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1. Background

1.1 To support the preparation of the SWLP, a Local Plan Viability Assessment has been prepared on
behalf of the two Councils by consultants Aspinall Verdi'. This Position Paper sets out how the Councils
have used the Viability Assessment to inform the policies set out in the SWLP itself.

1.2 The current development market is very challenging with developers seeing a significant
escalation in costs and a relatively stagnant housing market. Preparing a local plan in this climate is far
from ideal, especially one that seeks to establish a planning strategy for the long-term, so as to give
certainty to residents and landowners as to the location of new development, and to better co-ordinate
and deliver significant levels of new infrastructure and remedy past under-investment. The viability study
represents a pointin time.

1.3 In line with best practice, the Viability Assessment uses a residual value methodology, applying
various reasonable development and build cost assumptions and policy inputs, to identify the amount of
surplus or ‘headroom’ available to fund financial contributions necessary to make the development
acceptable in planning terms (known as Section 106 planning obligations). These include contributions to
affordable housing, education, health, transport and highways, for example. Notably, assumptions
regarding the potential for grant funding income from external sources (e.g. affordable housing,
infrastructure) has not been included within the Assessment. The viability study does not test every site but
instead uses a selection of site typologies (different sizes, types and locations of development) that
represent the types of sites likely to deliver development through the SWLP.

1.3 Whilst this approach is the recommended one, it is not without its limitations, particularly in
respect of very large strategic scale sites that not only provide much of the infrastructure onsite, but are
built-out over a number of years, and are big enough to have the ability to generate their own value area
distinct from surrounding areas. By its very nature, the study applies generic/standard cost assumptions
as inputs into the model. In reality, these costs will vary by each developer and each site. Importantly, they
will also vary over time as finance costs and inflation fluctuate and build costs stabilise. Neither does the
study take account of the potential for grant funding, whether in respect of infrastructure or affordable
housing or funding and investment from alternative sources. Indeed, there are a variety of factors that
influence viability and these are considered in this report.

2. South Warwickshire Context and Opportunity

2.1 South Warwickshire is a large, prosperous and predominately rural area located between the UK’s
second city and the Oxford-Cambridge growth corridor, adjacent to HS2 at UK Central. It is a high-value
area of high growth with a focus on advanced manufacturing and R&D and plays an integral role in driving

" Available to view on the SWLP website at South Warwickshire Local Plan



https://www.southwarwickshire.org.uk/swlp/publication-regulation-19-consultation.cfm

forward growth in the Midlands region . As such, South Warwickshire remains an area where developers
want to build and businesses want to invest.

2.2 Because of its large and rural geography, South Warwickshire is not a single housing market area.
As such, within South Warwickshire, there are a number of different housing market zones and these are
mapped in Figure 1 (below). There are four value zones: Zone Arepresents the areas where observed values
tend to be atthe upper end of the local market range, while Zone D represents areas where observed values
tend to be at the lower end of the range. As Aspinall Verdi note, the ‘aim was to produce a map that is
evidence-based, transparent, and logical for ease of implementation. It will never be perfect. There will
always be a particularly high value scheme in a lower value area and vice versa, depending on particular
local and site circumstances. Also, there may be sites which straddle boundaries’.

2.3 The viability challenges present currently in South Warwickshire are not specific to South
Warwickshire; they reflect wider issues and challenges with the UK housing market.
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2 Figure 5.7, SWLP Local Plan Viability Report, Aspinall Verdi (July 2026)



2.4 As can be seen, values vary across South Warwickshire, with a greater range of values across
Stratford-on-Avon District, reflecting the influences of external housing markets. Values are more
consistent, and higher, in Warwick District.

2.5 This pattern is consistent with previous viability studies prepared to support previous local plans
- see Figure 2 (below) dating from 2015 for Stratford-on-Avon District by way of comparison.

Figure 2 ~ Stratford-on-Avon Value Areas 2015°
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2.6 These differences in values are also reflected in the difference in current policy requirements set
out in the two Local Plans and CIL Charging Schedules, as set out in Figure 3 (below).

Figure 3: Current Local Plan Requirements’

Stratford-on-Avon District Warwick district
Affordable Housing Up to 35% 40%2
Req. Up to 25% (Canal Quarter) °
CIL Range (Epsm) £94.41 - £189.86° £92.41 - £257.43*
Strategic Site CIL £0 £0-£72.61°
(Epsm)

1. CIL costs indexed at 2026
2. Negotiable subject to viability
3. Lower figure for sites less than 10, upper figure for sites 11+. Canal Quarter £107.59

3 Figure 5.2 from Community Infrastructure Levy Economic Viability Study: Submission Charging Schedule prepared by Peter Brett
Associates on behalf of Stratford-on-Avon District Council (Sept 2015) available at CIL Economic Viability Study - September 2015



https://www.stratford.gov.uk/doc/205786/name/CIL%20Economic%20Viability%20Study%20SCS%20Sept%202015.pdf

4. Zonal approach: A ~ lower figure, B & D ~ upper figure, C ~ £184.82
5. Depending on strategic site

3. South Warwickshire Delivery

3.1 Both Councils have strong track records of delivering affordable housing in recent years and these
results are shown in Figure 4.

Figure 4: Net New Build Affordable as a Percentage of Housing Delivery*

Year Stratford-on-Avon Warwick
2020/21 51.4% 27.1%
2021/22 30.2% 35.7%
2022/23 37.7% 31.8%
2023/24 35.0% 31.8%
2024/25 41.9% 37%
3.2 Figure 5 summarises the number of affordable units that have been delivered in recent years with

grant funding, including from Homes England, local authority and other sources. As can be seen, grant
funded affordable housing represents almost 29% of affordable housing delivery in Stratford-on-Avon
District and nearly 27% in Warwick District. There is no reason to suggest that these levels of grant funding
will reduce moving forwards.

Figure 5: Summary of Grant Funded Affordable Housing 2020/21 and 2024/25

Stratford Warwick
With Grant | Without Grant | With Grant | Without Grant
Funding Funding Funding Funding

Social Rent 285 859 70 534

Affordable Rent 31 202 (+ 6 ‘other’) 10 293

Shared Ownership | 335 540 249 147

Affordable Home | 0 43 0 0

Ownership

First Homes 18 18 31 20

Total 669 1668 360 994

3.3 In terms of the level of grant, although this information is not readily available, in the year 2025/26,

the average grant per unit in Stratford-on-Avon District was £62,795 for affordable home ownership,
£76,000 for affordable rent and £88,836 for social rented properties. The viability sensitivity testing shows
that schemes would become viable well within the parameters of these averages.

3.4 In addition to affordable housing grant, both Stratford-on-Avon and Warwick districts have been
successful in obtaining development funding such as Housing Infrastructure Funding (HIF) for brownfield
remediation (circa £13m) and Kenilworth School to bridge the funding gap (£9.6m). Kenilworth School also
received loan funding and forward funding from Warwick District Council to ensure timely infrastructure

4Source: Respective SDC and WDC Authority Monitoring Reports 2024/25



delivery to facilitate housing growth. Local Growth Funding was also secured for highway infrastructure to
service new employment land around Coventry Airport prior to the Investment Zone designation. This
designation itself could also lead to further infrastructure investment in the wider area.

4. Summary of Results

4.1 As outlined above, determining viability is not straightforward owing to the number of variables at
play. The summary in Figure 6 below provides a snapshot of the main findings and also shows the impact
of various sensitivities. An appraisal coloured yellow and green demonstrate viability.

4.2 The starting point for the viability study was to test a high affordable housing requirement and then
work back from that initial position. This included an assumed 40% requirement across South
Warwickshire on eligible sites, with a 50% requirement on Grey Belt’ sites (as per the NPPF and in the
Cotswolds National Landscape.

4.3 Importantly, because the viability study adopts a typology-based approach, it is not necessary for
all typologies to demonstrate viability. Rather, that in the round the bulk of sites are capable of achieving
viability assuming the various policy requirements, and therefore the conclusion that can be drawn is that
the plan is capable of being delivered.

Figure 6: Summary Interpretation of Results

Key
Viable but limited Marginally viable

Figures in the appraisal columns refer to the affordable housing % tested.
Site type refers to Greenfield or Brownfield.
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10 | SDC GF 115
11 | SDC GF 350
12 | WDC BF 8

13 | WDC BF 35
14 | WDC BF 180
15 | SDC BF 12
16 | SDC BF 200
17 | SDC GF 8

18 | SDC GF 20
19 | SDC GF 75
20 | SDC GF 175
21 | SDC GF 400
22 | SDC GF 250




23 B
24 | wDC B GF 15

25 | wDC B GF 220
26 | wbpC B BF 6

27 | WDC B BF 15
28 | wDC B BF 70

29 | sbC C GF 55
30 |sbc c GF 155

31 |sbc C GF 690
32 |sbc C GF 20

33 | sbc c GF 45

34 | sbc c GF 125

35 | SDC c GF 245
36 | sbC C BF 120 50%
37 |sbc D GF 8 n/a

38 | sDC D GF 25

39 |sbcC D GF 75

40 | sDC D GF 160

47 | sDC A CNL 2

48 | sbcC A CNL 6

49 |sbc A CNL 9

50 | sSDC B CNL 2

51 | sbC B CNL 6

52 | sDC B CNL 9

53 | sDC c CNL 2

54 | sDC c CNL 6

55 | SDC c CNL 9

56 | SDC D CNL 2

57 | sbc D CNL 6

58 | SDC D CNL 9

63 | WDC SGL 650

64 | SDC SGL 1500

65 | SDC SGL 920

NB: Omitted typology references relate to specialist typologies and are not included in this summary.

4.4

4.5

As noted above, the implications of various sensitivities were also tested. The detail of the
sensitivity testing is included within Appendix 6 of the Viability study itself. Sensitivities include:

Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL)

S106 Headroom
Profit

Benchmark Land Value

Density

Build Costs
Sales Value
Grant Funding

Whilst the Viability Report highlights the potential risks around viability, it does present a worse-
case scenario at a moment in time. In reality, many of the factors above are highly sensitive and relatively
small adjustments can have significant impacts on viability. The above colour coding identifies the scale of
the headroom available to find s106 contributions. Orange colour coding results in a development that is



technically viable but unable to fund s106 costs. Yellow colour coding provides for a modest funding
contribution. Where viability at 50% affordable housing provision is shown with significant headroom in the
grant column, this demonstrates that the scheme would also be viable with a lower affordable housing
requirement secured using a lower level of grant funding per unit.

4.6 In terms of income sources, both grant funding and sales values can have a big impact on viability.
As shown above, in both Stratford-on-Avon and Warwick Districts grant funding has been used to deliver a
significant proportion of affordable homes over the last 5 years. Given the significant opportunity that
delivering homes across South Warwickshire will bring through the SWLP and the government commitment
to supporting affordable housing delivery through the Social and Affordable Homes Programme 2026 to
2036, it is not unreasonable to assume that grant funding will continue to be available. However, this
assumption is not embedded into the viability modelling. Similarly, in the same context, sales values will
also remain strong and continue to outperform many areas.

4.7 In terms of costs, the viability model already applies a profit cost towards the lower end of the
acceptable range. Again, that is the right approach. However, on individual sites and in individual cases,
there may be opportunity for a further reduction. Similarly, Benchmark Land Value can have a big impact.
Whilst the recommended approach has been taken for the site typologies, for the strategic sites there may
be opportunities to revisit these assumptions particularly given the long-term nature of such sites.

4.8 Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) charges could have a significant impact, and a CIL review is
being prepared to support the SWLP. As part of the SWLP, Stratford-on-Avon and Warwick district
councils will review their Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) charges. For the purposes of this viability
assessment, the current CIL charges have been applied. Given the levels of infrastructure being provided
on strategic sites, it may be that these sites have a lower CIL rating. Build costs have a bigimpact on
viability and whilst there has been significant cost escalation in recent years, these are likely to stabilise
over time.

5. Proposed Approach

5.1 The challenge facing the SWLP is that sites are showing as unviable even without additional policy
obligations simply because of the infrastructure burden. However, this infrastructure is necessary and is
being sought by the infrastructure providers. It is not the case that alternative sites can be identified as
these sites too would, in the main, have the same infrastructure requirements. Nationally the current
development model is that the developer funds infrastructure but in practice this has rarely worked and
further work will need to be undertaken to secure external funding for infrastructure and affordable housing
to improve the viability situation and deliver the developments. The Planning Practice Guidance (PPG)
encourages site promoters to engage with the viability process in order to apply up-to-date and accurate
cost assumptions. It is noted that not all of the site promoters did engage with Aspinall Verdi and as such
they had to utilise generic cost assumptions. This will also have impacted on viability.

5.2 In arriving at the proposed approach, Aspinall Verdi’s conclusion at Paragraph 9.1: ‘The appraisals
test fully policy compliant typologies, with all policy costs layered on and generous allowances for
benchmark land value. In this respect, the results can be regarded as a ‘worst-case’ position’.

5.3 At Paragraph 9.15 and Table 9.3, Aspinall Verdi recommend ‘draft Affordable Housing target ranges
pending further assessment and evidence development.’ They note that further work and evidence building
is required to determine the specific policy requirements, infrastructure requirements, minimum policy
positions, and consideration of the implications of scale (for both SME developers and the strategic sites)
and more pragmatic scenario testing based on land value capture.

5.4 Aspinall Verdi note that best practice is that their proposed ranges are refined into a single figure.
With this in mind, the following approach is proposed to reflect the differences in viability across South
Warwickshire and acknowledging that these differences are not confined to the District boundaries:



e Zone 1 (Housing Market Value Zones A and B) ~ minimum of 40% affordable housing provision
onsite subject to viability

e Zone 2 (Housing Market Value Zones C and D) ~ minimum of 30% affordable housing provision
onsite subject to viability

5.5 Itis accepted that Zone 2 may be more challenging, but the affordable housing requirement figure
needs to be balanced with the likely limited scale of, and lack of reliance on, development expected to
come forward in these areas to deliver the requirements of the SWLP.

5.6 In respect of the new settlements and Strategic Growth Locations, acknowledging both that
viability is more challenging in the short-term and viability will improve in the longer term, the SWLP will
utilise a range of measures to improve viability and assist in delivery. Whilst the strong preference will be to
work with site promoters to help secure grant funding and/or loan funding to bridge any affordability gap,

If if necessary, consideration may be given to the following:

e Backloading or reprofiling of affordable housing requirements

e Clawback mechanism where a lower affordable housing requirement is agreed
e LPA providing forward-funding of infrastructure provision

e Alterations to the housing size and tenure mix

e Partial off-site commuted sum provision

e Directinvestment and land acquisition by the LPA

5.7 Indeed, as Aspinall Verdi note at Paragraph 9.9 of their report, ‘the levels of grant funding needed
to achieve viability for many of the typologies is not beyond the levels we are seeing for certain schemes in
other locations. With Affordable Homes Programme, Brownfield Housing Fund and Brownfield
Infrastructure and Land Fund grants available in recent years, for example, there has been money made
available to ensure the delivery of new and affordable homes.’

5.8 Additionally, Aspinall Verdi also note, the appraisals are based on current sales values and the
report acknowledges that where low-carbon homes are delivered, there is some research indicating that
there may be an uplift in achieved sales values.

5.9 Aspinall Verdi cite evidence and examples where strategic developments attract a ‘placemaking
premium’. The majority of new homes being delivered across South Warwickshire are on large Strategic
Growth Locations, including two new settlements.

2.17 Strategic developments (e.g. New Towns, Garden Communities, Strategic Urban
Extensions etc), which integrate sustainable living with thoughtfully designed spaces, aspire to
create environments akin to conservation areas. These areas, protected for their architectural or
historic significance, have been shown to attract an average premium of 9% on house prices,
according to LSE’s study (2012). This analysis of over 1 million property transactions and resident
surveys highlights how the placemaking qualities of conservation areas contribute to long-term
value growth.

2.18 Similarly, studies by Savills and RICS in 2016 illustrate the financial impact of investment
in placemaking. Savills’ land value model demonstrated that a 50% increase in placemaking
expenditure can boost land value by 25%, with sales values increasing by up to 30% in well-
designed schemes like Poundbury. RICS further observed that placemaking efforts in low-value
areas can yield premiums of up to 20%, with the highest value growth associated with early delivery
of community infrastructure such as schools, parks, and public spaces.

5.10 It is not considered unreasonable to assume that such premiums will become evident in South
Warwickshire. However, as Aspinall Verdi acknowledge, at Paragraph 2.19, tJhe premium associated with
Strategic Sites, however, often takes time to materialise. It requires the build-out of critical infrastructure,
landscaping, and a sense of community before buyers fully appreciate the quality of the development.



Unlike the immediate value uplift seen with eco-homes, the garden community premium grows as the
development matures, fostering long-term value appreciation.’

5.11 The challenge is that viability is assessed at a point in time. Given the SWLP is a 25-year plan and
the strategic sites will deliver throughout this period, with the bulk of delivery being from the early 2030s,
the proposed approach set out above is reasonable in that is sets out an aspirational requirement for the
life of the plan whilst acknowledging viability challenges in the short term. Indeed, in some instances, the
viability issues may have resolved themselves (i.e. costs stabilised and housing market values improved)
by the time some strategic sites are consented and come on stream.

6. Next Steps

6.1 Aspinall Verdi conclude at Paragraph 9.10, that ‘to some extent, the appraisals represent a “worst
case” scenario. These factors suggest that there may be a route towards viability for some of the more
challenging sites and typologies.’ It is also worth noting the PPG that reminds plan-makers that viability
should not compromise sustainable development and that preparing a plan requires pragmatism and
compromise to achieve a reasonable balance to ensure that development needs in the fullest sense, that
is, affordable homes, infrastructure, place-making - and not just planning by numbers - are met.

6.2 Importantly, the recommendations are presented as target ranges pending further assessment
and evidence development. Given all of the above, it is proposed to continue to understand and to refine
the viability position in the period up-to submission. This includes in respect of older people housing. This
will include further work with our consultants and further engagement with the various site promoters as
well as infrastructure providers to better identify the timing of infrastructure provision and confirm what
other sources of investment may be available. This work will feed into revisions to the Infrastructure
Delivery Plan (IDP) as well the viability policy position of the SWLP.



