given within the reports that due to topography and
the general nature of development sites in Wales, the actual costs could be well in excess
of the figures quoted. As such, we believe this should be considered a conservative

estimate.

In light of the evidence above, when the costs are considered in detail, along with the

various caveats provided and the comments on the nature of developable land available

17



in Wales, we believe a reasonable average cost to assume for remediating sites and
addressing any abnormal constraints would be £250k per acre or £617,500 per hectare As

such, this is the cost we have used within our viability assessment.

In terms of the above assumption, we understand that it does not directly correspond with
research undertaken by the Welsh Government. However, we believe our research is
robust. Our research contains information and evidence on site remediation and abnormals
costs from a wide range of sources in the home building industry and from specialist

organisations that are class leaders in this field.

Notwithstanding this, and to recognise that the WG has also provided information on these
issues, we have undertaken a sensitivity analysis within our viability assessment to
ascertain the impact on land values and development viability when the Welsh
Government’s cost assumptions are included. This is considered in detail in later section

below.

C) TAN 22 Sustainable Buildings Standard

In addition to the costs above, it will also be necessary to make an assumption for the costs
associated with developing to the Welsh Government’s Sustainable Buildings Standard set
out by TAN 22. This will be necessary as the build costs within the Three Dragons Toolkit
do not include an assumption for achieving this standard. In addition to this, the WG’s

viability analysis also assumes a cost for this, which is set out as follows:-
- £5,000 per detached dwelling
- £4,000 per terraced dwelling
- £2,500 per apartment dwelling

- Average - £3833 per dwelling

As such, we have used the average cost within our assessment of £3833 per dwelling, in

line with the Welsh Government’s assumptions.

d) Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems
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Given the requirement for Sustainable Urban Drainage on virtually all development sites in
Wales, we believe it is also important to provide an assumption for the cost of installing
SUDS solutions on development schemes within the viability assessment. Again, we have
taken advice from the Welsh Government’s viability analysis on this and assumed an
average cost of £500 per dwelling. However, our members believe the actual costs can be
a lot higher than this and therefore, this cost assumption should be considered a very

conservative estimate.

e) Other Section 106 requirements

When discussing the potential cost of development, it is also important to discuss the issue
of Other Section 106 contributions. Within each affordable housing viability assessment,
the local authority has made an assumption of what section 106 obligations will be required
other than the requirement for affordable housing. Each authority has also assigned a cost
to those requirements in order to inform the viability assessment. In this context, the ‘other
section 106’ costs assumed by each local authority within their respective assessments

are given below:-

o Bridgend - £5000 per plot

o Caerphilly — Caerphilly Sub Market - £8500 per plot & other areas £5000 per plot
o Merthyr — Merthyr Sub Market £1361 per plot and other areas £600 per plot
o Monmouthshire - £6000 per plot

. RCT - £5000 per plot

o Torfaen - £4749 per plot

o Vale of Glamorgan - £5,000 per plot

o Conwy - £7,500 per plot

o Newport - £5,000 per plot

. BBNP - £5,000 per plot

o Carmarthenshire - £5,000 per plot

In terms of the figures above, they are assumed averages and in many cases can be
considerably lower than the actual cost of section 106 requirements on development sites.
In support of this view, we would invite you to study RCT’s recent Planning Obligations
SPG, where the cost of the planning obligations requirements when totalled amounts to
significantly more than the £5000 estimate as given within their viability assessment. In
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addition to this, Merthyr Council, along with a number of other council’s, have recently
announced an intention to charge a fee for monitoring Section 106 obligations, which again
is something that was not considered within their particular affordable housing viability

assessment.

Further to the above, the recent changes as a result of the Flood and Water Management
Act and the additional costs involved in the new proposals (increase in development
standards, increased bonding levels etc) have also not been taken into account in either
the affordable housing viability assessments produced by each local authority or the Welsh
Government’s viability analysis. Therefore, in most cases the actual cost of the additional
requirements on development is likely to be much higher when everything is taken into

account.

Crucially, we believe the point to be highlighted here is that the figures assumed in the
viability assessments by each local authority are quite conservative ballpark assumptions,
which are not based on current policy and requirements as given within their respective
planning policy documents, or the necessary realities of developing on land in Wales. For
this reason, we believe the assessments should be treated with caution and should be
assumed to represent an extremely conservative assessment of the impact of the

proposed regulation changes on land values in Wales.

3.1.2 Results

In light of the exercise above, the results and conclusions are described below.

The graphs within the Appendices 1 to 12 below display the impact on residual land values

within each local authority area, at varying affordable housing percentages, when the

above exercise is undertaken.

You will see from the graphs that a significant number of the areas tested displayed

negative residual land values, at all proposed regulation change options and without any

contribution to affordable housing. In light of this, it is abundantly clear that reducing land
values or affordable housing percentages in order to make the proposed regulations viable

is not an option.
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In terms of figures, for the proposal regulation changes without sprinklers (25% and 40%),
out of the areas tested, 42% of the sites have negative residual land values at 0%
affordable housing. When sprinklers are added to the assessment, 44% of the areas tested
(at both 25% and 40%) have negative residual land values at 0% affordable housing.
Further to this, you can also see that land values in most areas fall well below the negative
value threshold, which demonstrates the lack of capacity to negotiate any planning
obligations in an attempt to negate the significant additional cost of the proposed changes.
Again, we believe it is important to note that merely because a development appraisal
shows a positive value does not mean the development in question would be viable. As
we have stated above, the residual value of site must be sufficient to enable a developer
to purchase the site from a landowner, which means the value must be at least comparable
to current residential land values in the area. However, in the majority of cases, a debate
on what would be an acceptable land value would be rather fruitless, given that land values

fall well into negative territory.

Further to the above, if you consider the results at 10% affordable housing, the situation
becomes far worse. For instance, for the ‘preferred option’ of 40%, 63% of the areas tested
have very low or negative residual values. In addition, if you include the cost of sprinklers,

the percentage of areas that achieve low or negative residual values increases to 64%.

Finally, to further highlight the impact of the ‘preferred option’, the graph within the
Appendix 12 gives an indication of what residual land values would look like in some of the
main areas of each local authority, if the ‘40% improvement plus sprinklers’ option were
adopted and assuming a 10% affordable target. In terms of this graph, you will see that the
only areas capable of supporting housing growth are the very high value areas, with all

other areas achieving negative residual land values.

In light of the above, you can see that if a 10% affordable housing target was assumed,
both the 25% and 40% options would not be workable in nearly half of the areas tested,
despite whether or not the cost of sprinklers is added to the assessment. In this respect,
given the Welsh Government’s priority to increase the delivery of affordable housing and
also given the majority of local authorities in Wales have affordable housing policy targets
well in excess of 10%, we believe this demonstrates that the proposals would not be viable

in the majority of areas in Wales. We also believe this demonstrates that the proposals, in
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whatever form, would have a significant detrimental impact on the delivery of affordable
homes in Wales, which effectively substantiates our concerns voiced above that the
regulation changes would severely compromise the Welsh Government achieving one if
its highest priorities i.e. an increase in the delivery of more affordable homes in Wales.

3.1.3 Sensitivity Analysis — Welsh Government’s costs

As we mention above, Welsh Government’s estimates for the cost of remediation differ to
the costs assumed in our viability assessment. We have also noticed a number of other
differing costs between the WG’s assessment and our assessment. As such, it will be
necessary to undertake a brief sensitivity analysis of our viability exercise to account for

this variation in costs.

Below is a list of the costs included in the Welsh Government’s assessment that differ from

our assessment.

i) Site remediation
- 5 unit schemes - £18,750 or £3750 per dwelling
- 25 unit schemes - £65,625 or £2625 per dwelling
- 50 unit schemes - £113,250 or £2265 per dwelling
- 100 unit schemes - £265,000 or £2650 per dwelling
- Average - £2823 per dwelling

i) Fire Sprinklers
- Homes — £2800
- Flats - £1150
- Average (over a 40 unit development using 21% split for flats and 79% split

for houses) - £2470 per dwelling

In terms of the fire sprinklers costs above, for the purposes of this cost assumption we
have assumed an average development of 40 units per hectare (more on this below) and
have assumed the Welsh Government’s development mix, as provided within Table 8
under paragraph 63 of the Regulatory Impact Assessment, which assumes the

development of 21% flats.
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Before we begin the sensitivity analysis, we will need to standardise the assumed
development size in the Welsh Government’s assessment with that assumed within our
assessment. In this respect, given that the costs within our viability analysis are given in
acres or hectares, it will be necessary to assume what the Welsh Government’s total costs
would be per developable acre or hectare. In order to do this we first need establish a
reasonable development size to assume. In this respect, our members generally state that
the standard development size would be roughly 40 dwellings per hectare, which works
out roughly as 16 per acre. This also coincides with most LDPs, which have policies to
require minimum densities on sites in order make the most efficient use of developable
land. It also coincides with the average standard development size assumed within reports

from Arup and Integral Geotechnique.

In light of the above, if we use a density of 40 dwellings per hectare, the difference in

assumed development costs with respect to our assessment would be:-

e Average cost for remediation £2823 x 40 = £112920
e Average cost for fire sprinklers — £2470 x 40 = £98,800

As you can see from the above, the Welsh Government’s alternative cost assumptions are
much lower than our cost assumptions. For instance, the cost assumed for remediation is
nowhere near the costs our members and other experts in the field have provided, which
seriously calls into question the research undertaken by the WG in our view. Also, we are
slightly confused as to the origin of the fire sprinklers costs, given that they do not
correspond to installation costs provided in the available evidence released by the Welsh
Government. However, notwithstanding this, it will be necessary to include these cost
assumptions, as read, for the purposes of the viability analysis.

The results of the sensitivity analysis are provided below.

3.1.4 Sensitivity analysis results

In terms of the results of the sensitivity analysis, Appendix 13 contains a rerun of the graph
provided in Appendix 12, with the Welsh Government’s costs substituted for the cost in our
assessment. As you can see, even though it makes a slight improvement to the overall
viability picture, there are still vast areas of Wales that will suffer negative residual values
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if the proposed changes are introduced. In addition to the this, even though areas such as
Bridgend and Ystrad Mynach display marginally positive residual values, development is
still unlikely to proceed in these areas, given that these values would still be significantly
lower than any sensible value that a landowner would accept. In some areas, there might
be the possibility to renegotiate the affordable contribution to make a project workable,
however, given that the study only assumes the delivery of 10% affordable housing, there
would be very little flexibility to achieve any meaningful land value readjustments in this

regard.

In addition to this, again, given that the study only assumes 10% affordable housing, any
renegotiation of the percentage would probably result in 0 affordable housing being
delivered, which would clearly not be appropriate from a local authority, or Welsh
Government, point of view. Furthermore, any increase in the provision of affordable
housing above the 10% threshold is likely to move more areas into unviable territory, which
again paints a very bleak picture for future affordable housing delivery in the face of the

proposed regulation changes.

In terms of the sensitivity analysis above, we must stress once again that we believe the
Welsh Government has significantly underestimated the cost of development in Wales,
particularly with respect to the costs associated with site remediation and abnormals. As
such, we maintain that our viability analysis is significantly more robust, as it is based on
clear evidence from local authorities, the Welsh Government, the home building industry
and other organisations with specific expertise in remediating development abnormals and
constraints. However, notwithstanding this, even when the above sensitivity analysis is
considered, the results clearly demonstrate that the proposed changes would still not be

viable, deliverable or appropriate for adoption in Wales.

Further to this, given our concerns with the assumptions with respect to flatted
development, we believe if a further sensitivity analysis to the viability assessment was
undertaken to account for a reduction in flats in the development mix, it would probably go
some way to offsetting the betterment achieved as a result of sensitivity analysis we have

undertaken above.

In light of the above research, we believe the sensitivity analysis makes absolutely no

difference to the overall conclusion with respect to the impact of the proposed changes on
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development viability. That is, the proposals would have a major detrimental impact on
development viability in many local authorities, which would significantly compromise the

delivery of housing, including affordable housing, in many areas across Wales.

3.1.5 Viability analysis conclusions

In light of the above, we believe our research on the cumulative impact of regulation and
land values clearly demonstrates that the proposed regulations would have a severe
detrimental impact on land values in many areas of Wales. The knock on effect of this
would be to stifle housing delivery, and indeed affordable housing delivery, across a range
of local authorities in Wales, particularly in lower land value areas that are desperate for

more homes and also desperate for regeneration and investment.

As these changes are being brought in through building regulations, there will be no
opportunity to negotiate their impact on the land value on an area specific basis and as
such, the impact would be indiscriminate. This effectively means that many local authorities
will have absolutely no means to devise a strategy to offset these proposals in order to
ensure housing delivery, including affordable housing delivery, is supported. This, we
believe, cannot be an appropriate way to introduce new regulatory changes in Wales,
particularly given the vast difference in land values experienced by many areas of country
and the varying impact the proposed changes will have on each local authority across the

board.

4. Further concerns with the proposals

4.1 The impact of the proposals on local authorities and regions

We have demonstrated through the viability analysis that significant number of local
authorities will be adversely affected, in many different ways, by the proposed changes.
However, one important point to note from this analysis, particularly when considering the
graph in Appendix 12, is that some of the areas that achieved negative residual land values
when the proposed changes are introduced, have in fact experienced quite buoyant
housing markets in previous years. In this respect, areas such as Ystrad Mynach, Bridgend
and Carmarthenshire are all relatively attractive areas for development and are also

important from a regional perspective in terms of attracting investment and growth. Ystrad
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Mynach and RCT South are patrticularly important to the South East Wales region, given
that they act as a catalyst for spreading growth and investment from the southern areas of
the respective authorities to the less attractive northern areas. However, clearly the ability
for these areas to build on their success and continue to attract investment will be seriously
compromised if the proposed building regulation changes are introduced, which will no
doubt have a knock on effect on the rest of the region in terms of growth and prosperity.
This might also have negative implications to the successful formation of City Regions,

which is a concept currently being discussed and debated by the Welsh Government.

4.2 The impact on LDP’s and LDP strategies

Further to the issues described above, we also believe the consequent impact on current
and emerging LDP strategies must be considered. As many LDPs have specified an
intention to try and regenerate communities that face particular challenges with inward
investment and development, we believe it is important that the impact of all new policy
and regulation is considered in terms of its likely effect on the success of such LDP
strategies and the delivery of housing in these areas. In this respect, areas such as
Caerphilly, Rhondda Cynon Taff and Merthyr could potentially have to re-write their LDP’s,
as the proposed regulatory changes will effectively mean their ability to deliver housing will
be severely compromised. Thus, this will have a detrimental impact on delivery of their
LDP housing strategy, and hence the affordable housing delivery strategy, which is a
significant indicator for soundness in terms of LDP testing. Furthermore, the proposed
regulatory changes could also have a consequent impact on the delivery of other objectives
and policies of the LDP (transport infrastructure, school provision, the employment
strategy, community facilities and open space provision etc), given that a significant
amount of the LDP strategy will rely on the regeneration and investment opportunities that

the delivery of new housing creates.

4.3  Further issues with respect to affordable housing delivery

To further substantiate our concerns with impact on the delivery of affordable housing, we
have made an assessment of the likely impact of the proposed regulation changes on the
Housing Minister’s target for 7500 affordable homes over the next 4 years. In this respect,
Table 2 of the Regulatory Impact Assessment indicates how many homes the Welsh

Government believes will be constructed over the next 10 years. As such, if we consider
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this table, (and assume 6480 homes would be built in 2013), the total amount of
development the Welsh Government expects to be delivered over the next 4 years would
be 26,270 homes.

Considering this figure, in order to deliver the Housing Minister’s target of 7500 homes, the
future percentage delivery of affordable housing will need to be roughly 30%. As you can
see from the results of our viability analysis, this will be virtually impossible to achieve. We
understand that not all affordable housing will delivered through the planning system,
however, the vast majority of it will. As such, with our viability analysis demonstrating that
most areas are unviable with a target of 10%, the likelihood of the Housing Minister’s target
being achieved alongside the proposed regulation changes is extremely slim to say the

least.

In terms of the above, we understand that the proposed regulations are not meant to be
introduced until 2015, however, at this point the Housing Minister’s target will still have two
years remaining. As such, we believe the proposed regulation changes would still severely
compromise the ability for the target to be realised, particularly given that for the remaining
two years of the target’s duration, the majority of areas in Wales will capable of delivering

zero or minimal affordable housing units at best.

4.4  The disparity between the cost of development in Wales and England

We believe it is important to note that the proposed regulatory changes, both in terms of
Part L changes and fire suppression systems are not being proposed in England. As such,
and given the significant cost and impact of the proposed changes, we believe the
proposed regulation changes could put investment in house building, and indeed the
economy, in Wales at significant risk. As we understand it, the next proposed changes to
Part L of Building Regulations under consideration in England will be either amount to a
further 8% increase on the 2010 regulations, or there will be no change proposed.
Therefore, it is clear that there will be a significant gulf in construction costs between
England and Wales if the proposed changes are introduced, which we are concerned will
have a detrimental impact on the competitiveness of the homes building industry and the

construction industry in Wales.

We are aware that the UK Government has voiced a commitment to deliver ‘zero carbon’

homes by 2016, however, this term currently remains undefined and the UK Zero Carbon
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Hub is working tirelessly to identify how this commitment can be achieved in the current
economic climate. Furthermore and perhaps more crucially, at no point has the UK
Government released a set of definitive proposed changes or associated costs that will
enable them to reach this stated goal. In this respect, as we currently stand, the Welsh
Government has proposed changes to building regulations that will have a devastating
impact on housing delivery and development viability in Wales, which are not replicated in
England. Therefore, we must conclude that these proposals could have a significant
detrimental impact on the competitiveness of the home building industry in Wales when
introduced.

In addition to this, the UK Government currently operates a ‘one in one out’ strategy with
respect to regulatory changes. Therefore, when the UK Government does identify what
regulatory changes are required in order to deliver ‘zero carbon’ homes, it is likely that the
consequent impact on the overall cost of development will be nullified, due to the
requirement to remove existing regulation at comparative cost. In addition to this, we must
also point out that Wales suffers far lower land values than those experienced across the
border, which will no doubt place the UK Government at a significant advantage with

respect to supporting any regulatory changes they ultimately propose to introduce.

In light of the above, we are extremely concerned with the potential impact of the proposed
changes on the home building industry in Wales, particularly given that our industry will be
in direct competition with the industry in England, where costs will be significantly lower
and land values will be significantly higher. Furthermore, given that the Welsh Government
has specifically advised the home building industry that the potential cost of these
requirements must be taken into account immediately when purchasing land, there is no
doubt that the proposed changes will put house building and construction companies in
Wales at a severe competitive disadvantage to their counterparts in England, which in turn

could have serious implications to regeneration and investment across Wales.

45 The importance of house building to the economy of Wales

We believe it is important when considering the impact of regulatory changes on the home
building industry, to carefully consider the economic implications of not delivering the right
amount of homes in Wales. In this respect, we believe it is important to highlight the
economic benefits of providing new homes and the positive impact this can have on the

national and local economies of Wales.
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In terms of the economic benefits of new housing, our research demonstrates that for every
new home built, there are 1.5 full time jobs are created directly in the construction industry,
with a further 2/3 jobs created in the supply chain. When this is compared to the level of
development proposed within the consultation proposals, (i.e. 67,860 homes over the 10
years to 2024), you can see there is the potential to create over 100,000 jobs directly in
the construction industry and between 135,000 and 200,000 jobs in the supply chain. This
would represent a significant investment in economic activity in Wales which must not be
ignored. In addition to this, when you also consider that every £1 spent in the construction
industry equates to £3 generated in the wider economy, you can see that investment in
house building clearly represents a significant opportunity to generate investment and
growth in the economy of Wales and to provide regeneration opportunities to the areas that
need it most. We believe the Welsh Government should be extremely mindful of these
issues when considering the introduction of the proposed regulatory changes, particularly
given that the changes proposed could thwart the construction of homes in many areas of

Wales.

4.6 The Welsh Government’s recipe approach

Whilst we understand the need to provide a benchmark standard for development that
would ensure compliance to the proposed changes, we believe there could be significant
issues with respect to the recipe approach adopted and the practicalities of achieving the

proposed recipe on all developments in Wales.

For example, the consultation information states that PV was used a ‘proxy’ for renewable
energy technologies, because it represents the most cost effective way to generate energy
via renewable sources. However, whilst we accept this might be the case, given the level
of PV that would be required on a roof space in order to achieve the proposed regulatory
targets, there is absolutely no guarantee that the recipe will be practical to adopt on all
developments in Wales. We understand that the consultation documentation recognises
this might be an issue in some circumstances, e.g for flatted development, however, we
believe that due to the topography, nature and location of many of much of the developable
land in Wales, there is a significant risk that the recipe approach might not represent a
practical solution on a significant proportion of potential development sites in Wales.
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If this is the case, then clearly the cost assumptions within the assessment would be
significantly compromised, given that the actual cost of achieving the proposed targets
would be far greater than has been assumed. This would therefore further compromise the
viability assessment and hence, the consequent impact on land values and the delivery of

housing, including affordable housing in many areas of Wales.

In addition to the above, our members have also voiced concern over the standards set for
external walls in the fabric recipe. We believe that due to the suggested standard, the
thickness of the external wall could cause significant challenges with respect to
construction and therefore, we believe this particular part of the recipe needs to be

reconsidered.

4.7 National Planning Policy Review

The consultation asks what role planning policy should play alongside the proposed

changes to building regulations. We would comment as follows:-

We believe planning policy should not duplicate building regulations, on a national or local

level.

We also believe planning policy should try and facilitate large scale renewable energy
projects, as this will ultimately represent the best way to improve the energy efficiency of
all buildings, particularly the existing residential and non residential stock, which will clearly

represent the biggest challenge in terms of reducing carbon emissions.

In terms of the Code for Sustainable Homes, we believe careful consideration needs to be
given on the future of the Code, particularly where its requirements overlap with separate
legislation. In this respect, we believe it is important to retain a ‘national perspective’ to
setting standards for newly built homes, in order to ensure consistency. As such, if the
requirement to adhere to the Code were to be removed from national guidance, we believe
national guidance should also include measures to ensure each individual local authority
does not try and set a separate requirement for the Code to be adhered to within local
planning policy. In addition to this, national guidance should also ensure that local
authorities do not set individual requirements, through local planning policy, for the sections

of the Code that would become obsolete due to the advancement of separate legislation.
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In terms of the issue of allowing local authorities to set higher standards on certain
developments, we do not see how this can be possible in most local authorities, particularly
given the results of the viability analysis above. However, in recognition that there might
be a certain minority of sites that could support higher standards, we believe this should
be dealt with on an individual site by site basis and not through overarching policies that

prescribe an uplift in standards simply because a site might be labelled ‘strategic’.

4.8 Compliance and Performance

The consultation mentions the possibility of creating a checklist for compliance. In this
respect, we believe a properly constructed/worded compliance checklist, which is
developed in consultation with the industry, would be appropriate.

5. Final Conclusions

In light of the evidence provided above, we do not believe proposed options, as set out
within Section 1 of the consultation documentation (and repeated below), should be

pursued.

e A phased 40% improvement in Part L 2010 for new housing with an effective date
of January 2015

e Staged 25% improvement in 2014 followed by a review in 2016 to increase

standards to zero carbon before the end of the decade;

In summary we believe:-

1. Both options would have a severe detrimental impact on land values and hence, the
delivery of housing in Wales.

2. Both options would impact severely on the delivery of affordable housing in vast
areas of Wales, which would directly conflict with a key national and local

government priority. In this respect, both options would also seriously compromise
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the ability for the Welsh Government to honour the commitment to delivery 7500
affordable homes in the next 4 years.

Both options would place the home building and construction industries in Wales at
a severe competitive disadvantage to our neighbours in England.

Both options would severely impact on the ability for local authorities, regions and
Wales as a whole, with respect to job creation and attracting regeneration and
investment.

Neither option would provide the most practical or feasible route to enable the Welsh
Government to achieve the European target for ‘near zero energy’ by 2020.

Both options would represent a net cost to society, when the costs and benefits are
analysed properly.

Both options have the potential to severely compromise the soundness of adopted
and emerging LDPs in many areas of Wales.

Neither option would be practical in terms of ensuring delivery in all areas of Wales,
particularly given the issues prevalent with the nature and topographic character of

the potentially developable land in Wales.

Further to the above, clearly the additional requirement for fire suppression systems will

further exacerbate the issues and concerns we describe above and therefore, we also do

not believe this proposed change should be pursued through alterations to building

regulations or via any other available means.

In terms of our proposed way forward on this matter, we do not believe the Welsh

Government should pursue any changes to building regulations until there is clear and

unequivocal evidence to demonstrate that any changes proposed would be viable,

deliverable and appropriate for adoption in Wales.

End.

Richard Price
The Home Builders Federation
30t October 2012
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APPENDIX 1

Bridgend

Bridgend residual values with 25% improvement
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Bridgend residual values with 40% improvement

1500000
1000000
@ 500000
© 0
>
T -500000
3 -1000000
-1500000
-2000000
Pencoed Western Ogmore,
Porthcawl! Rural and Bridgend Vallevs Garw & U
Hinterland ¥ Llynfi Valley
m 0% Affordable 1221180 971180 211180 -28820 -828820 -1048820
m 10% Affordable 881180 651180 -48820 -258820 -1018820 -1208820
= 20% Affordable 541180 321180 -308820 -518820 -1198820 -1378820
M 30% Affordable 191180 1180 -578820 -748820 -1378820 -1548820




Bridgend residual values with 25% plus sprinklers
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APPENDIX 2
Caerphilly

Caerphilly residual values with 25%
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m 30% Affordable| -1516155 | -1191155 | -1116155 -816155 -716155 -366155
M 40% Affordable| -1616155 -1366155 -1291155 -1016155 -916155 -666155
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Caerphilly residual values with 25% plus

sprinklers
200000
0
-200000
-400000
E -600000
% -800000
§  -1000000
-1200000
-1400000
-1600000
-1800000
Rymney Newbridge C:teers;f:)irly Blackwood I\\/I{j::gh Caerphilly
M 10% Affordable| -1292280 -892280 -817280 -442280 -342280 107720
M 20% Affordable| -1442280 -1092280 -992280 -692280 -592280 -192280
1 30% Affordable| -1592280 -1267280 -1192280 -892280 -792280 -442280
M 40% Affordable| -1692280 -1442280 -1367280 -1092280 -992280 -742280

Caerphilly residual values with 40% plus

200000
0
-200000
-400000
-600000
-800000
-1000000
-1200000
-1400000
-1600000
-1800000
-2000000

Land Value

sprinklers

Rymney

Newbridge

Rest of
Caerphilly

Blackwood

Ystrad
Mynach

Caerphilly

B 10% Affordable

-1323780

-923780

-848780

-473780

-373780

76220

H 20% Affordable

-1473780

-1123780

-1023780

-723780

-623780

-223780

= 30% Affordable

-1623780

-1298780

-1223780

-923780

-823780

-473780

B 40% Affordable

-1723780

-1473780

-1398780

-1123780

-1023780

-773780
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APPENDIX 3
Merthyr

Merthyr residual values with 25% improvement

0
-100000
-200000
-300000
-400000
-500000
-600000
-700000
-800000
-900000

-1000000

Land Vlaue

Merthyr South

Mid Valleys

Treharris and Trelewis

B 5% Affordable

-504490

-639490

-343490

H 10% Affordable

-596490

-738490

-444490

= 15% Affordable

-690490

-836490

-545490

H 20% Affordable

-784490

-933490

-646490

Merthyr residual values with 40% improvement

0
-200000
® -400000
>
©
> -600000
-]
[ =
8
-800000
-1000000
-1200000
Merthyr South Mid Valleys Treharris and Trelewis
B 5% Affordable -531490 -666490 -370490
B 10% Affordable -623490 -765490 -471490
1 15% Affordable -717490 -863490 -572490
M 20% Affordable -811490 -960490 -673490
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Merthyr residual values with 25% plus sprinklers

0
-200000
-400000
(]
>
©
> -600000
©
f=
S
-800000
-1000000
-1200000 -
Merthyr South Mid Valleys Treharris and Trelewis
B 5% Affordable -596740 -731740 -435740
B 10% Affordable -688740 -830740 -536740
M 15% Affordable -782740 -928740 -637740
M 20% Affordable -876740 -1025740 -738740

Merthyr residual values with 40% plus sprinklers

0
-200000
-400000
Q
=}
©
> -600000
T
c
s
-800000
-1000000
-1200000 - - :
Merthyr South Mid Valleys Treharris and Trelewis
5% Affordable -623740 -758740 -462740
B 10% Affordable -715740 -857740 -563740
1 15% Affordable -809740 -955740 -664740
H 20% Affordable -903740 -1052740 -765740
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APPENDIX 4
Monmouthshire

Monmouthshire residual values with 25%

improvement
3000000
2500000
2000000
5 1500000
> 1000000
s 500000
0
-500000
~1000000
| chemstow |t | MU e | Rt | BT
W 0% Affordable | 913510 | 973510 | 303510 | 1493510 | 1873510 | 2733510 | 963510
W 20% Affordable| 343510 | 393510 | -176490 | 823510 | 1143510 | 1863510 | 383510
m 30% Affordable| 53510 93510 | -416490 | 493510 | 783510 | 1433510 | 83510
W 40% Affordable| -236490 | -196490 | -656490 | 153510 | 413510 | 993510 | -206490

Monmouthshire residual values with 40%

improvement

3000000
2500000
2000000
E 1500000
'%; 1000000
< 500000
0
-500000
-1000000

Abergave Chepstow Mfl Monmout Rural Rural East Western

nny Corridor h West Border

0% Affordable 886510 946510 276510 1466510 1846510 2706510 936510

M 20% Affordable| 316510 366510 -203490 796510 1116510 1836510 356510

1 30% Affordable 26510 66510 -443490 466510 756510 1406510 56510

B 40% Affordable| -263490 -223490 -683490 126510 386510 966510 -233490
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Monmouthshire residual values with 25% plus

sprinklers
3000000
2500000
2000000
g 1500000
_'>'; 1000000
s 500000
0
-500000
1000000 Abergave M4 Monmout Rural Western
nny Chepstow Corridor h West Rural East Border
m 0% Affordable 821260 881260 211260 1401260 | 1781260 | 2641260 871260
M 20% Affordable| 251260 301260 -268740 731260 1051260 | 1771260 291260
1 30% Affordable| -38740 1260 -508740 401260 691260 1341260 -8740
W 40% Affordable| -328740 -288740 -748740 61260 321260 901260 -298740

Monmouthshire residual values with 40% plus

sprinklers
3000000
2500000
2000000
3 1500000
_'>g° 1000000
s 500000
0
-500000
1000000 Abergave M4 Monmout Rural Western
nny Chepstow Corridor h West Rural East Border
B 0% Affordable 794260 854260 184260 1374260 | 1754260 | 2614260 844260
B 20% Affordable| 224260 274260 -295740 704260 1024260 | 1744260 264260
1 30% Affordable| -65740 -25740 -535740 374260 664260 1314260 -35740
W 40% Affordable| -355740 -315740 -775740 34260 294260 874260 -325740




APPENDIX 5

RCT

RCT residual values with 25% improvement

1000000
500000
0
(]
>
8
> -500000
°
c
S
-1000000
-1500000
~2000000 Pontypridd, Porth
ontypridd, Por
RCT South and Taff Valley RCT North East Rhondda Valley
0% Affordable 443510 -196490 -866490 -1146490
H 10% Affordable 203510 -386490 -996490 -1256490
m 20% Affordable -26490 -566490 -1126490 -1366490
m 30% Affordable -256490 -746490 -1266490 -1476490

RCT residual values with 40% improvement

1000000
500000
o 0
>
©
> -500000
T
c
4]
= -1000000
-1500000
2000000 Pontypridd, Porth
ontypridd, Por
RCT South and Taff Valley RCT North East Rhondda Valley
B 0% Affordable 416510 -223490 -893490 -1173490
B 10% Affordable 176510 -413490 -1023490 -1283490
1 20% Affordable -53490 -593490 -1153490 -1393490
M 30% Affordable -283490 -773490 -1293490 -1503490




RCT residual values with 25% plus sprinklers

500000
0
(]
2 -500000
(L]
>
-]
s -1000000
-
-1500000
~2000000 Pontypridd, Porth
RCT South ontypriad, ror RCT North East Rhondda Valley
and Taff Valley
m 0% Affordable 351260 -288740 -958740 -1238740
B 10% Affordable 111260 -478740 -1088740 -1348740
m 20% Affordable -118740 -658740 -1218740 -1458740
m 30% Affordable -348740 -838740 -1358740 -1568740

RCT residual values with 40% plus sprinklers

500000
0
(]
2 -500000
(L]
>
©
s -1000000
-
-1500000
~2000000 Pontypridd, Porth
ontypridd, Por
RCT South and Taff Valley RCT North East Rhondda Valley
m 0% Affordable 324260 -315740 -985740 -1265740
B 10% Affordable 84260 -505740 -1115740 -1375740
m 20% Affordable -145740 -685740 -1245740 -1485740
M 30% Affordable -375740 -865740 -1385740 -1595740




APPENDIX 6
Torfaen

Torfaen residual values with 25% improvement

1500000
1000000
S 500000
s
>
2
© 0
-
-500000
1000000 bran south Cwmbran West
wmbran Sou wmbran Wes
and East Pontypool and North North Torfaen
5% Affordable 1063510 463510 223510 -306490
H 10% Affordable 913510 333510 113510 -416490
m 20% Affordable 613510 73510 -116490 -626490
m 30% Affordable 303510 -186490 -336490 -836490

Torfaen residual values with 40% improvement

1500000
1000000
g 500000
®
>
e
8 0
-500000
~1000000 = ran South Cwmbran West
wmpbran Sou wmpran es
and East Pontypool and North North Torfaen
B 5% Affordable 1036510 436510 196510 -333490
m 10% Affordable 886510 306510 86510 -443490
m 20% Affordable 586510 46510 -143490 -653490
m 30% Affordable 276510 -213490 -363490 -863490




Torfaen residual values with 25% plus sprinklers

1500000
1000000
500000
(]
>
©
> 0
]
=
5
-500000
-1000000
00000 bran south Cwmbran West
wmbran Sou wmbran Wes
and East Pontypool and North North Torfaen
B 5% Affordable 971260 371260 131260 -398740
B 10% Affordable 821260 241260 21260 -508740
1 20% Affordable 521260 -18740 -208740 -718740
M 30% Affordable 211260 -278740 -428740 -928740

Torfaen residual values with 40% plus sprinklers

1500000
1000000
500000
()
>
©
> 0
©
c
S
-500000
-1000000
200000 bran south Cwmbran West
wmbran Sou wmbran Wes
and East Pontypool and North North Torfaen
W 5% Affordable 944260 344260 104260 -425740
H 10% Affordable 794260 214260 -5740 -535740
= 20% Affordable 494260 -45740 -235740 -745740
m 30% Affordable 184260 -305740 -455740 -955740




APPENDIX 7

Vale of Glamorgan

VOG residual values with 25% improvement

5000000
4000000
g 3000000
(1]
> 2000000
2
3 1000000
0
-1000000 b h &
. enar
Rural .(II‘IC East Vale Dinas Rural South Barry West Barry East
Cowbridge) and Coast
Powys
H 0% Affordable 4253510 3813510 3083510 1403510 1293510 353510
M 10% Affordable| 3733510 3323510 2643510 1093510 993510 123510
m 20% Affordable| 3213510 2833510 2213510 783510 693510 -116490
M 30% Affordable| 2693510 2343510 1773510 473510 423510 -346490
VoG residual values with 40% improvement
5000000
4000000
] 3000000
2
(]
> 2000000
2
3 1000000
0
-1000000 . &
. enar
Rural '(|nc East Vale Dinas Rural South Barry West Barry East
Cowbridge) and Coast
Powys
m 0% Affordable 4226510 3786510 3056510 1376510 1266510 326510
H 10% Affordable| 3706510 3296510 2616510 1066510 966510 96510
1 20% Affordable| 3186510 2806510 2186510 756510 666510 -143490
m 30% Affordable| 2666510 2316510 1746510 446510 396510 -373490




VoG residual values with 25% plus sprinklers

5000000
4000000
§ 3000000
©
> 2000000
=
S 1000000
0
-1000000 b h&
. enar
Rural '(|nc East Vale Dinas Rural South Barry West Barry East
Cowbridge) and Coast
Powys
0% Affordable 4161260 3721260 2991260 1311260 1201260 261260
M 10% Affordable| 3641260 3231260 2551260 1001260 901260 31260
1 20% Affordable| 3121260 2741260 2121260 691260 601260 -208740
H 30% Affordable| 2601260 2251260 1681260 381260 331260 -438740
VoG residual values with 40% plus sprinklers
5000000
4000000
o 3000000
>
©
> 2000000
T
c
4]
- 1000000
0
-1000000 > h&
. enar
Rural '(lnc East Vale Dinas Rural South Barry West Barry East
Cowbridge) and Coast
Powys
B 0% Affordable 4134260 3694260 2964260 1284260 1174260 234260
B 10% Affordable| 3614260 3204260 2524260 974260 874260 4260
1 20% Affordable| 3094260 2714260 2094260 664260 574260 -235740
B 30% Affordable| 2574260 2224260 1654260 354260 304260 -465740




APPENDIX 8

Conwy

Conwy residual values with 25% improvement

1500000
1000000
) 500000
=]
8
> 0
T
c
3 -500000
-1000000
-1500000
Llandud | Conwy Betws-y- North
no and and Vale of | Colwyn | Western Coed Eastern
. East
Penhryn | Hinterla | Conwy Bay Coast and Coast
Rural
Bay nd Rural S
M 10% Affordable| 907180 | 627180 | 477180 | 177180 87180 7180 -152820 | -692820
M 20% Affordable| 557180 | 297180 167180 | -112820 | -192820 | -262820 | -412820 | -912820
1 30% Affordable| 207180 -22820 | -152820 | -392820 | -472820 | -542820 | -672820 | -1122820
W 40% Affordable | -142820 | -352820 | -462820 | -682820 | -752820 | -812820 | -932820 |-1342820

Conwy residual values with 40% improvement

1000000
500000
3
= 0
>
= -500000
S
-1000000
-1500000
Llandud | Conwy Betws-y- North
no and and Vale of | Colwyn | Western Coed East Eastern
Penhryn | Hinterla | Conwy Bay Coast and Coast
Rural
Bay nd Rural S
M 10% Affordable| 871180 | 591180 | 441180 | 141180 51180 -28820 | -188820 | -728820
M 20% Affordable| 521180 | 261180 131180 | -148820 | -228820 | -298820 | -448820 | -948820
1 30% Affordable| 171180 -58820 | -188820 | -428820 | -508820 | -578820 | -708820 |-1158820
W 40% Affordable| -178820 | -388820 | -498820 | -718820 | -788820 | -848820 | -968820 |-1378820
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Conwy residual values with 25% plus sprinklers

1000000
500000
3 0
(C
> -500000
]
& -1000000
-
-1500000
-2000000
Llandud | Conwy Betws-y- North
no and and Vale of | Colwyn | Western Coed East Eastern
Penhryn | Hinterla | Conwy Bay Coast and Coast
Rural
Bay nd Rural S
M 10% Affordable| 784180 | 504180 | 354180 54180 -35820 | -115820 | -275820 | -815820
M 20% Affordable| 434180 | 174180 44180 -235820 | -315820 | -385820 | -535820 |-1035820
M 30% Affordable| 84180 -145820 | -275820 | -515820 | -595820 | -665820 | -795820 |-1245820
M 40% Affordable | -265820 | -475820 | -585820 | -805820 | -875820 | -935820 |-1055820 | -1465820

Conwy residual values with 40% plus sprinklers

1000000
500000
) 0
=]
©
> -500000
°
c
3 -1000000
-1500000
-2000000
Llandud | Conwy Betws-y- North
no and and Vale of | Colwyn | Western Coed East Eastern
Penhryn | Hinterla | Conwy Bay Coast and Coast
Rural
Bay nd Rural S
B 10% Affordable| 748180 | 468180 | 318180 18180 -71820 | -151820 | -311820 | -851820
B 20% Affordable| 398180 | 138180 8180 -271820 | -351820 | -421820 | -571820 |-1071820
1 30% Affordable| 48180 | -181820 | -311820 | -551820 | -631820 | -701820 | -831820 |-1281820
B 40% Affordable| -301820 | -511820 | -621820 | -841820 | -911820 | -971820 |-1091820 | -1501820
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APPENDIX 9
Newport

Newport residual values with 25% improvement

1500000
1000000
o 500000
>
8
> 0
T
c
©
- -500000
-1000000
1500000 Rural N t N t | Mal d
ura ewpor ewpor alpas an
Caerleon Newport Rogerstone West East Bettws
0% Affordable 997180 707180 187180 37180 -712820 -1112820
m 10% Affordable 787180 537180 57180 -62820 -752820 -1112820
m 20% Affordable 577180 357180 -62820 -182820 -782820 -1102820
m 30% Affordable 377180 177180 -192820 -302820 -822820 -1102820

Newport residual values with 40% improvement

1500000
1000000
500000
()
>
©
> 0
]
c
5
-500000
-1000000
-1500000
Caerleon Rural Rogerstone Newport Newport Malpas and
Newport & West East Bettws
B 0% Affordable 961180 671180 151180 1180 -748820 -1148820
m 10% Affordable 751180 501180 21180 -98820 -788820 -1148820
M 20% Affordable 541180 321180 -98820 -218820 -818820 -1138820
M 30% Affordable 341180 141180 -228820 -338820 -858820 -1138820
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Newport residual values with 25% plus sprinklers

1000000
500000
E 0
(T
>
°
& -500000
-
-1000000
1300000 Rural N t N t | Mal d
ura ewpor ewpor alpas an
Caerleon Newport Rogerstone West East Bettws
0% Affordable 874180 584180 64180 -85820 -835820 -1235820
m 10% Affordable 664180 414180 -65820 -185820 -875820 -1235820
m 20% Affordable 454180 234180 -185820 -305820 -905820 -1225820
m 30% Affordable 254180 54180 -315820 -425820 -945820 -1225820

Newport residual values with 40% plus sprinklers

1000000
500000
g 0
©
>
©
c
5 -500000
-1000000
1500000 Rural N t | N t | Mal d
ura ewpor ewpor alpas an
Caerleon Newport Rogerstone West East Bettws
B 0% Affordable 838180 548180 28180 -121820 -871820 -1271820
B 10% Affordable 628180 378180 -101820 -221820 -911820 -1271820
1 20% Affordable 418180 198180 -221820 -341820 -941820 -1261820
m 30% Affordable 218180 18180 -351820 -461820 -981820 -1261820
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APPENDIX 10
Brecon Beacons National Park

BBNP residual values with 25% improvement

2500000
2000000
1500000
g 1000000
S 500000
>
2 0
S
-500000
-1000000
-1500000
-2000000
. BBNP
Abergave Hay-on- Crickhow Brecon Carmarth Heads of Rural
nny RH Wye ell and RH . Valleys South
enshire

B 0% Affordable | 2053510 | 1963510 | 1853510 993510 623510 -766490 | -1006490

B 10% Affordable| 1673510 | 1593510 | 1503510 703510 163510 -926490 | -1136490

1 20% Affordable| 1303510 | 1233510 | 1143510 413510 -76490 -1076490 | -1276490

H 30% Affordable| 933510 863510 783510 123510 -326490 | -1226490 | -1406490

BBNP residual values with 40% improvement

2500000
2000000
1500000
1000000
s
© 500000
>
2 0
5
-500000
-1000000
-1500000
-2000000
. BBNP
Abergave Hay-on- | Crickhow Brecon Carmarth Heads of Rural
nny RH Wye ell and RH . Valleys South
enshire
B 0% Affordable | 2026510 | 1936510 | 1826510 966510 596510 -793490 | -1033490
B 10% Affordable| 1646510 | 1566510 | 1476510 676510 136510 -953490 | -1163490
1 20% Affordable| 1276510 | 1206510 | 1116510 386510 -103490 | -1103490 | -1303490
B 30% Affordable| 906510 836510 756510 96510 -353490 | -1253490 | -1433490




BBNP residual values with 25% plus sprinklers

2500000
2000000
1500000
g 1000000
s 500000
T 0
s -500000
-1000000
-1500000
-2000000
. BBNP
Abergave Hay-on- Crickhow Brecon Carmarth Heads of Rural
nny RH Wye ell and RH . Valleys South
enshire
m 0% Affordable 1961260 1871260 1761260 901260 531260 -858740 | -1098740
H 10% Affordable| 1581260 1501260 1411260 611260 71260 -1018740 | -1228740
m 20% Affordable| 1211260 1141260 1051260 321260 -168740 | -1168740 | -1368740
m 30% Affordable| 841260 771260 691260 31260 -418740 -1318740 | -1498740

BBNP residual values with 40% plus sprinklers

2500000
2000000
1500000
o 1000000
=]
§ 500000
e 0
©
= -500000
-1000000
-1500000
-2000000
. BBNP
Abergave Hay-on- Crickhow Brecon Heads of Rural
Carmarth
nny RH Wye ell and RH . Valleys South
enshire
M 0% Affordable | 1934260 | 1844260 | 1734260 874260 504260 -885740 | -1125740
B 10% Affordable| 1554260 | 1474260 | 1384260 584260 44260 -1045740 | -1255740
1 20% Affordable| 1184260 | 1114260 | 1024260 294260 -195740 | -1195740 | -1395740
M 30% Affordable| 814260 744260 664260 4260 -445740 | -1345740 | -1525740
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APPENDIX 11
Carmarthenshire

Carmarthenshire residual values with 25%

improveme nt
400000
200000
0
g -200000
K -400000
_>° -600000
= -800000
- -1000000
-1200000
-1400000
-1600000 idwell A ;
L'Dovery, Newcastl | Carmarth Iawelly, mmanto
i~ St Clears B Bort, . rd, Cross
L'Deilo & e Emlyn en and Llanelli
NEC and RH and NRA Rural Pem and Hands
LGV and AV
B 10% Affordable | 283510 13510 -266490 -316490 -716490 -846490 -946490
B 20% Affordable 3510 -226490 -496490 -516490 -866490 -1006490 | -1076490
= 30% Affordable | -286490 -476490 -726490 -716490 -1016490 | -1156490 | -1206490
W 40% Affordable | -566490 -716490 -956490 -926490 -1166490 | -1296490 | -1336490

Carmarthenshire residual values with 40%

improveme nt
400000
200000
0
o -200000
2 -400000
_>° -600000
= -800000
- -1000000
-1200000
-1400000
-1600000 Kidwell A P
L'Dovery, Newcastl | Carmarth lawetl, mmanto
i St Clears B Bort, . rd, Cross
L'Deilo & e Emlyn en and Llanelli
NEC and RH and NRA Rural Pem and Hands
LGV and AV
m 10% Affordable 256510 -13490 -293490 -343490 -743490 -873490 -973490
B 20% Affordable| -23490 -253490 -523490 -543490 -893490 | -1033490 | -1103490
M 30% Affordable | -313490 -503490 -753490 -743490 | -1043490 | -1183490 | -1233490
B 40% Affordable | -593490 -743490 -983490 -953490 | -1193490 | -1323490 | -1363490




Carmarthenshire residual values with 25% plus

sprinklers
400000
200000
0
-200000
()
'_3‘, -400000
> -600000
]
s -800000
-
-1000000
-1200000
-1400000
-1600000 durell A .
L'Dovery, Newcastl | Carmarth 1awetly, mmanto
i~ St Clears B Bort, . rd, Cross
L'Deilo & e Emlyn en and Llanelli
NEC and RH and NRA Rural Pem and Hands
! LGV and AV
M 10% Affordable | 191260 -78740 -358740 -408740 -808740 -938740 | -1038740
B 20% Affordable| -88740 -318740 -588740 -608740 -958740 -1098740 | -1168740
M 30% Affordable | -378740 -568740 -818740 -808740 -1108740 | -1248740 | -1298740
W 40% Affordable | -658740 -808740 | -1048740 | -1018740 | -1258740 | -1388740 | -1428740

Carmarthenshire residual values with 40% plus

sprinklers
400000
200000
0
g -200000
= -400000
_>° -600000
= -800000
— -1000000
-1200000
-1400000
-1600000 Kidwell A ;
L'Dovery, Newecastl | Carmarth IaWET, mmanto
i~ St Clears B Bort, . rd, Cross
L'Deilo & e Emlyn en and Llanelli
NEC and RH and NRA Rural Pem and Hands
LGV and AV
B 10% Affordable | 164260 -105740 -385740 -435740 -835740 -965740 | -1065740
B 20% Affordable| -115740 -345740 -615740 -635740 -985740 -1125740 | -1195740
= 30% Affordable | -405740 -595740 -845740 -835740 -1135740 | -1275740 | -1325740
W 40% Affordable | -685740 -835740 -1075740 | -1045740 | -1285740 | -1415740 | -1455740




Appendix 12

Land value spread at 10% affordable housing (40%
plus sprinklers)

Monmouth
Barry West
Porthcawl
Llandudno and Penhryn Bay
Brecon and RH
Chepstow
Pontypool
Caerphilly
RCT South
Barry East
Rogerstone
Bridgend
Ystrad Mynach

Carmarthen and Rural

Pontypridd, Porth and Taff Valley
North Torfaen
Treharris and Trelewis
Merthyr South
Newport East
Newbridge

Llanelli

Rymney

| Flthondda Valley

-1500000 -1000000 -500000 0 500000 1000000 1500000
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Appendix 13

Land value spread at 10% affordable housing (40%

Pont

plus sprinklers) - WG Sensitivity Analysis

Monmouth
Barry West

Porthcawl

Llandudno and Penhryn Bay

B

recon and RH
Chepstow
Pontypool
Caerphilly
RCT South
Barry East

Rogerstone

Ystrad Mynach

Bridgend

Carmarthen and Rural

ypridd, Porth a

Treharris

nd Taff Valley

North Torfaen

and Trelewis
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Rymney
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Appendix 14

Evidence from HBF members on the average cost of

remediating sites and addressing abnormal constraints

Developer no.1

Site 1 - A former steelworks - £263k per acre.

Site 2 — Industrial site without contamination - £130 per acre.
Site 3 - Site in Aberdare including raising site - £205k per acre.
Site 4 - Site in the Vale of Glamorgan - approx £400k per acre.
Average £250k per acre

Developer no.2

Sites are relatively straightforward and some have benefited from prior remediation

Site 1 - Park Road - £115k per acre

Site 2 - Bagworth - £134k per acre

Site 3 - Cleobury Mortimer - £147k per acre
Site 4 - Yately - £169k per acre

Site 5 - Humberstone - £227k per acre

Average - £159 per acre

Developer no.3

£250Kk per acre is reasonable

Developer no.4

Site 1 — Former factory, contaminated site - £439335 per acre
Site 2 — Sloping site, largely made ground - £192908 per acre
Site 3 — Sloping greenfield site - £164500 per acre

Average - £265581 per acre
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Appendix 15

Evidence to support the estimated cost of remediating sites

and addressing abnormal constraints

Report from Arup

Your ref
Our ref
File ref

By Post & Email 4 Pierhead Street
Planning & Policy Advisor - Wales Capital Waterside
House Builders Federation
PO Box 2512 Cardiff CF10 4QP
Cardiff . .
CE23 0GB United Kingdom
t +44 29 2047 3727
For the attention of Richard Price f +44 29 2047 2277
bob.irvine@arup.com
. WWW._artin.com
Dear Sir

Brownfield Sites - Remediation/Reclamation Cost Estimates

Along with Integrale Geotechnique we have been approached by a number of major house builders in
South Wales to confirm to you typical costs for the remediation/reclamation works on brownfield sites.

Arup has been involved in the remediation and redevelopment of many of the brownfield sites in South
Wales. We have assisted a number of clients e.g. BP, ABP, Welsh Development Agency, in the
investigation and development of remediation strategies for approval by the relevant Authorities;
subsequently the detailed design, construction supervision and validation of the remediation works. Many
of these sites have been or will be developed for housing such as Rhoose Point, Waterfront, Barry, Coed
D’Arcy, Maesteg Washery and Llanilid.

We have successfully developed remediation proposals to address various types and quantities of
contamination using appropriate methods agreed with the regulatory authorities.

Due to this variation in the nature of the contamination methods used the consequent cost varied from site
to site. This cost was also affected by the size of the site (smaller the site, the higher the cost per acre),
the historic use of the site and the risk posed to the environment. Reclamation/remediation costs for sites
where residential development was proposed were generally higher than for other uses, particularly where
domestic gardens were proposed.
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As such, from our experience, the reclamation/remediation costs, including demolition of disused buildings
varied between typically £100K to £250K per acre. In exceptional circumstances with highly contaminated
sites the remediation costs could exceed £250K/acre.

The above costs do not include for special measures to be incorporated by the developer to address the
specific ground conditions. Based on an average of 15 units per acre, a typical cost per acre for these
abnormals would be circa £75K. This covers raft foundations at £2,500 per unit extra over normal strips,
£750 per unit for gas barrier in the slab and importation of 600mm thick clean subsoil/topsoil in the
gardens.

Therefore, the total cost of remediation/reclamation works and developers abnormals for development of
brownfield sites for housing would be circa £175K to £325K per acre.

If you require further clarification or information please contact us. Hopefully the above provides a
reasonable guide.

Yours faithfully

Bob Irvine

Director

60



Appendix 16

Evidence to support the estimated cost of remediating sites

and addressing abnormal constraints

Report from Integrale Geotechnique

Provided separately as a PDF
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