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11..  IInnttrroodduuccttiioonn  
  
Adams Integra have been asked by South Gloucestershire Council to produce an 
Economic Viability Assessment, in the light of emerging development plan policy 
and current market conditions, that will support a charging schedule for 
Community Infrastructure Levy. 
 
The Council is preparing to introduce a Community Infrastructure Levy. The 
Government advises that charging authorities will need to strike a balance 
between the desirability of funding infrastructure from the levy and the potential 
effects of the imposition of the levy upon the economic viability of development 
across the area (CLG, November 2010). South Gloucestershire Council, as a 
charging authority, must prepare evidence about the effect of the levy on 
economic viability in the district in order to demonstrate to an independent 
examiner that the proposed levy rates strike an appropriate balance.  
 
The Council requires a viability report to test the viability of its 35% affordable 
housing policy against the optimum rate for a CIL levy on both residential 
development and non-residential uses. The primary purpose of the assessment is 
to establish the optimum CIL levy against the affordable housing policy. 
 
Specifically, the proposal agreed between Adams Integra and the Council stated 
that the study should include the following outcomes: 
 
 An explanation of the methodology used in testing viability, including 

consideration of potential alternative approaches and why these have not 
been utilised and compatibility of the chosen methodology with those used 
in the surrounding sub-region (if different). 

 
 Justifications behind all assumptions made. 

 
 Detailed information about local market evidence used to inform viability 

testing. 
 
 Evidence to support the impact of a range of levels of CIL on each 

category of land use. 
 
 Advice as to the level that CIL should be set at for each category of land 

use in order for it to remain viable should there be reductions in land 
values and development values, and 

 
 Consideration of the potential impact on economic growth/delivery of the 

Council’s Core Strategy vision in setting a potentially different CIL rate(s) 
to those set in the surrounding sub-region. 
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The assessment would be carried out against a range of policy compliant sites, 
along with strategic growth, identified in the December 2011 Core Strategy 
incorporating post-submission changes, in the three New Neighbourhoods of:.: 
 
 Cribbs Patchway 
 Land East of Harry Stoke 
 Yate 

 
The inputs would be based on the following assumptions: 

 
 Affordable housing revenues based on currently applicable levels, with the 

rented tenure being 50:50 affordable rent and social rent. It should be 
noted that this split is indicative and subject to testing for both 
affordability and viability. Further comments on the Council’s affordable 
housing policy are contained below in the Policy section. 

 
 Densities as agreed with the Council. Further detail will be seen in the 

Methodology section. 
 
 Model Level 4 of the Code for Sustainable Homes. 

 
In producing this report, we have had regard to viability guidance that has been 
produced by such organisations as Department of Communities and Local 
Government, RICS and HCA, in addition to the National Planning Policy 
Framework. More recent guidance, however, comes from the Local Housing 
Delivery Group, whose report “Viability Testing Local Plans” was published in June 
2012. We have noted the key principles that are set out in that report and which 
are relevant to a study such as this, namely: 
 
 We should consider the cumulative impact of plan policies. 

 
 Viability cannot guarantee that every development in the plan period will 

be viable. However, plan policies should produce viability for the sites, on 
which the plan is relying. 

 
 A demonstration of viability across time and local geography will be of 

value to local decision making. 
 
 The report is not suggesting that the outcome of a viability assessment 

should dictate individual policy decisions. The role of the assessment is to 
inform decisions made by elected members. 

 
 Viability testing does not require a detailed viability appraisal of every site 

anticipated to come forward over the plan period. Instead, a range of 
appropriate site typologies should be created and tested, reflecting the 
mix of sites, upon which the plan relies. 
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We believe that our methodology complies with the thrust of published guidance. 
 
At this point we should note that the report will refer to development scenarios 
created on what we term “policy compliant” sites. These are explained further 
below but, in essence, they are sites created from appropriate housing numbers 
and mixes to provide a range of viability outcomes; they are not actual sites that 
can be identified on the ground. The use of such methodology is common in 
studies of this nature. 
 
The structure of the report is arranged as follows:  
 
We begin by explaining briefly the nature of the various appendices that are 
attached. We then go on to set out the methodology and assumptions that have 
been adopted, in connection with the residential land uses, including the policy 
compliant sites and the New Neighbourhoods. Under this section we discuss the 
valuation method that is used, together with the assumptions made in respect of 
the different valuation inputs, such as sales values and profit. We also discuss the 
concept of viability and the different ways in which it needs to be considered in 
different circumstances, for example between agricultural, commercial and 
residential existing uses. From this, we propose viability thresholds, being land 
values per hectare, that are used to assess the viability of the specific valuation 
scenarios. 
 
We also discuss the methodology in connection with the non-residential uses and 
the way in which the consideration of viability thresholds varies from the 
residential uses. 
 
Following on from the methodology and assumptions, we discuss our findings in 
relation to the policy compliant and New Neighbourhood sites, before going on to 
discuss the findings from the non-residential sites. We do this by specific 
reference to the attached appendices. At the end of the Findings section, we 
address specifically the issue of the cumulative impact of differing potential policy 
positions on the viability of the sites. 
 
From the findings, we then draw our conclusions and final recommendations. 
 
The full non-residential report then follows on from the residential assessment. 
 
The study is based upon a series of land valuations of theoretical, policy 
compliant sites. We will explore the assumptions made in respect of the sites 
later in the report, but at this stage it is worth noting that we consider these sites 
to be a means of testing viability, without the site-specific issues that can 
obstruct the production of more generic policy. They are not actual sites, but 
there would be a presumption in favour of residential development. To this extent 
they should be considered as speculative housing developments that exclude any 
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specific design requirements or abnormal costs. The applicable criteria for the 
local context are, however, taken into account, for example sales values and build 
costs. 
 
We use the generic term “policy compliant”, therefore, to describe these 
theoretical sites. It is accepted, however, that sites will only be 100% policy 
compliant when they deliver 35% affordable housing to the tenure split and unit 
mix set out in the Strategic Housing Market Assessment 2009, as discussed 
further below. 
 
The purpose of producing the land valuations is to identify land values per 
hectare for different scenarios and compare them with the viability thresholds, 
which are also expressed as sums per hectare. 
 
By way of an introduction to the attached appendices we should point out that, in 
connection with the policy compliant sites, the study is based upon the outcome 
of a series of valuations, each of which reflects a particular scenario, such as unit 
numbers, mixes and proportions of affordable housing. These scenarios were 
agreed with the Council at the outset. The appendices build up, therefore, to 
valuation outcomes, from which we can make assessments of viability.  
 
The study has a reporting date of October 2012. It is in the nature of studies such 
as this to reflect a viability position at a single point in time, whereas policy 
decisions will relate to a much longer timeframe. It is necessary, therefore, to be 
able to adapt any recommendations coming out of the study to differing market 
conditions. In this way the Council will be able to ensure that it receives a fair 
contribution to affordable housing and infrastructure, while also maintaining a 
supply of new housing that will make these contributions. 
 
It is worth affirming that the report’s methodology focuses upon two means of 
assessing viability that merit explanation and qualification at this stage. First, it 
will be seen that we are calculating land values through the residual method of 
valuation. Whilst this is common practice in the context of viability exercises, it 
relies upon a number of inputs, changes to which will result in varying degrees of 
change to the end land value. 
 
Second, we are comparing resultant land values to viability thresholds that 
represent an overview of the value of alternative land uses, in the context of 
notional sites. These viability thresholds are not intended to represent market 
values that might apply to individual developers’ sites.  
 
At this point we should mention some notes and limitations of a report of this 
nature. 
 
We will be discussing viability, partly in terms of policy compliant sites and a 
series of scenarios that result in land values per hectare, applicable to that 
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scenario. These land values give a broad indication of viability; as stated above, 
they are not intended to suggest that land values will be at these levels in all 
specific circumstances. 
 
We will relate land values per hectare, arising from the different scenarios, to 
viability thresholds. These thresholds are expressed as sums per hectare and are 
designed to offer a general overview of potential alternative uses, based upon 
available information. The thresholds will not be applicable to every specific site 
and it is accepted that some negotiation over viability might be required in 
individual circumstances. 
 
Policy compliant sites should be assumed to be speculative developments that 
exclude any unique design or specification items. It is assumed that these will be 
“serviced” sites with no significant off-site infrastructure requirements, such as 
abnormal highways or service reinforcement. We do, however, make allowances 
for wider infrastructure costs for the New Neighbourhoods. 
The individual development scenarios are assessed using a residual land valuation 
process. This is explained more fully later, but it relies upon a series of inputs, 
from which a land value is calculated. It should be borne in mind that the land 
value outcomes are sensitive to changes in these inputs. 
 
In connection with sales values, we will be discussing different geographical 
locations, in connection with sales values that might be applicable to the notional 
sites. 
 
The initial report is concerned with the residential land uses, including the New 
Neighbourhoods. Following on from this is a separate report on the non-
residential uses. 
 
Finally, we should make reference to two previous studies that are relevant to the 
current assessment, these being the West of England Strategic Housing Market 
Assessment 2009 (SHMA) and the Economic Viability Assessment of DVS, 
updated May 2012. The relevant issue from the SHMA relates to the tenure split 
and housing mix of the affordable housing and we make more specific reference 
to this when we discuss affordable housing in the Methodology section below. In 
connection with the DVS report, we have noted the assumptions made and would 
particularly highlight the assumed viability thresholds. These are not dissimilar to 
those assumed for this report but, again, further reference is made to this in the 
Methodology section. 
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22..  WWhhaatt  tthhee  AAppppeennddiicceess  SShhooww  
  
We should make some introductory points in relation to the appendices. 
 
First, in instances where appendices are showing policy compliant land value 
outcomes, these values are expressed in three different ways. The first value is 
the actual land value, assuming a specific number of units at a particular density. 
The second value is the percentage that the land value represents in relation to 
the total revenue, or Gross Development Value. This is often used by the housing 
industry as an approximate measure of a site’s value. The third figure expresses 
the land value per hectare. This allows a direct comparison with the viability 
thresholds. The basis of these is discussed later in the report. 
 
Second, we indicate viability through the use of a “traffic light” system of red, 
orange and green, to allow a quick identification of those scenarios that are 
showing viability (green), those that are not (red) and those that are marginal 
(orange). 
 
Third, we will provide a more detailed description of the background to the 
appendices in the Methodology section. Here, we are simply setting out what the 
appendices contain and how they should be read. 
 
Appendix 1 

This is the tables of housing mixes for the policy compliant sites, assuming 
affordable housing proportions of 30% and 35%. 
 
The unit numbers and densities were agreed with the Council. Each table shows 
the number of units, the density as dwellings per hectare and the resultant land 
area for each scenario. The numbers of each house type, together with its floor 
area, are then shown and these result in total floor areas at the right-hand end of 
the table. 
 
In order to satisfy ourselves that the mixes are reasonable, we have set a site 
coverage parameter of approximately 3,800 square metres of floor area, 
excluding garages, per hectare. The final column of each table shows the actual 
floor area per hectare of each scenario.   
 
Appendix 2 

This is the Value Points table that results from the sales research. The sales 
research considers both newbuild and comparable second hand properties, where 
there is little newbuild evidence. The Value Points table attributes both market 
and affordable housing values to the house types that are used in the subsequent 
appraisals. With regard to market values, the principle of the table is that it 
represents the range of values attributable to each house type as a series of 
Value Points (VP), in this case ranging from VP1 to VP6. The values that result 
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directly from our sales research are shown as VP2 to VP5. VP1 is then showing 
the impact of a fall in values from VP2, while VP6 represents a rise in value over 
VP5. 
 
The Value Points table can, therefore, be used to illustrate not only typical values 
for a location today, but also the viability effect of value movements, either up or 
down. 
 
In addition to market values, the Value Points table also shows our assumed 
revenues for the assumed affordable housing tenures, being shared ownership 
and social rent.   
 
We should point out that the Value Points principle is only used with the policy 
compliant residential sites. For the New Neighbourhoods, we can apply specific 
values to the specific locations. 
 
Appendices 3 to 5 show land value outcomes for different tested scenarios. Each 
of these appendices consists of two tables. The first illustrates viability outcomes 
against an existing agricultural/Greenfield use, while the second, being version 
(a) illustrates viability outcomes against an existing employment use. 
 
Appendix 3 

Shows a table of land valuations for the policy compliant sites at different 
densities and assuming different levels of CIL, with affordable housing at a 
proportion of 35% to the total number of units. For each scenario, we are 
showing three figures, the last of which is the land value per hectare, that we are 
using as the viability test alongside the viability thresholds, or alternative uses. 
 
Appendix 4 

Shows a similar table to Appendix 3, but assumes an affordable housing 
proportion of 30%. 
 
Appendices 5 to 7 

These appendices show tables of housing mixes and values that we have 
assumed for the New Neighbourhood sites. The values include both market 
housing and the affordable housing element. In the Methodology section we offer 
a more detailed explanation as to how we arrived at the figures contained in 
these tables. 
 
Appendix 8 

This appendix includes two tables that show valuation outcomes for the New 
Neighbourhoods, one assuming affordable housing at 35% of the total and the 
other assuming affordable housing at 30% of the total. In both tables, we show 
the build-up to the resultant land values and then compare these to viability 
thresholds. From this we can see the extent to which the land value falls short of 
the threshold or exceeds it.  
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33..  TThhee  PPoolliiccyy  CCoonntteexxtt  

  
We highlight below the main policy documents that have a bearing upon the 
outcomes of this study. 
 
The South Gloucestershire Core Strategy, incorporating Post Submission changes, 
is dated December 2011. Policy CS15 sets out the distribution of new housing, 
including the growth areas identified in the December 2011 Core Strategy, that 
are considered as part of this study. 
 
Policy CS16 seeks to improve the housing mix and achieve design objectives 
through considerations of density, while CS17 seeks to achieve housing diversity 
through an adequate mix of housing, with specific reference to small family 
housing. 
 
Policy CS18 sets out the Council’s requirements in respect of affordable housing, 
seeking a 35% on-site provision on sites of over 10 units in urban areas and over 
5 units in rural areas. The policy position of 35% is subject to viability, in which 
connection the policy goes on to state that “regard is had to any specific factors 
affecting the economic viability of particular site development, including likely 
development costs, existing market conditions and the availability of other 
financial support, with developers demonstrating the validity of such factors.” 
 
The Council’s affordable housing policy seeks a rented provision of 80% social 
rented and 20% shared ownership. Any flexibility on this position, as suggested 
by this report, is considered on a site-by-site basis in accordance with policy 
CS18 and the terms of the National Planning Policy Framework. 
 
We believe that the proposed mix of units for the policy compliant sites, along 
with the assumptions made for the New Neighbourhoods, conform to the 
Council’s policy objectives. 
 
In addition to the Council’s policies, we also need to bear in mind the guidance 
that has been produced in connection with viability testing. 

  
In connection with the intention to introduce a Community Infrastructure Levy, 
the Government advises that charging authorities will need to strike a balance 
between the desirability of funding infrastructure from the levy and the potential 
effects of the imposition of the levy upon the economic viability of development 
across the area (CLG, November 2010). South Gloucestershire Council, as a 
charging authority, must prepare evidence about the effect of the levy on 
economic viability in the district on order to demonstrate to an independent 
examiner that the proposed levy rates strike an appropriate balance.  
 
The National Planning Policy Framework of March 2012 (NPPF) establishes the 
need for viability to be taken into account as part of policy making. In paragraph 
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158 it states that local planning should be based upon adequate, up-to-date and 
relevant evidence, taking full account of relevant market and economic signals. 
Paragraph 173 looks for careful attention to be paid to viability to ensure 
deliverability. To ensure viability, there must be competitive returns to a willing 
landowner and developer. In paragraph 174 it is stated that the cumulative 
impact of local standards should not put the implementation of the plan at serious 
risk. In paragraph 175 the Framework states that Community Infrastructure Levy 
should support and incentivise new development. 
 
Regulations concerning the implementation of Community Infrastructure Levy 
(CIL) are contained in the Regulations produced by CLG in 2010 and updated in 
2011. The summary document is dated November 2010 and makes the following 
comments that are relevant to the study: 
 
“The levy is intended to encourage development by creating a balance between 
collecting revenue to fund infrastructure and ensuring that the rates are not so 
high that they put development across the area at serious risk.” 
 
“These rates should be supported by evidence, such as the economic viability of 
new development and the area’s infrastructure needs.” 
 
“The charging authority can set one standard rate or it can set specific rates for 
different areas and types of development.” 
 
More recent guidance has been provided by the Royal Institution of Chartered 
Surveyors and the Local Housing Delivery Group. We believe that our 
methodology conforms to the suggested methodologies of these studies. 
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44..  MMeetthhooddoollooggyy  
 
In this section we discuss the means by which we have sought to respond to the   
Council’s brief in testing viability across a range of residential scenarios, including 
the New Neighbourhoods. 
 
The first fundamental point to make is that part of the study consists of the 
testing of policy compliant sites. As explained earlier, these are not actual sites, 
but are developed by parameters that have been agreed with the Council. The 
implication of this is that we are creating a series of unit numbers and densities 
that reflect those that might be experienced across the South Gloucestershire 
area. 
 
The advantage of policy compliant sites is that they can be created to represent a 
full spread of scenarios, in such a way that maximises the chances of the 
outcomes reflecting most situations. To rely on actual sites for this part of the 
study would risk the study being based upon a narrow range of scenarios, 
particularly at a time of reduced developments being undertaken. 
 
One of the considerations in assuming policy compliant sites is to ensure that the 
valuation inputs reflect the experience of developers on the ground in the area. 
We have addressed this situation by seeking information from local developers for 
the inputs into the study, as discussed further below. 
 
We go on to discuss the methodology in relation to the policy compliant sites, 
before going on to the New Neighbourhoods. 
 
Housing Numbers 
It was agreed that we would test sites of 9, 14, 35 and 75 units for viability with 
on-site affordable housing, covering both urban and rural scenarios. These 
numbers are designed to reflect the range of developments that might arise 
across the plan area, although they are not intended to include more strategic 
sites, where an element of off-site infrastructure might be required. In addition, 
we have modelled sites of 4 and 9 units, in the context of those sites that would 
fall below the thresholds for on-site affordable housing. In these instances we are 
looking to see how much additional CIL charge could be levied, in the absence of 
any affordable housing contribution, while still maintaining viability. 
 
Appraisal Modelling  
In order to assess the viability of the different sites, we use a valuation toolkit 
that carries out a residual land valuation, the result of which is then compared to 
either existing or alternative land values. The residual appraisal is, essentially, a 
calculation of land value that deducts all anticipated costs of a project from the 
expected revenues to leave a “residue” that will be available for the land 
purchase. It needs to be remembered that this residue will include the costs of 
acquiring and financing the land, so it is the net land figure that is of interest, 
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when comparing to other potential uses for viability purposes. This is discussed 
further below. 
 
The residual land valuation relies upon a series of inputs. These inputs would set 
out: 
 
 The number, mix and floor area of the units to be built. 
 The values attributable to these units, leading to a total sales revenue. 
 The build costs of the units, leading to a total build cost. 
 The professional fees and pre-start site investigations that would be 

required. 
 The finance costs. 
 The required profit. 

 
These inputs should relate to the same moment in time, since many of the values 
will vary with market conditions. 
 
With regard to methodology around the appraisal inputs, we would make the 
following comments: 
 
In order to ascertain the current appropriate levels of the various valuation 
inputs, we made contact with developers who build either in or close to the plan 
area. We conducted telephone discussions with them, focussing primarily upon 
the key valuation inputs of build costs, finance cost, fees and profit. The other 
major input of sales values was covered separately by ourselves as part of the 
market research. 
 
The developer response was limited, but we believe that our experience of these 
studies, together with published data, has allowed us to derive robust inputs for 
the local area. Further engagement with developers is intended following 
publication of this document and in advance of publication of the draft charging 
schedule, prior to public inquiry. 
 
The following headings set out the background to both assessing viability and 
creating the valuation inputs that result in the land values for each scenario. 
 
Viability and Viability Thresholds 
Viability is at the heart of a study such as this and it is, therefore, important that 
we define what we mean by the term.  
 
In essence, viability is the measure by which a project will be judged to be worth 
pursuing. The way in which viability is measured will depend upon individual 
circumstances, which will vary between, for example, a landowner and a 
developer that might be interested in purchasing the land. 
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From the developer’s point of view, the main measure of viability will be the profit 
generated by the project, assuming a specific land value. Sufficient profit is 
required in order to provide an incentive to proceed with a project, while also 
being necessary to attract funding. The attitude of lenders will relate to risk and 
the required profit level will rise and fall with the assessment of that risk. In times 
of economic difficulties, such as we are currently experiencing, there will be a 
perception that sales will be slower and at, possibly, falling levels, with the result 
that more profit is required.  
 
The landowner, on the other hand, has other considerations when deciding to 
bring his land forward for housing, the main ones being an existing use value or 
the value of an alternative use that might receive planning permission. The levels 
of any alternative value will vary, depending upon both locational factors and the 
specific alternative use that might be feasible. 
 
For the purpose of studies such as this, we are basing our assessment of viability 
on the land values that arise from the valuations of the different development 
scenarios. Each scenario will produce a different land value, based upon factors 
such as density, sales values and build costs. If we express the land values, 
produced by the valuations, in terms of sums per hectare, then we can compare 
these to the existing or alternative uses that could apply to the site.  
 
In this connection, we use the term “viability threshold” to describe the point at 
which a land value per hectare exceeds the value of alternative uses. 
 
In order to make viability comparisons with different land uses, we need to 
establish values for the viability thresholds. For the current update study, we 
believe that an agricultural threshold should be proposed, on the assumption that 
a level of future housing supply could come from Greenfield use. In addition, we 
would also suggest that existing residential uses should be given some weight in 
our viability assessments; residential land values are significantly higher than 
most other uses and their potential viability impact needs, therefore, to be 
understood.  
 
With regard to the employment or commercial existing use, we can draw upon 
evidence that has arisen from the commercial part of this study. The latest 
information from the VOA dates from January 2011, at which time they gave an 
industrial land value for Bristol of £800,000 per hectare.  
 
Our own research would indicate that the figure for South Gloucestershire should 
be closer to £1,250,000 per hectare and we would propose, therefore, that we 
use this figure. 
 
We then need to consider the situation where the existing use would be 
agricultural and where there would be no planning alternative to residential. This 
would be particularly applicable to the New Neighbourhood sites. The exception to 
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this would be Cribbs Patchway, where at least part of the site would be on 
existing brownfield land. The difference between agricultural land values and 
residential land values is very significant. At the same time, we need to bear in 
mind the guidance from the NPPF, namely the requirement to provide a fair 
return for a landowner. The owner of agricultural land will look for a significant 
uplift on current value before the land is released for development, in the 
knowledge of potential land values arising from a residential planning permission. 
Furthermore, in the light of the fact that Greenfield sites will require differing 
levels of infrastructure to serve them and will potentially have less certain 
planning outcomes, it is not uncommon for the land purchase agreement to be in 
the form of an option, where the land price is not stipulated at the outset. 
Instead, the price to be paid might be left for agreement once a planning 
permission is obtained. These option agreements will usually set a minimum land 
value to be paid by the developer, such that the landowner is not obliged to 
proceed with a sale below this level. It is usually the case, however, that this 
minimum value is arrived at through negotiation, as opposed to anything more 
scientific. It is therefore difficult to say that any particular value is right or wrong 
in all circumstances.  
 
We do have experience of negotiating these option agreements and have also 
discussed the matter with developers and solicitors, who might be instructed by 
developers. In the light of this, we would propose a viability threshold for existing 
agricultural uses of between £350,000 and £450,000 per hectare. Bearing in 
mind the fact that these viability thresholds reflect the point at which a landowner 
could be expected to part with his land for development, we believe that this is a 
realistic way to reflect the threshold. On the basis that this figure is arrived at 
through negotiation, as opposed to any more scientific method, we have  
considered the New Neighbourhood sites against the threshold of £350,000 per 
hectare, on the basis that the infrastructure requirement is likely to be greater in 
these instances, as opposed to a Greenfield site where much of the required 
infrastructure might already be in place. 
 
In summary, therefore, we would apply the lower agricultural threshold to the 
New Neighbourhoods and the higher agricultural threshold to the policy compliant 
sites. 
 
An analysis of the impact of a residential viability threshold is limited by the fact 
that site-specific issues will have a significant bearing upon the viability outcome. 
For example, if only part of a residential property is being developed, such as a 
section of the rear garden, then the extent of any fall in the value of the 
remainder will depend upon a number of factors. These will include the value and 
condition of the existing property, whether the new development enjoys a 
separate access and the physical impact of the new development upon the 
existing. 
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On the other hand, if the entire property is being redeveloped, then the viability 
of the proposal will be dictated by the value of the existing in relation to the value 
of the completed development. If the existing house is in a good condition in a 
high value location, then viability is likely to be difficult. If the existing property is 
either in a poor condition in a good location, occupies only a small part of the 
site, or both, then the value of the new development in relation to the existing 
will be higher and viability will be improved. In most instances, we believe that 
viability will be better where only a part of a residential property is taken for 
development. 
 
Again, the VOA can offer some guidance as to prevailing levels of residential land 
value. The figures for the closest locations to South Gloucestershire would be: 
 
 Southampton   £1,700,000 per hectare 

 
 Bristol    £2,100,000 per hectare 

 
 Reading   £2,750,000 per hectare 

 
It is possible that, for reasons mentioned above, specific sites might have values 
in excess of these figures, depending largely upon the location, but for the 
purpose of this report, we are proposing a residential viability threshold of 
£2,200,000 per hectare. 
 
In connection with the DVS Economic Viability report, we have noted the 
thresholds that they assumed for employment uses, being £1,482,000 per 
hectare, and for Greenfield sites, being £370,000 per hectare. We do not believe 
that their employment threshold is significantly different from ours; their 
Greenfield/agricultural threshold is lower than that adopted for this report and we 
have referred to this further in connection with our findings later in the report. In 
connection with wider issues around the DVS report, we have noted the 
assumptions and inputs that have been used, but have applied the results of our 
own research and experience to the subject report. 
 
By way of summary, the thresholds that we will use to assess viability in this 
residential section of the report will be: 
 
 Agricultural existing use, policy compliant sites £450,000 per hectare 
 
 Agricultural existing use, New Neighbourhoods £350,000 per hectare 

 
 Commercial/employment existing use  £1,250,000 per hectare 

 
 Residential existing use    £2,200,000 per hectare 
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Later in the report, in the Findings section, we discuss the valuation outcomes 
against these viability thresholds.  
 
We should point out that these viability thresholds are not site valuations in the 
individual uses. A particular site would need to be valued on its own merits, using 
site-specific costs and values. The viability thresholds indicate the land values per 
hectare that, we believe, would need to be achieved in order to persuade 
landowners/developers to release land for development. 
 
These thresholds should not, however, be considered as being set in stone. In 
reality, each site will have its own existing use, dictated by a number of factors, 
which may result in the threshold being higher or lower. This potential variation in 
values needs to be borne in mind when considering the land value outcomes of 
Appendices 3 to 5, against the different viability thresholds. 
 
Profit 
Profit is vitally important to a project, as a means of assessing its viability. Profit 
requirements will vary according to market conditions and current conditions are 
leading to higher profit expectations, particularly from lenders. Since profit is, 
perhaps, most associated with anticipated sales risks, it is common to express it 
as a percentage of the anticipated sales revenue.  
 
On the other hand, sales risk is greater from the market housing than from the 
affordable housing. We adopt, therefore, different profit levels for each sector.  
 
The appraisal model produced by the Homes and Communities Agency is 
commonly used as a tool for carrying out residual land valuations. This assumes 
profit levels of 17.5% for market housing and 6% for affordable housing. With the 
uncertainties in the current market, however, the responses from the developers, 
along with our own experience, indicates that we should be assuming profit levels 
of 20% for market housing, with 6% for the affordable housing. 
 
Densities and Housing Mixes 
It was agreed with the Council that we would test the policy compliant sites at 
densities of 30, 50 and 75 dwellings per hectare, in order to provide a range of 
sites that might come forward in the future. 
 
In formulating the mixes, our methodology has been to set targets for floor area 
per developable hectare and then apply an appropriate mix that sits within this 
floor area. 
 
At Appendix 1 we are attaching tables that show the adopted mixes for the study 
at various densities, together with the assumed floor areas for the different 
housetypes.  
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In drawing up these mixes, we needed to adopt a standard that would allow us to 
say that a particular mix is appropriate for the scenario in question. Since we are 
using land values per hectare as our viability criteria, we are applying the unit 
numbers to sites of specific sizes, dictated by the different densities. For example, 
35 units at our high density level of 75 dwellings per hectare results in a site area 
of 0.47 hectares. On the other hand, 35 units at our low density of 30 dwellings 
per hectare results in a site area of 1.17 hectares. Each density scenario will 
imply, therefore, a different mix of units, as shown in Appendix 1. We need to be 
able to say that a mix of units is reasonable for a site of a particular size and 
density, to avoid a situation where, for example, we might apply the largest 
house type to achieve viability, without knowing whether, in fact, the site will 
accommodate such development.  
 
We adopt a standard, therefore, that relates to the floor area that can reasonably 
be accommodated on a site for a speculative housing development. Through past 
experience and discussions with developers, we believe that it is reasonable to 
base our housing mixes on an accommodation level that averages some 3,800 
square metres per hectare, or 16,560 square feet per acre. The resultant 
accommodation levels per hectare can be seen in the right hand columns of 
Appendix 1. From this, it will be seen that we have adopted a range of 
accommodation levels, from 3,550 square metres per hectare (15,470 square 
feet per acre) on low density sites to 4,163 square metres per hectare (18,142 
square feet per acre) on high density sites. We believe that these levels are 
reasonable to assume for the policy compliant sites, although these figures might 
be higher or lower in specific circumstances, depending upon such matters as 
location and the nature of the surrounding area. 
 
Build Costs 
We asked developers for their views on build costs for both houses and flats, 
excluding abnormals, but including an allowance for prelims costs, and assuming 
Code 3 of the Code for Sustainable Homes. The brief from the Council was to run 
the build costs, assuming Code Level 4, so we have made an additional allowance 
over Code 3 to cover this. We have adopted Code Level 4 for this study, on the 
basis that CIL is not envisaged to be implemented until 2014, at which time it is 
expected that building regulations will demand broadly the equivalent of a Code 
Level 4 specification. 
 
The build costs provided by one major local developer was £1,113 per square 
metre for houses and £1,265 per square metre for flats, assuming Code Level 3. 
  
For studies such as this, it is also common to have regard to the build costs 
produced by BCIS, being a building cost index for a range of property types and 
locations. Whilst this is useful as a guide, we believe that greater reliance can be 
put upon the first-hand experience of developers building in the South 
Gloucestershire area. We set out below, however, the latest build cost figures 
from BCIS for the different house types, being the upper quartile levels that they 
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have recorded from their sample sites. These are weighted by BCIS for 
Gloucestershire. It should be borne in mind that BCIS figures are quoted net of 
externals costs. As a rule of thumb, we add 15% to the costs to cover this item: 
 

 Two storey estate housing  £1,022 per sq m 
 Three storey estate housing  £1,041 per sq m 
 Estate housing terraced   £974 per sq m 
 Flats, 3-5 storey    £1,245 per sq m 

 
For Code 3, we have adopted build costs of £1,113 per square metre for houses 
and £1,265 per square metre for flats. 
 
For the extra costs above Code 3, we referred to the CLG document “Cost of 
Building to the Code for Sustainable Homes Updated Cost Review” dated August 
2011. From this we applied the additional cost to go from Code Level 3 to 4.  
 
The build costs used in each scenario are: 
 
Increased cost of code level 3 to code level 4: Houses: £1,163 per sq m 
       Flats:  £1,315 per sq m 
 
We have used the same base build costs for the New Neighbourhoods, although 
they need to be treated differently in respect of other costs that would apply. 
When we are considering the smaller policy compliant sites, we are assuming a 
serviced parcel of land, that is to say a site that has direct access to an adopted 
highway, with mains services also to hand. This is reflected in the above costs. 
The New Neighbourhoods, on the other hand, are assumed to lack this on-site 
infrastructure, which has to be accounted for, therefore, in the build costs. These 
infrastructure items would, therefore, be the roads and services that would be 
required before a parcel of land could be termed a “serviced” site. We have made 
enquiries into an appropriate allowance for these infrastructure items. As a result, 
we have applied a cost of £550,000 per hectare to an area equating to some 10% 
of the residential land area to take these infrastructure items into account. 
 
We should point out that, in addition to these costs, we have also allowed the 
sum of £1,000 per unit towards potential s106 items, in all the policy compliant 
scenarios.  
        
Other Valuation Inputs 
Other valuation inputs used were: 
 
 Percentage build cost for professional fees:   6% 
 Percentage of sales revenue for sales and marketing costs: 3% 
 Finance rate:        7.0% 
 Build cost contingency:      3% 
 Profit on market housing      20% 
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 Profit on affordable housing       6% 
 
Furthermore, we make an allowance for site surveys, which might include soils, 
topographical and ecology and take the view that a degree of site preparation is 
inevitable before construction of individual units can commence. A separate 
allowance is made for this. 
 
Affordable Housing 
We agreed with the District Council that we would test the various scenarios at 
affordable housing proportions of 30% and 35%, with 35% being the Council’s 
Core Strategy policy position. The affordable element provides for affordable rent, 
social rent and shared ownership units. 
 
We have tested the 30% affordable housing level, in addition to the Council’s 
policy position, since it is in the nature of studies such as these to understand the 
sensitivity of viability to different assumptions, particularly at a time of a weak 
housing market that is emphasising the cost pressures on development. 
 
With regard to affordable housing tenures, we discussed this with officers of the 
District Council, who confirmed their acceptance of the principle of including both 
affordable rent and social rent within the rented tenure. Our assessment has been 
carried out on the basis of a 50:50 split between the rented tenures and is purely 
indicative at this stage, pending the outcome of further work being undertaken by 
the Council, as part of its commitment to explore the affordability and 
deliverability of the range of affordable housing tenure options. We understand 
that this work will focus on affordability, with a view to determining the 
percentage of households in need that would be able to afford affordable rent, 
with reference back to the evidence base, namely the 2009 Strategic Housing 
Market Assessment. We would anticipate that this work would then inform future 
consideration of the rented tenure.  
 
It should be noted, however, that the Council’s affordable housing policy is to 
achieve a ratio of 80:20 social rented to shared ownership, as evidenced by the 
SHMA. Any potential flexibility from this position would be considered on a site by 
site basis, in accordance with policy CS18 and the provisions of the National 
Planning Policy Framework. 
 
We have considered the affordable housing house types alongside the SHMA and 
have allocated affordable housing units, as part of the mixes, broadly in line with 
the type of market housing that is being provided. The market housing will, 
clearly vary with different densities. In this way, a lower density scenario would 
include a higher proportion of larger units, while a high density scenario would 
include a higher proportion of smaller units. 
 
With regard to the affordable units, our methodology involves applying a 
percentage of market value to arrive at a level of revenue per unit that could be 
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expected from a Registered Provider. Following consultation with Council officers 
and local Registered Providers, we have adopted 65% of market value for the 
shared ownership and affordable rent units and 55% of market value for the 
social rented units. We would stress, however, that this is a high level 
assessment that will be taken to a greater level of detail via the Council’s further 
study. The resultant values can be seen as part of the Value Points table, 
attached as Appendix 2. 
 
We have also considered the viability of sites that would fall below the thresholds 
for on-site affordable housing and the extent to which they might be able to 
absorb a CIL charge, in addition to that applied to sites with on-site affordable 
housing. The provision of affordable housing, whether provided on site or by a 
financial contribution, should be seen as a cost to the developer, when compared 
to a scenario with no affordable contribution. In the absence of a contribution, 
due to a site being to small, the developer is able to build 100% market housing, 
with a resultant increased sales revenue.  
 
The application of a CIL charge on these smaller sites would impose a cost in lieu 
of the affordable contribution. We have, therefore, considered an appropriate 
level of cost within viability limits. 
  
Sales Values 
 
Our sales research was carried out between June and August 2012, updated in 
September 2012. It took the form of both online research, mainly from 
Rightmove, and on-the-ground research in the locality. Our priority was to 
research values for newbuild developments across the plan area, since it is these 
developments that would provide a large proportion of the Council’s affordable 
housing stock, whilst also incurring a level of CIL charge. Where there was a lack 
of newbuild evidence, we would consider second-hand properties that had 
recently been built on speculative estates, that would correspond as closely as 
possible to those that form the basis of our valuations, as set out in the tables of 
mixes and numbers, in Appendix 1. The prices quoted to us for the individual 
properties will be asking prices. Our enquiries in respect of the newbuild 
developments revealed that developers would sell at a figure below the asking 
price, especially at the tail-end of a development or if the purchaser was in a 
good position to proceed. Our adopted values, for both the Value Points table and 
the New Neighbourhoods, take this reduction into account. 
 
Our initial comments are in respect of the policy compliant sites. 
 
The CIL regulations allow different levels of CIL to be charged in different 
geographical areas, subject to viability. As part of the sales research, therefore, 
we considered which locations within the plan area might correspond to the 
individual Value Points on the Value Points table. We should point out that, in 
some locations, there is little evidence from which to draw robust conclusions as 
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to prevailing value levels, but we have suggested that the area can be divided 
into broadly urban and other areas, in which the majority of the urban areas 
would fall within our Value Point 3 bracket and other areas would fall into our 
Value Points 4 and 5 brackets. The locations themselves could be more closely 
defined as: 
 

Urban:  Bristol North Fringe 
   Bristol East Fringe 
   Yate and Chipping Sodbury 
 

Other Areas: Remaining areas, including Thornbury 
 
More specifically, this would imply that the main settlements might break down 
as follows between urban and rural: 
 

 Severn Beach   Urban 
 Chipping Sodbury  Urban 
 Emersons Green  Urban 
 Downend   Urban 
 Kingswood   Urban 
 Mangotsfield   Urban 
 Patchway   Urban 
 Yate    Urban 
 Filton/Stoke   Urban 
 Almondsbury   Other  
 Pucklechurch   Other 
 Wickwar   Other 
 Charfield   Other 
 Coalpit Heath   Other 
 Thornbury   Other 
 Frampton Cotterell  Other 
 Acton Turville   Other 
 Marshfield   Other 

 

The sales research builds up to the figures that are shown in the Value Points 
table, attached as Appendix 2. The Value Points table shows the range of values 
that would be applicable to the house types being used in the study. 
 
With regard to sales values attributable to the New Neighbourhoods, these can be 
seen for the individual sites on the tables attached as Appendices 5 to 7. The 
principles of the methodology are the same as for the policy compliant sites, in 
that the values arise from evidence of newbuild developments, discounted from 
asking prices and then backed up through online research as necessary. 
 
We should point out that, at a weak point in the housing market, there is a 
relatively small level of available sales from which to draw value conclusions, 
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especially in some of the smaller settlements. The assessments of value can only 
be a “broad brush” exercise at a point in time and should not be taken as a 
ranking of values between locations, since the data could be affected by specific 
criteria relating to individual properties. It is intended, however, that a broad 
approach across the plan area will iron out any such anomalies. 
 
Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) 
The priority of the Council has been to achieve an affordable housing proportion 
of 35% on site, although we have also tested 30%. In arriving at what we believe 
to be appropriate CIL levels, we have considered the rates applicable to nearby 
authorities but, in the end, it has inevitably been a question of best professional 
judgement to arrive at a rate that would seem viable in most scenarios, from 
which the Council could propose its own level for a charging schedule. 
 
With regard to nearby authorities, our research shows the charges as set out 
below. It should be noted that these levels have not necessarily been adopted at 
this time, but they are all the result of a viability exercise and are at least in a 
draft charging schedule. All the charges relate to residential uses. 
 
 Swindon strategic  £0 per sq m 

 non-strategic  £55 per sq m 
 
 Bath and North-East Somerset £100 to £200 per sq m 

 
 Bristol City    £50 to £70 per sq m 

 
 North Somerset   £10, £40 and £60 

 
 Wiltshire    £70 

 
 Taunton Deane   £0 to £125 

 
New Neighbourhoods 
In addition to the above comments, it is necessary to note the bases upon which 
the appraisals have been carried out for the New Neighbourhoods. Appendices 5 
to 7 show the unit numbers, mixes and values that have been assumed for each 
site. Appendix 8 shows the land value outcomes for each site and also shows the 
main inputs into the valuations, including CIL and S106 costs. 
 
The information for these sites came from a number of sources. In some 
instances, such as at Yate, we were able to look at current planning applications 
for the housing numbers. For Cribbs Patchway and East of Harry Stoke we were 
able to obtain information from both Council officers and the Core Strategy 
section of the Council’s website. Information relating to S106 costs was provided 
by officers of the Council and remains subject to review and negotiation with the 
respective developer partners. 
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55..  TThhee  FFiinnddiinnggss  
  
In this section, we will begin with a consideration of the residential sales market, 
before we consider the findings of the individual appendices, which contain the 
results of our research and valuations.  
 
The Residential Sales Market 

When considering a policy position in relation to CIL, it is important to understand 
the current state of the residential sales market, from which a feel can be gained 
of the potential financial pressures that housebuilders and developers might be 
experiencing. There is much published data about the residential market, but we 
have looked at two of the more significant surveys, being those produced by the 
Royal Institution of Chartered Surveyors (RICS) and the Homes and Communities 
Agency (HCA). It should be borne in mind that these two surveys will be on a 
countrywide basis and will, therefore, mask the more positive situation that is 
sometimes reported for the south of England.  
 
RICS Housing Market Survey July 2012  
 
 The trend in price movements is still negative, the only exception being 

London, which is recording rising prices. 
 
 There is an expectation of price falls in the coming months. 

 
 There is a positive attitude towards future sales numbers. 

 
HCA Housing Market Bulletin July 2012  
 
 The housing market remains steady, with the strongest markets being in 

London and the surrounding areas. 
 
 The UK remains in recession. 

 
 Nationwide say that prices are down by 1.5% over the previous 12 

months. 
 
 Halifax say that prices are 0.5% lower than the same time last year. 

 
 The Land Registry says that prices in England and Wales are up by 0.4% 

over the year. 
 
 The view from Barratts is that revenues are up by 14% on the year. 

 
 Private forward sales are up by 34.6%. 

 
 The pretax profit of Berkeley Group is up by 58% 
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 Positive trading statements were also issued by Persimmon and Bovis 
Homes in July. 

 
We believe that the residential sales market will remain relatively flat for the 
foreseeable future in the South Gloucestershire area. Our assessment of viability 
has assumed sales values as at today’s date. We have not, therefore, assumed 
any growth in sales values in our consideration of appropriate CIL levels. 
 
Appendix 1 - Tables of Housing Mixes 

These tables are designed to illustrate the basis of the valuations for the policy 
compliant sites. They are presented, therefore, as a matter of record, as opposed 
to offering particular findings. 
 
Appendix 2 - Sales Research and Value Points table 

The sales research was carried out across the main settlements of the South 
Gloucestershire area, in order to achieve as broad a cross-section as possible of 
prevailing values. We were wanting, in particular, to identify potential market 
areas, where similar values would apply.  
 
The initial research is carried out at the beginning of the study, since the 
outcomes of this are required for the different valuations. In addition, however, 
we also revisit the information, particularly in relation to newbuild properties, with 
a view to identifying those locations where it might be reasonable to propose 
similar levels of CIL. 
 
The table of Value Points is a distillation of the sales research into value points 1 
to 6. We would repeat the fact that the researched values span VP2 to VP5 for 
each house type, while VP1 represents a fall in values, with VP6 representing a 
corresponding rise in values. In respect of the sales research, therefore, the main 
findings are, firstly the sales values as set out in the Value Points table and, 
secondly, the suggested hierarchy of settlement values, as set out above, but 
repeated below for ease of reference. 
 

 Severn Beach   Urban 
 Chipping Sodbury  Urban 
 Emersons Green  Urban 
 Downend   Urban 
 Kingswood   Urban 
 Mangotsfield   Urban 
 Patchway   Urban 
 Yate    Urban 
 Filton/Stoke   Urban 
 Almondsbury   Other 
 Pucklechurch   Other 
 Wickwar   Other 
 Charfield   Other 
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 Coalpit Heath   Other 
 Thornbury   Other 
 Frampton Cotterell  Other 
 Acton Turville   Other 
 Marshfield   Other 

 
These locations are more particularly shown on the map attached below. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Appendix 3 - Tables of land valuations for policy compliant sites with 

35% affordable housing. 

We should preface our findings in respect of Appendices 3 to 5 by making a 
number of points. First, we generally experience lower viability with the highest 
density sites. We believe that this is due to a couple of factors. The higher 
densities imply a greater proportion of flats, which incur higher build costs. 
Furthermore, we understand that the market for smaller units has been difficult 
during the recession due to the reduced numbers of first time buyers, resulting 
from a lack of mortgage availability. 
 
Second, we should confirm that we are looking at the land value outcomes of 
Appendices 3 to 5 against viability thresholds that need to be treated with a level 
of flexibility, as discussed above. 
 
Third, when we are considering viability against the different Value Points, we 
should relate this to the different geographical locations and values, as identified 
above. In respect of the urban sites, we would be looking for viability from Value 
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Point 3 on the Value Points table, while for the rural sites are looking for viability 
from at least VP4.  
 
With regard to Appendix 3, we are looking at valuations for the different numbers 
of units, at the varying densities, assuming affordable housing at the Council’s 
policy level of 35% of the total number, split 80:20 between rented and shared 
ownership and with the rented element on an indicative split of 50:50 between 
affordable rent and social rent. Build costs are taken at Code Level 4. We are 
showing CIL levels between £40 and £80 per square metre for each scenario. 
 
It will be seen that Value Points 1 and 2 show zero viability. Value Point 3 shows 
a lack of viability at the highest density, but good viability against an agricultural 
threshold at the lowest density, and at all levels of CIL. At VP4 we see good 
viability against both agricultural and employment thresholds from the lowest 
density. Medium density scenarios compare well against an agricultural threshold, 
although they are marginally below the employment threshold.  
 
Appendix 4 

This is similar to Appendix 3, except that the affordable housing proportion is 
reduced to 30%. Again, we see zero viability at VP1 and 2. At VP3 we see good 
viability from the lowest densities, with medium densities showing positive land 
values, but below our adopted agricultural threshold. It should not be assumed, 
however, that these values would result in land not coming forward in every 
instance. Against an employment threshold, we see marginal viability at the 
lowest densities and a lack of viability at the highest densities. 
 
At VP4 the lowest densities show good viability against both an agricultural and 
employment threshold, with medium densities comparing favourably with an 
agricultural threshold and falling marginally below the adopted employment 
threshold. 
 
VP5 shows viability in all scenarios. 
 
Appendices 5 to 7 

These appendices show the bases of the valuations for the New Neighbourhoods. 
These are presented as being the main value inputs into the valuations for the 
New Neighbourhoods, the outcomes of which are shown in Appendix 10. 
 
Appendix 8 

This appendix includes two tables that show the breakdown of the valuations for 
the New Neighbourhoods, the first including affordable housing at 35% and the 
second including affordable housing at 30%.  
 
The tables start by evaluating the residential element of the development, using 
the housing mixes and values from the previous appendices. In all the valuations, 
we have added a CIL charge of £45 per square metre, on the basis that this 
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appeared to be a likely level of charge for the policy compliant sites. Figures for 
S106 contributions were provided by the Council. 
 
We have assumed site areas for the residential uses, based upon information 
obtained from either planning applications or from the application of a density 
level, where no other information was available. The resultant land value is then 
expressed as a sum per hectare of the assumed residential site area. 
 
Where applicable, we have then added a land value for any 
commercial/employment use, for example the 50ha at Cribbs Patchway. This 
would cover such uses as retail, offices and warehousing. We have assumed that 
other uses such as schools and community centres would have been covered by 
the S106 contributions. 
 
The gross land value is then expressed as a sum per gross hectare, being the 
total allocation area of the land, including strategic public open space. We have 
expressed the land value in this way, since we believe that a landowner would be 
seeking a land value against the whole site area that he would be selling for 
development. It does serve, however, to reduce the land value per hectare, with 
the consequent impact upon viability. 
 
We are assessing viability primarily against an agricultural threshold value of 
£350,000 per hectare since, with the exception of part of the Cribbs Patchway 
site, the existing land uses are agricultural.  
 
We have shown the extent to which the calculated land value either exceeds or 
falls short of the total threshold value at £350,000 per hectare.  
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66..  CCoonncclluussiioonnss  
 
1. The background information for this study has been gathered at a low point 

in the housing market cycle, producing a particular picture of viability at a 
single point in time. This should be borne in mind when setting policy in 
connection with Community Infrastructure Levy. 

 
2. Given the point in the residential sales market, at which this study has been 

carried out, we would conclude that there is a need for the Council to be 
aware of future market changes, such that future reviews of CIL might be 
undertaken. The main impact on a developer’s ability to pay a higher or 
lower charge will be any significant changes in sales values. We believe that 
it is, therefore, the sales values for the South Gloucestershire area that 
should be monitored. There is a number of published sources of data on 
house prices, including the Halifax and Nationwide, although we understand 
that these both relate to their own experiences of mortgage advances. 
Furthermore, the figures are only produced on more regional bases. The 
Council might, therefore, consider the Land Registry as an alternative data 
source, where records of completed sales can be obtained, specifically for 
South Gloucestershire. 

 
3. Given the fact that any variation to CIL has to go through a consultation and 

examination process, it might be prudent to think in terms of a review every 
two years, with any new charge being implemented after three years. 
Furthermore, it would be prudent to consider an early review, should the 
building regulations continue to be uplifted towards “zero carbon” in 2016, 
thereby adding additional build cost. 

 
4. The study uses policy compliant, but not actual, sites to form the basis of 

the appraisal modelling, which leads to the land value outcomes, as set out 
in the tables attached as appendices. Whilst, in some instances, these land 
values are very low, this does not indicate that individual specific sites will 
have equally low values. The land values in this report are the result of a 
residual land valuation, in which the outcome is dictated by a series of 
values attributable to a number of valuation input headings. The value of 
individual specific sites will be dictated, not only by a land valuation 
exercise, but also by their attractiveness to a buyer in the open market. 

 
5. Community Infrastructure Levy rates should be set at a level that does not 

test viability to the limit. We need, therefore, to make assessments of the 
likely pressures on development, arising out of particular CIL rates. 

 
6. With regard to the lack of viability at the highest densities, this needs to be 

related to the nature of the likely future housing provision. We are seeing 
progressively better viability at lower densities of around 30dph. The 
weakest viability occurs at 75dph. The Council should consider, therefore, 
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the weight that should be attached to achieving viability at different 
densities, in connection with the anticipated housing supply. 

 
7. The Council’s policy position on affordable housing is to achieve a target of 

35%. Appendix 3 illustrates the impact of a 35% requirement at different 
levels of value and assessed against the different CIL levels. Appendix 4 
then shows the same outcomes for 30% affordable. The relative levels of 
viability between the high and low density scenarios leads us to conclude 
that sites are most likely to come forward in lower density suburban and 
rural locations, which characterise much of South Gloucestershire. 

 
8. We have seen that viability occurs reasonably well at VP4 and in specific 

circumstances at VP3. We have sought, earlier in the report, to allocate 
Value Points to different settlements across the plan area. From this, we 
believe that it is particularly important to achieve viability at a point of at 
least VP3 for the urban areas and VP4 for the rural areas. In connection with 
this, we do not believe that the tables can justify a CIL charge of more than 
£45 per square metre for the urban areas and £70 for the rural areas, 
where affordable housing is provided on site. In order to encourage the 
delivery of future development, particularly on high density brownfield sites 
in lower value locations, where more apartments and smaller dwellings 
might be provided, the Council needs to apply some significant flexibility to 
other costs, 

 
9. We have addressed the potential to secure an additional level of CIL from 

those sites that fall below the policy thresholds for on-site affordable 
provision, in both rural and urban locations. The provision of affordable 
housing is a cost to the developer and the extra CIL charge would allow an 
extra receipt to the Council where the affordable housing is not being 
provided. In this connection, we believe that the Council could consider an 
additional CIL charge of £45 per square metre for those sites that are 
currently not required to make an affordable housing contribution. 

 
10. With regard to the New Neighbourhoods, the tables at Appendix 8 illustrate 

that, in most instances, the land values are showing a shortfall against the 
viability threshold. This needs, however, to be put into some perspective. All 
the New Neighbourhood sites have been assessed with a CIL charge of £45 
per square metre, as proposed across the wider North and East Bristol fringe 
area. If we look at the Heron site at Yate, we see that the worst scenario is 
a shortfall of £863,500 in the land value. This is negligible when compared 
to the market sales revenue. At Cribbs Patchway, the worst deficit of 
£16,000,000 equates to some 2% of the sales revenue. These positions 
have been assessed against a viability threshold of £350,000 per hectare 
and should be seen in the context of the current weak sales market. 
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11. Although the tables at Appendix 8 might show shortfalls in viability, it is 
important to understand that the New Neighbourhoods are at very early 
stages in their development, following the EiP in the summer of 2012. 
Furthermore, there remains much work to be done on the infrastructure 
planning, the New Neighbourhoods will be delivered over a ten-year plus 
timescale and the current assessment is being undertaken at a low point in 
the market. Whilst we cannot anticipate viability performance over this 
period, we do believe it reasonable to conclude that an improvement in 
viability is likely, when compared to the current position. 

 
12. In this connection, we conclude that it is, perhaps, not surprising that some 

of the strategic sites are showing marginal viability, given the lack of 
movement in the housing market, but that relatively small movements in 
the main valuation inputs of values, costs and infrastructure requirements 
could redress the situation. 

 
13. In this connection, it should be recognised that the appraisals have been 

carried out on the basis of Code Level 4, with affordable housing at 30 and 
35%, with the rented tenure divided, on an indicative basis, equally 
between affordable rent and social rent. Cumulatively, these items impose a 
significant extra cost on the development scenarios and this is reflected in 
the viability outcomes. 

 
14. We conclude, however, that the Council should target a residential CIL 

charge of £45 per square metre for both the strategic and urban sites and a 
charge of £70 per square metre in rural areas, but should consider a 
relaxation of some of the other cost requirements, in order to see better 
viability at Value Point 3. For an average 3 bedroom house of 85 square 
metres, this would result in the following charges: 

 
 Communities of the North and East fringe of the Bristol urban area, 

Yate, Chipping Sodbury and Severn Beach: 
£45 per sqm:           £3,825 

 
 

 Other areas: 
     £70 per sqm:       £5,950 
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77..  RReeccoommmmeennddaattiioonnss  ffoorr  RReessiiddeennttiiaall  SSiitteess  
  
We would recommend that the Council should target a Community Infrastructure 
Levy of £45 per square metre for both strategic and urban residential sites, and 
£70 per square metre for rural sites, alongside a consideration of some of the 
other development requirements, as set out above. 
 
In addition, we would recommend that the Council could consider an additional 
CIL charge of £45 per square metre on those sites that fall below the policy 
requirement for an affordable housing contribution. 
 
In the light of the fact that this study has been carried out at a low point in the 
housing market, we would recommend that the Council should seek to be able to 
review the CIL charge regularly. 
 
Proposed residential charges: 
 
 Communities of the North and East 

fringe of the Bristol urban area, 
Yate, Chipping Sodbury and Severn 
Beach:  

£45 per square metre. 
 
 Sites below the affordable housing 

threshold: 
£90 per square metre. 

 
 Other areas:  

£70 per square metre 
  

 Sites below the affordable housing 
threshold: 

£115 per square metre. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Appendix 1

South Gloucestershire

Table of housing mixes. 30% affordable

All units

Assume : per ha per acre

Low 30 12.15

Medium 50 20.24

High 75 30.36

1 b flat 1 b flat 1 b flat 1 b flat 2 b flat 2 b flat 2 b flat 2 b flat 2 b hse 2 b hse 2 b hse 2 b hse 3 b hse 3 b hse 3 b hse 3 b hse 4 b hse 4 b hse 4 b hse 4 b hse 5 b hse

No units Density Land area land area Social Rent Afford Rent

Shared 

Ownership Market Area sqm Social Rent Afford Rent

Shared 

Ownership Market Area sqm Social Rent Afford Rent

Shared 

Ownership Market Area sqm Social Rent Afford Rent

Shared 

Ownership Market Area sqm Social Rent Afford Rent

Shared 

Ownership Market Area sqm Market Area sqm Total No. Total Area Area/ha

dph ha ac sq m

9 30 0.30 0.74 46 65 76 1 85 1 1 4 115 2 160 9 1095 3650

50 0.18 0.44 46 65 1 1 1 4 76 2 85 115 160 9 702 3900

75 0.12 0.30 1 1 1 2 46 4 65 76 85 115 160 9 490 4083

14 30 0.47 1.15 46 65 76 1 1 85 1 1 6 115 4 160 14 1730 3707

50 0.28 0.69 46 65 1 2 1 6 76 4 85 115 160 14 1100 3929

75 0.19 0.46 1 2 1 3 46 7 65 76 85 115 160 14 777 4163

35 30 1.17 2.88 46 65 76 2 3 3 85 1 2 16 115 8 160 35 4145 3553

50 0.70 1.73 46 6 65 1 2 3 11 76 2 3 7 85 115 160 35 2702 3860

75 0.47 1.15 2 3 3 11 46 1 2 13 65 76 85 115 160 35 1914 4101

75 30 2.50 6.18 46 65 2 76 5 5 2 6 85 4 4 27 115 20 160 75 8907 3563

50 1.50 3.71 46 12 65 2 2 1 25 76 7 7 3 16 85 115 160 75 5865 3910

75 1.00 2.47 3 4 2 29 46 6 5 2 24 65 76 85 115 160 75 4153 4153
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Appendix 1

South Gloucestershire

Table of housing mixes  35% affordable

All units

Assume : per ha per acre

Low 30 12.15

Medium 50 20.24

High 75 30.36

1 b flat 1 b flat 1 b flat 1 b flat 1 b hse 1 b hse 2 b flat 2 b flat 2 b flat 2 b flat 2 b hse 2 b hse 2 b hse 2 b hse 3 b hse 3 b hse 3 b hse 3 b hse 4 b hse 4 b hse 4 b hse 4 b hse 5 b hse

No units Density Land area land area Social Rent Afford rent

Shared 

Ownership Market Area sqm Market Affordable Area sqm Social Rent Afford Rent

Shared 

Ownership Market Area sqm Social Rent Afford Rent

Shared 

Ownership Market Area sqm Social Rent Afford Rent

Shared 

Ownership Market Area sqm Social Rent Afford Rent

Shared 

Ownership Market Area sqm Market Area sqm Total No. Total Area Area/ha

dph ha ac sq m

9 30 0.30 0.74 46 65 76 1 85 1 1 4 115 2 160 9 1095 3650

50 0.18 0.44 46 65 1 1 1 4 76 2 85 115 160 9 702 3900

75 0.12 0.30 1 1 1 2 46 4 65 76 85 115 160 9 490 4083

14 30 0.47 1.15 46 65 76 1 1 1 85 1 1 5 115 4 160 14 1700 3643

50 0.28 0.69 46 65 2 2 1 6 76 3 85 115 160 14 1091 3896

75 0.19 0.46 2 2 1 3 46 6 65 76 85 115 160 14 758 4061

35 30 1.17 2.88 46 65 76 2 3 2 85 2 3 15 115 8 160 35 4175 3579

50 0.70 1.73 46 6 65 1 2 2 11 76 3 4 6 85 115 160 35 2711 3873

75 0.47 1.15 3 4 2 11 46 1 2 12 65 76 85 115 160 35 1895 4061

75 30 2.50 6.18 46 65 1 2 3 76 5 5 2 6 85 4 4 25 115 18 160 75 8661 3464

50 1.50 3.71 46 12 65 3 4 2 25 76 7 7 3 12 85 115 160 75 5829 3886

75 1.00 2.47 5 5 3 29 46 6 5 2 20 65 76 85 115 160 75 4077 4077
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Appendix 2 

Value Points Table

Table of values for market housing and affordable at different Value Points (VP)

Social rent at 55% OMV

Affordable rent and shared ownership at 65% market value

Fall in sales Rise in sales

values values

Type Area sq m VP1 Values VP2 Values VP3 Values VP4 Values VP5 Values VP6 Values 

per sq m per sq m per sq m per sq m per sq m per sq m

1 bed flat 46 Market sale £81,000 £1,761 £90,000 £1,957 £100,000 £2,174 £130,000 £2,826 £160,000 £3,478 £176,000 £3,826

Shared ownership 65% OMV £52,650 £58,500 £65,000 £84,500 £104,000 £114,400

Affordable rent at 65% OMV £52,650 £58,500 £65,000 £84,500 £104,000 £114,400

Social Rent 55% OMV £44,550 £49,500 £55,000 £71,500 £88,000 £96,800

2 bed flat 65 Market sale £99,000 £1,523 £110,000 £1,692 £125,000 £1,923 £140,000 £2,154 £180,000 £2,769 £198,000 £3,046

Shared ownership 65% OMV £64,350 £71,500 £81,250 £91,000 £117,000 £128,700

Affordable rent at 65% OMV £64,350 £71,500 £81,250 £91,000 £117,000 £128,700

Social Rent 55% OMV £54,450 £60,500 £68,750 £77,000 £99,000 £108,900

2 bed house 75 Market sale £135,000 £1,800 £150,000 £2,000 £165,000 £2,200 £180,000 £2,400 £220,000 £2,933 £242,000 £3,227

Shared ownership 65% OMV £87,750 £97,500 £107,250 £117,000 £143,000 £157,300

Affordable rent at 65% OMV £87,750 £97,500 £107,250 £117,000 £143,000 £157,300

Social Rent 55% OMV £74,250 £82,500 £90,750 £99,000 £121,000 £133,100

3 bed house 85 Market sale £162,000 £1,906 £180,000 £2,118 £210,000 £2,471 £250,000 £2,941 £290,000 £3,412 £319,000 £3,753

Shared ownership 65% OMV £105,300 £117,000 £136,500 £162,500 £188,500 £207,350

Affordable rent at 65% OMV £105,300 £117,000 £136,500 £162,500 £188,500 £207,350

Social Rent 55% OMV £89,100 £99,000 £115,500 £137,500 £159,500 £175,450

4 bed house 115 Market sale £216,000 £1,878 £240,000 £2,087 £290,000 £2,522 £350,000 £3,043 £400,000 £3,478 £440,000 £3,826

Shared ownership 65% OMV £140,400 £156,000 £188,500 £227,500 £260,000 £286,000

Affordable rent at 65% OMV £140,400 £156,000 £188,500 £227,500 £260,000 £286,000

Social Rent 55% OMV £118,800 £132,000 £159,500 £192,500 £220,000 £242,000

5 bed house 160 £288,000 £1,800 £320,000 £2,000 £390,000 £2,438 £440,000 £2,750 £495,000 £3,094 £544,500 £3,403
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Appendix 3  

Assessed against an agricultural alternative use

Valuations at 35% affordable/Code 4/40% Affordable Rent, 40% Social Rent, 20% Shared Ownership

Affordable rent and shared ownership at 65% OMV, Social Rent at 55% OMV

Figures represent land value/% to GDV/land value per ha

£40 £50 £60 £70 £80 £40 £50 £60 £70 £80 £40 £50 £60 £70 £80 £40 £50 £60 £70 £80 £40 £50 £60 £70 £80 £40 £50 £60 £70 £80

£0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £18,308 £11,385 £4,463 £0 £0 £306,784 £300,070 £293,355 £286,640 £279,925 £604,327 £597,681 £591,035 £584,390 £577,744 £875,842 £869,196 £862,551 £855,905 £849,259 £1,098,726 £1,092,080 £1,085,434 £1,078,789 £1,072,143

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.9% 0.6% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 12.7% 12.4% 12.1% 11.8% 11.5% 21.1% 20.9% 20.6% 20.4% 20.2% 26.9% 26.7% 26.5% 26.3% 26.1% 30.7% 30.5% 30.3% 30.1% 29.9%

£0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £61,026 £37,951 £14,876 £0 £0 £1,022,615 £1,000,232 £977,849 £955,466 £933,084 £2,014,422 £1,992,270 £1,970,118 £1,947,966 £1,925,814 £2,919,473 £2,897,321 £2,875,169 £2,853,017 £2,830,865 £3,662,418 £3,640,266 £3,618,114 £3,595,962 £3,573,810

£0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £68,264 £64,092 £59,921 £55,750 £51,579 £184,972 £180,842 £176,713 £174,327 £170,155 £399,570 £395,524 £391,478 £387,432 £383,386 £523,482 £519,478 £515,473 £511,469 £507,464

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 4.9% 4.6% 4.3% 4.0% 3.7% 11.9% 11.6% 11.4% 11.2% 11.0% 21.4% 21.2% 21.0% 20.8% 20.5% 25.5% 25.3% 25.1% 24.9% 24.7%

£0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £379,243 £356,069 £332,896 £309,722 £286,549 £1,027,622 £1,004,680 £981,738 £968,481 £945,308 £2,219,835 £2,197,357 £2,174,878 £2,152,400 £2,129,921 £2,908,233 £2,885,986 £2,863,740 £2,841,493 £2,819,246

£0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £9,298 £6,174 £3,050 £0 £0 £203,394 £200,301 £197,208 £194,116 £191,023 £291,922 £288,892 £285,861 £282,831 £279,801

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.9% 0.6% 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 15.2% 15.0% 14.8% 14.5% 14.3% 19.9% 19.7% 19.5% 19.2% 19.0%

£0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £77,480 £51,447 £25,414 £0 £0 £1,694,950 £1,669,177 £1,643,404 £1,617,631 £1,591,858 £2,432,684 £2,407,431 £2,382,179 £2,356,927 £2,331,674

£0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £18,889 £8,106 £0 £0 £0 £462,116 £451,656 £441,197 £430,737 £420,277 £901,056 £890,705 £880,353 £870,001 £859,649 £1,315,572 £1,305,220 £1,294,868 £1,284,516 £1,274,164 £1,657,219 £1,646,867 £1,636,515 £1,626,163 £1,615,812

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.6% 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 12.3% 12.1% 11.8% 11.5% 11.2% 20.5% 20.3% 20.0% 19.8% 19.6% 26.3% 26.1% 25.9% 25.7% 25.5% 30.2% 30.0% 29.8% 29.6% 29.4%

£0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £40,476 £17,369 £0 £0 £0 £990,249 £967,835 £945,422 £923,008 £900,595 £1,930,835 £1,908,653 £1,886,470 £1,864,288 £1,842,106 £2,819,082 £2,796,899 £2,774,717 £2,752,535 £2,730,352 £3,551,183 £3,529,001 £3,506,818 £3,484,636 £3,462,454

£0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £90,891 £84,634 £78,377 £72,120 £65,863 £263,996 £257,927 £251,857 £245,788 £244,662 £594,116 £588,110 £582,103 £576,097 £570,090 £790,957 £784,950 £778,943 £772,937 £766,930

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 4.3% 4.0% 3.7% 3.4% 3.1% 11.1% 10.8% 10.6% 10.3% 10.3% 20.8% 20.6% 20.3% 20.1% 19.9% 25.1% 24.9% 24.8% 24.6% 24.4%

£0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £324,610 £302,264 £279,918 £257,572 £235,226 £942,842 £921,166 £899,491 £877,815 £873,792 £2,121,844 £2,100,392 £2,078,940 £2,057,488 £2,036,036 £2,824,845 £2,803,393 £2,781,941 £2,760,488 £2,739,036

£0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £8,194 £3,508 £0 £0 £0 £299,952 £295,407 £290,861 £286,316 £281,771 £442,431 £437,885 £433,340 £428,794 £424,249

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.5% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 14.6% 14.4% 14.2% 14.0% 13.8% 19.6% 19.4% 19.2% 19.0% 18.8%

£0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £43,894 £18,791 £0 £0 £0 £1,606,887 £1,582,537 £1,558,186 £1,533,836 £1,509,486 £2,370,164 £2,345,813 £2,321,463 £2,297,112 £2,272,762

£0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £43,827 £17,684 £0 £0 £0 £1,102,026 £1,076,929 £1,051,831 £1,026,733 £1,001,635 £2,212,249 £2,187,152 £2,162,054 £2,136,956 £2,111,858 £3,228,041 £3,202,943 £3,177,845 £3,152,747 £3,127,649 £4,059,067 £4,033,969 £4,008,871 £3,983,773 £3,958,676

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.6% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 11.9% 11.6% 11.4% 11.1% 10.8% 20.3% 20.1% 19.8% 19.6% 19.4% 26.0% 25.8% 25.6% 25.4% 25.2% 29.7% 29.5% 29.4% 29.2% 29.0%

£0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £37,566 £15,157 £0 £0 £0 £944,594 £923,082 £901,569 £880,057 £858,545 £1,896,214 £1,874,701 £1,853,189 £1,831,677 £1,810,164 £2,766,892 £2,745,379 £2,723,867 £2,702,355 £2,680,842 £3,479,200 £3,457,688 £3,436,175 £3,414,663 £3,393,150

£0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £122,100 £107,093 £92,085 £77,078 £62,070 £601,192 £586,785 £572,377 £557,970 £543,563 £1,419,654 £1,405,247 £1,390,840 £1,376,433 £1,362,026 £1,903,949 £1,889,542 £1,875,134 £1,860,727 £1,846,320

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 2.3% 2.1% 1.8% 1.5% 1.2% 10.1% 9.9% 9.7% 9.4% 9.2% 19.9% 19.7% 19.5% 19.3% 19.1% 24.3% 24.1% 23.9% 23.7% 23.5%

£0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £174,429 £152,990 £131,551 £110,111 £88,672 £858,845 £838,264 £817,682 £797,100 £776,519 £2,028,078 £2,007,496 £1,986,914 £1,966,333 £1,945,751 £2,719,927 £2,699,345 £2,678,764 £2,658,182 £2,637,600

£0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £26,280 £15,092 £3,904 £0 £0 £730,618 £719,877 £709,137 £698,396 £687,655 £1,076,311 £1,065,571 £1,054,830 £1,044,089 £1,033,349

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.6% 0.4% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 14.3% 14.0% 13.8% 13.6% 13.4% 19.1% 18.9% 18.7% 18.5% 18.3%

£0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £56,314 £32,340 £8,365 £0 £0 £1,565,610 £1,542,594 £1,519,578 £1,496,563 £1,473,547 £2,306,382 £2,283,366 £2,260,350 £2,237,334 £2,214,319

£0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £1,979,273 £1,928,702 £1,878,131 £1,827,560 £1,776,989 £4,098,343 £4,047,772 £3,997,201 £3,946,630 £3,896,058 £6,153,248 £6,102,677 £6,052,106 £6,001,535 £5,950,964 £7,802,550 £7,751,979 £7,701,408 £7,650,837 £7,600,266

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 10.4% 10.1% 9.8% 9.6% 9.3% 18.3% 18.1% 17.9% 17.7% 17.4% 24.1% 23.9% 23.7% 23.5% 23.3% 27.8% 27.6% 27.4% 27.3% 27.1%

£0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £791,709 £771,481 £751,252 £731,024 £710,796 £1,639,337 £1,619,109 £1,598,880 £1,578,652 £1,558,423 £2,461,299 £2,441,071 £2,420,842 £2,400,614 £2,380,385 £3,121,020 £3,100,792 £3,080,563 £3,060,335 £3,040,106

£0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £188,361 £159,363 £128,463 £97,562 £66,661 £1,199,235 £1,169,570 £1,139,906 £1,110,241 £1,080,576 £2,894,904 £2,865,239 £2,835,575 £2,805,910 £2,776,245 £3,904,285 £3,874,621 £3,844,956 £3,815,291 £3,785,627

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.7% 1.4% 1.1% 0.9% 0.6% 9.4% 9.2% 8.9% 8.7% 8.5% 18.8% 18.7% 18.5% 18.3% 18.1% 23.1% 22.9% 22.8% 22.6% 22.4%

£0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £125,574 £106,242 £85,642 £65,041 £44,441 £799,490 £779,714 £759,937 £740,161 £720,384 £1,929,936 £1,910,159 £1,890,383 £1,870,607 £1,850,830 £2,602,857 £2,583,080 £2,563,304 £2,543,528 £2,523,751

£0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £1,398,556 £1,377,294 £1,356,033 £1,334,771 £1,313,509 £2,112,270 £2,091,008 £2,069,747 £2,048,485 £2,027,224

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 12.8% 12.6% 12.4% 12.2% 12.0% 17.6% 17.4% 17.2% 17.0% 16.9%

£0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £1,398,556 £1,377,294 £1,356,033 £1,334,771 £1,313,509 £2,112,270 £2,091,008 £2,069,747 £2,048,485 £2,027,224

CIL Cost per sq m

Value Point 2

CIL Cost per sq m

Value Point 3

High

Low

CIL Cost per sq m

Value Point 1

75

Low

9

Medium

High

Medium

High

35

Low

Medium

Number 

of Units

Density

14

Low

Medium

High

CIL Cost per sq m

Value Point 6

CIL Cost per sq m

Value Point 4

CIL Cost per sq m

Value Point 5

Appendix 3



Appendix 3a 

Assessed against an employment alternative use

Valuations at 35% affordable/Code 4/40% Affordable Rent, 40% Social Rent, 20% Shared Ownership

Affordable rent and shared ownership at 65% OMV, Social Rent at 55% OMV

Figures represent land value/% to GDV/land value per ha

£40 £50 £60 £70 £80 £40 £50 £60 £70 £80 £40 £50 £60 £70 £80 £40 £50 £60 £70 £80 £40 £50 £60 £70 £80 £40 £50 £60 £70 £80

£0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £18,308 £11,385 £4,463 £0 £0 £306,784 £300,070 £293,355 £286,640 £279,925 £604,327 £597,681 £591,035 £584,390 £577,744 £875,842 £869,196 £862,551 £855,905 £849,259 £1,098,726 £1,092,080 £1,085,434 £1,078,789 £1,072,143

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.9% 0.6% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 12.7% 12.4% 12.1% 11.8% 11.5% 21.1% 20.9% 20.6% 20.4% 20.2% 26.9% 26.7% 26.5% 26.3% 26.1% 30.7% 30.5% 30.3% 30.1% 29.9%

£0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £61,026 £37,951 £14,876 £0 £0 £1,022,615 £1,000,232 £977,849 £955,466 £933,084 £2,014,422 £1,992,270 £1,970,118 £1,947,966 £1,925,814 £2,919,473 £2,897,321 £2,875,169 £2,853,017 £2,830,865 £3,662,418 £3,640,266 £3,618,114 £3,595,962 £3,573,810

£0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £68,264 £64,092 £59,921 £55,750 £51,579 £184,972 £180,842 £176,713 £174,327 £170,155 £399,570 £395,524 £391,478 £387,432 £383,386 £523,482 £519,478 £515,473 £511,469 £507,464

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 4.9% 4.6% 4.3% 4.0% 3.7% 11.9% 11.6% 11.4% 11.2% 11.0% 21.4% 21.2% 21.0% 20.8% 20.5% 25.5% 25.3% 25.1% 24.9% 24.7%

£0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £379,243 £356,069 £332,896 £309,722 £286,549 £1,027,622 £1,004,680 £981,738 £968,481 £945,308 £2,219,835 £2,197,357 £2,174,878 £2,152,400 £2,129,921 £2,908,233 £2,885,986 £2,863,740 £2,841,493 £2,819,246

£0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £9,298 £6,174 £3,050 £0 £0 £203,394 £200,301 £197,208 £194,116 £191,023 £291,922 £288,892 £285,861 £282,831 £279,801

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.9% 0.6% 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 15.2% 15.0% 14.8% 14.5% 14.3% 19.9% 19.7% 19.5% 19.2% 19.0%

£0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £77,480 £51,447 £25,414 £0 £0 £1,694,950 £1,669,177 £1,643,404 £1,617,631 £1,591,858 £2,432,684 £2,407,431 £2,382,179 £2,356,927 £2,331,674

£0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £18,889 £8,106 £0 £0 £0 £462,116 £451,656 £441,197 £430,737 £420,277 £901,056 £890,705 £880,353 £870,001 £859,649 £1,315,572 £1,305,220 £1,294,868 £1,284,516 £1,274,164 £1,657,219 £1,646,867 £1,636,515 £1,626,163 £1,615,812

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.6% 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 12.3% 12.1% 11.8% 11.5% 11.2% 20.5% 20.3% 20.0% 19.8% 19.6% 26.3% 26.1% 25.9% 25.7% 25.5% 30.2% 30.0% 29.8% 29.6% 29.4%

£0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £40,476 £17,369 £0 £0 £0 £990,249 £967,835 £945,422 £923,008 £900,595 £1,930,835 £1,908,653 £1,886,470 £1,864,288 £1,842,106 £2,819,082 £2,796,899 £2,774,717 £2,752,535 £2,730,352 £3,551,183 £3,529,001 £3,506,818 £3,484,636 £3,462,454

£0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £90,891 £84,634 £78,377 £72,120 £65,863 £263,996 £257,927 £251,857 £245,788 £244,662 £594,116 £588,110 £582,103 £576,097 £570,090 £790,957 £784,950 £778,943 £772,937 £766,930

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 4.3% 4.0% 3.7% 3.4% 3.1% 11.1% 10.8% 10.6% 10.3% 10.3% 20.8% 20.6% 20.3% 20.1% 19.9% 25.1% 24.9% 24.8% 24.6% 24.4%

£0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £324,610 £302,264 £279,918 £257,572 £235,226 £942,842 £921,166 £899,491 £877,815 £873,792 £2,121,844 £2,100,392 £2,078,940 £2,057,488 £2,036,036 £2,824,845 £2,803,393 £2,781,941 £2,760,488 £2,739,036

£0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £8,194 £3,508 £0 £0 £0 £299,952 £295,407 £290,861 £286,316 £281,771 £442,431 £437,885 £433,340 £428,794 £424,249

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.5% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 14.6% 14.4% 14.2% 14.0% 13.8% 19.6% 19.4% 19.2% 19.0% 18.8%

£0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £43,894 £18,791 £0 £0 £0 £1,606,887 £1,582,537 £1,558,186 £1,533,836 £1,509,486 £2,370,164 £2,345,813 £2,321,463 £2,297,112 £2,272,762

£0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £43,827 £17,684 £0 £0 £0 £1,102,026 £1,076,929 £1,051,831 £1,026,733 £1,001,635 £2,212,249 £2,187,152 £2,162,054 £2,136,956 £2,111,858 £3,228,041 £3,202,943 £3,177,845 £3,152,747 £3,127,649 £4,059,067 £4,033,969 £4,008,871 £3,983,773 £3,958,676

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.6% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 11.9% 11.6% 11.4% 11.1% 10.8% 20.3% 20.1% 19.8% 19.6% 19.4% 26.0% 25.8% 25.6% 25.4% 25.2% 29.7% 29.5% 29.4% 29.2% 29.0%

£0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £37,566 £15,157 £0 £0 £0 £944,594 £923,082 £901,569 £880,057 £858,545 £1,896,214 £1,874,701 £1,853,189 £1,831,677 £1,810,164 £2,766,892 £2,745,379 £2,723,867 £2,702,355 £2,680,842 £3,479,200 £3,457,688 £3,436,175 £3,414,663 £3,393,150

£0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £122,100 £107,093 £92,085 £77,078 £62,070 £601,192 £586,785 £572,377 £557,970 £543,563 £1,419,654 £1,405,247 £1,390,840 £1,376,433 £1,362,026 £1,903,949 £1,889,542 £1,875,134 £1,860,727 £1,846,320

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 2.3% 2.1% 1.8% 1.5% 1.2% 10.1% 9.9% 9.7% 9.4% 9.2% 19.9% 19.7% 19.5% 19.3% 19.1% 24.3% 24.1% 23.9% 23.7% 23.5%

£0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £174,429 £152,990 £131,551 £110,111 £88,672 £858,845 £838,264 £817,682 £797,100 £776,519 £2,028,078 £2,007,496 £1,986,914 £1,966,333 £1,945,751 £2,719,927 £2,699,345 £2,678,764 £2,658,182 £2,637,600

£0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £26,280 £15,092 £3,904 £0 £0 £730,618 £719,877 £709,137 £698,396 £687,655 £1,076,311 £1,065,571 £1,054,830 £1,044,089 £1,033,349

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.6% 0.4% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 14.3% 14.0% 13.8% 13.6% 13.4% 19.1% 18.9% 18.7% 18.5% 18.3%

£0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £56,314 £32,340 £8,365 £0 £0 £1,565,610 £1,542,594 £1,519,578 £1,496,563 £1,473,547 £2,306,382 £2,283,366 £2,260,350 £2,237,334 £2,214,319

£0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £1,979,273 £1,928,702 £1,878,131 £1,827,560 £1,776,989 £4,098,343 £4,047,772 £3,997,201 £3,946,630 £3,896,058 £6,153,248 £6,102,677 £6,052,106 £6,001,535 £5,950,964 £7,802,550 £7,751,979 £7,701,408 £7,650,837 £7,600,266

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 10.4% 10.1% 9.8% 9.6% 9.3% 18.3% 18.1% 17.9% 17.7% 17.4% 24.1% 23.9% 23.7% 23.5% 23.3% 27.8% 27.6% 27.4% 27.3% 27.1%

£0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £791,709 £771,481 £751,252 £731,024 £710,796 £1,639,337 £1,619,109 £1,598,880 £1,578,652 £1,558,423 £2,461,299 £2,441,071 £2,420,842 £2,400,614 £2,380,385 £3,121,020 £3,100,792 £3,080,563 £3,060,335 £3,040,106

£0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £188,361 £159,363 £128,463 £97,562 £66,661 £1,199,235 £1,169,570 £1,139,906 £1,110,241 £1,080,576 £2,894,904 £2,865,239 £2,835,575 £2,805,910 £2,776,245 £3,904,285 £3,874,621 £3,844,956 £3,815,291 £3,785,627

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.7% 1.4% 1.1% 0.9% 0.6% 9.4% 9.2% 8.9% 8.7% 8.5% 18.8% 18.7% 18.5% 18.3% 18.1% 23.1% 22.9% 22.8% 22.6% 22.4%

£0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £125,574 £106,242 £85,642 £65,041 £44,441 £799,490 £779,714 £759,937 £740,161 £720,384 £1,929,936 £1,910,159 £1,890,383 £1,870,607 £1,850,830 £2,602,857 £2,583,080 £2,563,304 £2,543,528 £2,523,751

£0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £1,398,556 £1,377,294 £1,356,033 £1,334,771 £1,313,509 £2,112,270 £2,091,008 £2,069,747 £2,048,485 £2,027,224

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 12.8% 12.6% 12.4% 12.2% 12.0% 17.6% 17.4% 17.2% 17.0% 16.9%

£0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £1,398,556 £1,377,294 £1,356,033 £1,334,771 £1,313,509 £2,112,270 £2,091,008 £2,069,747 £2,048,485 £2,027,224

CIL Cost per sq m

Value Point 6

CIL Cost per sq m

Value Point 4

CIL Cost per sq m

Value Point 5

Number 

of Units

Density

14

Low

Medium

High

75

Low

9

Medium

High

Medium

High

35

Low

Medium

High

Low

CIL Cost per sq m

Value Point 1

CIL Cost per sq m

Value Point 2

CIL Cost per sq m

Value Point 3

Appendix 3a



Appendix 4 

Assessed against an agricultural use

Valuations at 30% affordable/Code 4/40% Affordable Rent, 40% Social Rent, 20% Shared Ownership

Affordable rent and shared ownership at 65% OMV, Social Rent at 55% OMV

Figures represent land value/% to GDV/land value per ha

£40 £50 £60 £70 £80 £40 £50 £60 £70 £80 £40 £50 £60 £70 £80 £40 £50 £60 £70 £80 £40 £50 £60 £70 £80 £40 £50 £60 £70 £80

£0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £18,308 £11,385 £4,463 £0 £0 £306,784 £300,070 £293,355 £286,640 £279,925 £604,327 £597,681 £591,035 £584,390 £577,744 £875,842 £869,196 £862,551 £855,905 £849,259 £1,098,726 £1,092,080 £1,085,434 £1,078,789 £1,072,143

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.9% 0.6% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 12.7% 12.4% 12.1% 11.8% 11.5% 21.1% 20.9% 20.6% 20.4% 20.2% 26.9% 26.7% 26.5% 26.3% 26.1% 30.7% 30.5% 30.3% 30.1% 29.9%

£0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £61,026 £37,951 £14,876 £0 £0 £1,022,615 £1,000,232 £977,849 £955,466 £933,084 £2,014,422 £1,992,270 £1,970,118 £1,947,966 £1,925,814 £2,919,473 £2,897,321 £2,875,169 £2,853,017 £2,830,865 £3,662,418 £3,640,266 £3,618,114 £3,595,962 £3,573,810

£0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £68,264 £64,092 £59,921 £55,750 £51,579 £184,972 £180,842 £176,713 £174,327 £170,155 £399,570 £395,524 £391,478 £387,432 £383,386 £523,482 £519,478 £515,473 £511,469 £507,464

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 4.9% 4.6% 4.3% 4.0% 3.7% 11.9% 11.6% 11.4% 11.2% 11.0% 21.4% 21.2% 21.0% 20.8% 20.5% 25.5% 25.3% 25.1% 24.9% 24.7%

£0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £379,243 £356,069 £332,896 £309,722 £286,549 £1,027,622 £1,004,680 £981,738 £968,481 £945,308 £2,219,835 £2,197,357 £2,174,878 £2,152,400 £2,129,921 £2,908,233 £2,885,986 £2,863,740 £2,841,493 £2,819,246

£0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £9,298 £6,174 £3,050 £0 £0 £203,394 £200,301 £197,208 £194,116 £191,023 £291,922 £288,892 £285,861 £282,831 £279,801

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.9% 0.6% 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 15.2% 15.0% 14.8% 14.5% 14.3% 19.9% 19.7% 19.5% 19.2% 19.0%

£0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £77,480 £51,447 £25,414 £0 £0 £1,694,950 £1,669,177 £1,643,404 £1,617,631 £1,591,858 £2,432,684 £2,407,431 £2,382,179 £2,356,927 £2,331,674

£0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £66,309 £54,505 £42,701 £30,897 £19,094 £524,188 £512,856 £501,525 £490,193 £483,849 £991,408 £980,076 £968,744 £957,413 £946,081 £1,422,085 £1,410,753 £1,399,422 £1,388,090 £1,376,759 £1,778,207 £1,766,876 £1,755,544 £1,744,213 £1,732,881

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 2.0% 1.7% 1.3% 1.0% 0.6% 13.3% 13.1% 12.8% 12.5% 12.3% 21.5% 21.2% 21.0% 20.7% 20.5% 27.1% 26.9% 26.7% 26.4% 26.2% 30.8% 30.6% 30.4% 30.2% 30.0%

£0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £142,090 £116,796 £91,502 £66,208 £40,915 £1,123,259 £1,098,977 £1,074,695 £1,050,413 £1,036,820 £2,124,445 £2,100,163 £2,075,881 £2,051,599 £2,027,317 £3,047,325 £3,023,043 £2,998,761 £2,974,479 £2,950,197 £3,810,444 £3,786,162 £3,761,880 £3,737,598 £3,713,316

£0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £144,563 £137,552 £130,541 £123,530 £116,518 £335,968 £329,167 £322,366 £315,565 £308,764 £674,156 £667,426 £660,695 £653,964 £647,233 £880,434 £873,703 £866,973 £860,242 £853,511

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 6.4% 6.1% 5.8% 5.5% 5.2% 13.3% 13.0% 12.7% 12.5% 12.2% 22.2% 22.0% 21.8% 21.6% 21.4% 26.4% 26.2% 26.0% 25.8% 25.6%

£0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £516,298 £491,258 £466,218 £441,177 £416,137 £1,199,886 £1,175,597 £1,151,308 £1,127,019 £1,102,730 £2,407,701 £2,383,663 £2,359,624 £2,335,586 £2,311,547 £3,144,408 £3,120,369 £3,096,330 £3,072,292 £3,048,253

£0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £16,945 £11,682 £6,419 £1,156 £0 £321,746 £316,641 £311,536 £306,431 £301,326 £469,111 £464,006 £458,901 £453,796 £448,691

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.0% 0.7% 0.4% 0.1% 0.0% 15.0% 14.8% 14.6% 14.3% 14.1% 19.9% 19.7% 19.5% 19.3% 19.1%

£0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £90,777 £62,583 £34,389 £6,195 £0 £1,723,639 £1,696,291 £1,668,943 £1,641,595 £1,614,247 £2,513,092 £2,485,744 £2,458,396 £2,431,048 £2,403,700

£0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £97,587 £70,443 £43,299 £16,155 £0 £1,154,334 £1,128,275 £1,102,217 £1,076,159 £1,050,101 £2,267,413 £2,241,355 £2,215,297 £2,189,238 £2,163,180 £3,288,950 £3,262,892 £3,236,834 £3,210,776 £3,184,717 £4,123,059 £4,097,000 £4,070,942 £4,044,884 £4,018,826

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.3% 0.9% 0.6% 0.2% 0.0% 12.4% 12.1% 11.8% 11.5% 11.3% 20.6% 20.4% 20.2% 19.9% 19.7% 26.3% 26.1% 25.9% 25.6% 25.4% 29.9% 29.7% 29.6% 29.4% 29.2%

£0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £83,646 £60,380 £37,114 £13,847 £0 £989,429 £967,093 £944,758 £922,422 £900,086 £1,943,497 £1,921,161 £1,898,826 £1,876,490 £1,854,154 £2,819,100 £2,796,765 £2,774,429 £2,752,093 £2,729,758 £3,534,050 £3,511,715 £3,489,379 £3,467,043 £3,444,708

£0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £158,126 £142,379 £126,632 £110,885 £95,138 £633,732 £618,615 £603,498 £588,381 £573,264 £1,460,831 £1,445,714 £1,430,596 £1,415,479 £1,400,362 £1,948,396 £1,933,279 £1,918,162 £1,903,044 £1,887,927

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 3.0% 2.7% 2.4% 2.1% 1.8% 10.6% 10.3% 10.1% 9.8% 9.6% 20.2% 20.0% 19.8% 19.6% 19.4% 24.5% 24.3% 24.1% 23.9% 23.7%

£0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £225,894 £203,398 £180,903 £158,407 £135,911 £905,332 £883,736 £862,140 £840,544 £818,948 £2,086,901 £2,065,305 £2,043,709 £2,022,113 £2,000,517 £2,783,423 £2,761,827 £2,740,231 £2,718,635 £2,697,039

£0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £34,644 £22,891 £11,137 £0 £0 £751,556 £740,272 £728,989 £717,705 £706,422 £1,101,990 £1,090,706 £1,079,423 £1,068,139 £1,056,856

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.8% 0.6% 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 14.4% 14.2% 14.0% 13.8% 13.5% 19.2% 19.0% 18.8% 18.6% 18.4%

£0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £74,238 £49,052 £23,865 £0 £0 £1,610,477 £1,586,298 £1,562,119 £1,537,940 £1,513,760 £2,361,407 £2,337,228 £2,313,049 £2,288,870 £2,264,691

£0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £41,356 £0 £0 £0 £0 £2,220,033 £2,165,023 £2,110,012 £2,055,001 £1,999,991 £4,447,692 £4,392,681 £4,337,670 £4,282,660 £4,227,649 £6,558,051 £6,503,041 £6,448,030 £6,393,019 £6,338,009 £8,277,322 £8,222,311 £8,167,301 £8,112,290 £8,057,279

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 11.1% 10.8% 10.5% 10.3% 10.0% 18.9% 18.7% 18.5% 18.2% 18.0% 24.5% 24.3% 24.1% 23.9% 23.7% 28.1% 27.9% 27.7% 27.6% 27.4%

£0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £16,542 £0 £0 £0 £0 £888,013 £866,009 £844,005 £822,001 £799,996 £1,779,077 £1,757,072 £1,735,068 £1,713,064 £1,691,060 £2,623,221 £2,601,216 £2,579,212 £2,557,208 £2,535,203 £3,310,929 £3,288,925 £3,266,920 £3,244,916 £3,222,912

£0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £343,310 £310,564 £277,817 £245,070 £216,702 £1,427,649 £1,395,240 £1,362,831 £1,330,421 £1,298,012 £3,147,695 £3,115,286 £3,082,877 £3,050,468 £3,018,059 £4,187,887 £4,155,478 £4,123,069 £4,090,660 £4,058,251

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 2.9% 2.7% 2.4% 2.1% 1.9% 10.7% 10.5% 10.2% 10.0% 9.7% 19.7% 19.5% 19.3% 19.1% 18.9% 23.8% 23.7% 23.5% 23.3% 23.1%

£0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £228,874 £207,042 £185,211 £163,380 £144,468 £951,766 £930,160 £908,554 £886,948 £865,342 £2,098,463 £2,076,857 £2,055,251 £2,033,645 £2,012,039 £2,791,925 £2,770,319 £2,748,713 £2,727,107 £2,705,501

£0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £1,454,151 £1,430,791 £1,407,430 £1,384,070 £1,360,709 £2,183,789 £2,160,429 £2,137,069 £2,113,708 £2,090,348

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 12.9% 12.7% 12.5% 12.3% 12.1% 17.6% 17.4% 17.3% 17.1% 16.9%

£0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £1,454,151 £1,430,791 £1,407,430 £1,384,070 £1,360,709 £2,183,789 £2,160,429 £2,137,069 £2,113,708 £2,090,348

CIL Cost per sq m

Value Point 2

CIL Cost per sq m

Value Point 3

High

Low

CIL Cost per sq m

Value Point 1

75

Low

9

Medium

High

Medium

High

35

Low

Medium

Number 

of Units

Density

14

Low

Medium

High

CIL Cost per sq m

Value Point 6

CIL Cost per sq m

Value Point 4

CIL Cost per sq m

Value Point 5
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Appendix 4a 

Assessed against an employment use

Valuations at 30% affordable/Code 4/40% Affordable Rent, 40% Social Rent, 20% Shared Ownership

Affordable rent and shared ownership at 65% OMV, Social Rent at 55% OMV

Figures represent land value/% to GDV/land value per ha

£40 £50 £60 £70 £80 £40 £50 £60 £70 £80 £40 £50 £60 £70 £80 £40 £50 £60 £70 £80 £40 £50 £60 £70 £80 £40 £50 £60 £70 £80

£0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £18,308 £11,385 £4,463 £0 £0 £306,784 £300,070 £293,355 £286,640 £279,925 £604,327 £597,681 £591,035 £584,390 £577,744 £875,842 £869,196 £862,551 £855,905 £849,259 £1,098,726 £1,092,080 £1,085,434 £1,078,789 £1,072,143

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.9% 0.6% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 12.7% 12.4% 12.1% 11.8% 11.5% 21.1% 20.9% 20.6% 20.4% 20.2% 26.9% 26.7% 26.5% 26.3% 26.1% 30.7% 30.5% 30.3% 30.1% 29.9%

£0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £61,026 £37,951 £14,876 £0 £0 £1,022,615 £1,000,232 £977,849 £955,466 £933,084 £2,014,422 £1,992,270 £1,970,118 £1,947,966 £1,925,814 £2,919,473 £2,897,321 £2,875,169 £2,853,017 £2,830,865 £3,662,418 £3,640,266 £3,618,114 £3,595,962 £3,573,810

£0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £68,264 £64,092 £59,921 £55,750 £51,579 £184,972 £180,842 £176,713 £174,327 £170,155 £399,570 £395,524 £391,478 £387,432 £383,386 £523,482 £519,478 £515,473 £511,469 £507,464

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 4.9% 4.6% 4.3% 4.0% 3.7% 11.9% 11.6% 11.4% 11.2% 11.0% 21.4% 21.2% 21.0% 20.8% 20.5% 25.5% 25.3% 25.1% 24.9% 24.7%

£0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £379,243 £356,069 £332,896 £309,722 £286,549 £1,027,622 £1,004,680 £981,738 £968,481 £945,308 £2,219,835 £2,197,357 £2,174,878 £2,152,400 £2,129,921 £2,908,233 £2,885,986 £2,863,740 £2,841,493 £2,819,246

£0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £9,298 £6,174 £3,050 £0 £0 £203,394 £200,301 £197,208 £194,116 £191,023 £291,922 £288,892 £285,861 £282,831 £279,801

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.9% 0.6% 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 15.2% 15.0% 14.8% 14.5% 14.3% 19.9% 19.7% 19.5% 19.2% 19.0%

£0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £77,480 £51,447 £25,414 £0 £0 £1,694,950 £1,669,177 £1,643,404 £1,617,631 £1,591,858 £2,432,684 £2,407,431 £2,382,179 £2,356,927 £2,331,674

£0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £66,309 £54,505 £42,701 £30,897 £19,094 £524,188 £512,856 £501,525 £490,193 £483,849 £991,408 £980,076 £968,744 £957,413 £946,081 £1,422,085 £1,410,753 £1,399,422 £1,388,090 £1,376,759 £1,778,207 £1,766,876 £1,755,544 £1,744,213 £1,732,881

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 2.0% 1.7% 1.3% 1.0% 0.6% 13.3% 13.1% 12.8% 12.5% 12.3% 21.5% 21.2% 21.0% 20.7% 20.5% 27.1% 26.9% 26.7% 26.4% 26.2% 30.8% 30.6% 30.4% 30.2% 30.0%

£0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £142,090 £116,796 £91,502 £66,208 £40,915 £1,123,259 £1,098,977 £1,074,695 £1,050,413 £1,036,820 £2,124,445 £2,100,163 £2,075,881 £2,051,599 £2,027,317 £3,047,325 £3,023,043 £2,998,761 £2,974,479 £2,950,197 £3,810,444 £3,786,162 £3,761,880 £3,737,598 £3,713,316

£0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £144,563 £137,552 £130,541 £123,530 £116,518 £335,968 £329,167 £322,366 £315,565 £308,764 £674,156 £667,426 £660,695 £653,964 £647,233 £880,434 £873,703 £866,973 £860,242 £853,511

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 6.4% 6.1% 5.8% 5.5% 5.2% 13.3% 13.0% 12.7% 12.5% 12.2% 22.2% 22.0% 21.8% 21.6% 21.4% 26.4% 26.2% 26.0% 25.8% 25.6%

£0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £516,298 £491,258 £466,218 £441,177 £416,137 £1,199,886 £1,175,597 £1,151,308 £1,127,019 £1,102,730 £2,407,701 £2,383,663 £2,359,624 £2,335,586 £2,311,547 £3,144,408 £3,120,369 £3,096,330 £3,072,292 £3,048,253

£0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £16,945 £11,682 £6,419 £1,156 £0 £321,746 £316,641 £311,536 £306,431 £301,326 £469,111 £464,006 £458,901 £453,796 £448,691

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.0% 0.7% 0.4% 0.1% 0.0% 15.0% 14.8% 14.6% 14.3% 14.1% 19.9% 19.7% 19.5% 19.3% 19.1%

£0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £90,777 £62,583 £34,389 £6,195 £0 £1,723,639 £1,696,291 £1,668,943 £1,641,595 £1,614,247 £2,513,092 £2,485,744 £2,458,396 £2,431,048 £2,403,700

£0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £97,587 £70,443 £43,299 £16,155 £0 £1,154,334 £1,128,275 £1,102,217 £1,076,159 £1,050,101 £2,267,413 £2,241,355 £2,215,297 £2,189,238 £2,163,180 £3,288,950 £3,262,892 £3,236,834 £3,210,776 £3,184,717 £4,123,059 £4,097,000 £4,070,942 £4,044,884 £4,018,826

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.3% 0.9% 0.6% 0.2% 0.0% 12.4% 12.1% 11.8% 11.5% 11.3% 20.6% 20.4% 20.2% 19.9% 19.7% 26.3% 26.1% 25.9% 25.6% 25.4% 29.9% 29.7% 29.6% 29.4% 29.2%

£0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £83,646 £60,380 £37,114 £13,847 £0 £989,429 £967,093 £944,758 £922,422 £900,086 £1,943,497 £1,921,161 £1,898,826 £1,876,490 £1,854,154 £2,819,100 £2,796,765 £2,774,429 £2,752,093 £2,729,758 £3,534,050 £3,511,715 £3,489,379 £3,467,043 £3,444,708

£0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £158,126 £142,379 £126,632 £110,885 £95,138 £633,732 £618,615 £603,498 £588,381 £573,264 £1,460,831 £1,445,714 £1,430,596 £1,415,479 £1,400,362 £1,948,396 £1,933,279 £1,918,162 £1,903,044 £1,887,927

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 3.0% 2.7% 2.4% 2.1% 1.8% 10.6% 10.3% 10.1% 9.8% 9.6% 20.2% 20.0% 19.8% 19.6% 19.4% 24.5% 24.3% 24.1% 23.9% 23.7%

£0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £225,894 £203,398 £180,903 £158,407 £135,911 £905,332 £883,736 £862,140 £840,544 £818,948 £2,086,901 £2,065,305 £2,043,709 £2,022,113 £2,000,517 £2,783,423 £2,761,827 £2,740,231 £2,718,635 £2,697,039

£0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £34,644 £22,891 £11,137 £0 £0 £751,556 £740,272 £728,989 £717,705 £706,422 £1,101,990 £1,090,706 £1,079,423 £1,068,139 £1,056,856

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.8% 0.6% 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 14.4% 14.2% 14.0% 13.8% 13.5% 19.2% 19.0% 18.8% 18.6% 18.4%

£0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £74,238 £49,052 £23,865 £0 £0 £1,610,477 £1,586,298 £1,562,119 £1,537,940 £1,513,760 £2,361,407 £2,337,228 £2,313,049 £2,288,870 £2,264,691

£0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £41,356 £0 £0 £0 £0 £2,220,033 £2,165,023 £2,110,012 £2,055,001 £1,999,991 £4,447,692 £4,392,681 £4,337,670 £4,282,660 £4,227,649 £6,558,051 £6,503,041 £6,448,030 £6,393,019 £6,338,009 £8,277,322 £8,222,311 £8,167,301 £8,112,290 £8,057,279

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 11.1% 10.8% 10.5% 10.3% 10.0% 18.9% 18.7% 18.5% 18.2% 18.0% 24.5% 24.3% 24.1% 23.9% 23.7% 28.1% 27.9% 27.7% 27.6% 27.4%

£0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £16,542 £0 £0 £0 £0 £888,013 £866,009 £844,005 £822,001 £799,996 £1,779,077 £1,757,072 £1,735,068 £1,713,064 £1,691,060 £2,623,221 £2,601,216 £2,579,212 £2,557,208 £2,535,203 £3,310,929 £3,288,925 £3,266,920 £3,244,916 £3,222,912

£0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £343,310 £310,564 £277,817 £245,070 £216,702 £1,427,649 £1,395,240 £1,362,831 £1,330,421 £1,298,012 £3,147,695 £3,115,286 £3,082,877 £3,050,468 £3,018,059 £4,187,887 £4,155,478 £4,123,069 £4,090,660 £4,058,251

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 2.9% 2.7% 2.4% 2.1% 1.9% 10.7% 10.5% 10.2% 10.0% 9.7% 19.7% 19.5% 19.3% 19.1% 18.9% 23.8% 23.7% 23.5% 23.3% 23.1%

£0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £228,874 £207,042 £185,211 £163,380 £144,468 £951,766 £930,160 £908,554 £886,948 £865,342 £2,098,463 £2,076,857 £2,055,251 £2,033,645 £2,012,039 £2,791,925 £2,770,319 £2,748,713 £2,727,107 £2,705,501

£0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £1,454,151 £1,430,791 £1,407,430 £1,384,070 £1,360,709 £2,183,789 £2,160,429 £2,137,069 £2,113,708 £2,090,348

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 12.9% 12.7% 12.5% 12.3% 12.1% 17.6% 17.4% 17.3% 17.1% 16.9%

£0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £1,454,151 £1,430,791 £1,407,430 £1,384,070 £1,360,709 £2,183,789 £2,160,429 £2,137,069 £2,113,708 £2,090,348

CIL Cost per sq m

Value Point 6

CIL Cost per sq m

Value Point 4

CIL Cost per sq m

Value Point 5

Number 

of Units

Density

14

Low

Medium

High

75

Low

9

Medium

High

Medium

High

35

Low

Medium

High

Low

CIL Cost per sq m

Value Point 1

CIL Cost per sq m

Value Point 2

CIL Cost per sq m

Value Point 3
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Appendix 5

Cribbs Patchway Social rent at 55% market value*

5700 dwellings on assumed developable area of 127ha

Assumed mix and values

Gross site area (ha) 

Assumed residential net area 127

35% Affordable Housing

Value per 

sq m

1 bed flat 250 46 11,500 £115,000 £2,500 £28,750,000

2 bed flat 650 65 42,250 £135,000 £2,077 £87,750,000

2 bed house 960 76 72,960 £180,000 £2,368 £172,800,000

3 bed house 926 85 78,710 £215,000 £2,529 £199,090,000

4 bed house 700 115 80,500 £290,000 £2,522 £203,000,000

5 bed house 220 160 35,200 £390,000 £2,438 £85,800,000

Totals 3,706 321,120 £777,190,000

Affordable Housing Mixes

Value

per sq m

1 bed flat 46 0 £115,000 £63,250 £1,375 £0

2 bed flat 275 65 17,875 £135,000 £74,250 £1,142 £20,418,750

2 bed house 322 76 24,472 £180,000 £99,000 £1,303 £31,878,000

3 bed house 165 90 14,850 £215,000 £118,250 £1,314 £19,511,250

4 bed house 35 108 3,780 £270,000 £148,500 £1,375 £5,197,500

5 bed house 160 0 £390,000 £214,500 £1,341 £0

Totals 797 60,977 £77,005,500

Shared ownership 65% Market Value

and affordable rent Value per sq m

1 bed flat 117 46 5,382 £115,000 £74,750 £1,625 £8,745,750

2 bed flat 408 65 26,520 £135,000 £87,750 £1,350 £35,802,000

2 bed house 436 76 33,136 £180,000 £117,000 £1,539 £51,012,000

3 bed house 200 90 18,000 £215,000 £139,750 £1,553 £27,950,000

4 bed house 36 108 3,888 £270,000 £175,500 £1,625 £6,318,000

5 bed house 0 160 0 £390,000 £253,500 £1,584 £0

Totals 1,197 86,926 £129,827,750

Coverage per ha

sq m 3693

Commercial land

assume: 50ha @ £1,250,000 = £62,500,000

* See South Gloucestershire email 8th August 2012

Area sq m Total Area Unit Value Total ValueMarket Housing Number

Social Rent Number Total Value

Number Area sq m Total Area

Market 

Value

Total Value

Market 

Value

55% Market 

Value

Area sq m Total Area
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Appendix 5

Cribbs Patchway Social rent at 55% market value*

Assumed mix and values

30% Affordable Housing

Value per 

sq m

1 bed flat 300 46 13,800 £115,000 £2,500 £34,500,000

2 bed flat 754 65 49,010 £135,000 £2,077 £101,790,000

2 bed house 960 76 72,960 £180,000 £2,368 £172,800,000

3 bed house 976 85 82,960 £215,000 £2,529 £209,840,000

4 bed house 750 115 86,250 £290,000 £2,522 £217,500,000

5 bed house 250 160 40,000 £390,000 £2,438 £97,500,000

Totals 3,990 344,980 £833,930,000

Affordable Housing Mixes

55% Market Value

Value per sq m

1 bed flat 46 0 £115,000 £63,250 £1,375 £0

2 bed flat 310 65 20,150 £135,000 £74,250 £1,142 £23,017,500

2 bed house 224 76 17,024 £180,000 £99,000 £1,303 £22,176,000

3 bed house 115 90 10,350 £215,000 £118,250 £1,314 £13,598,750

4 bed house 35 108 3,780 £270,000 £148,500 £1,375 £5,197,500

5 bed house 160 0 £390,000 £214,500 £1,341 £0

Totals 684 51,304 £63,989,750

Shared ownership 65% Market Value

and affordable rent Value per sq m

1 bed flat 107 46 4,922 £115,000 £74,750 £1,625 £7,998,250

2 bed flat 413 65 26,845 £135,000 £87,750 £1,350 £36,240,750

2 bed house 324 76 24,624 £180,000 £117,000 £1,539 £37,908,000

3 bed house 147 90 13,230 £215,000 £139,750 £1,553 £20,543,250

4 bed house 35 108 3,780 £270,000 £175,500 £1,625 £6,142,500

5 bed house 0 160 0 £390,000 £253,500 £1,584 £0

Totals 1,026 73,401 £108,832,750

Coverage per ha

sq m 3698

Commercial land

assume: 50ha @ £1,250,000 = £62,500,000

* See South Gloucestershire email 8th August 2012

Market 

Value

Market Housing Number

Social rent Number Area sq m Total Area

Area sq m

Area sq mNumber

Total Value

Total Value

Market 

Value

Total Area

Total Area Unit Value Total Value
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Appendix 6

East of Harry Stoke Social rent at 55% market value*

2000 dwellings on assumed developable area of 44.4ha

Assumed mix and values

Gross site area (ha) 

Assumed residential net area 44.4

35% Affordable Housing

Value per 

sq m

1 bed flat 108 46 4,968 £115,000 £2,500 £12,420,000

2 bed flat 148 65 9,620 £135,000 £2,077 £19,980,000

2 bed house 410 76 31,160 £180,000 £2,368 £73,800,000

3 bed house 441 85 37,485 £215,000 £2,529 £94,815,000

4 bed house 110 115 12,650 £290,000 £2,522 £31,900,000

5 bed house 83 160 13,280 £390,000 £2,438 £32,370,000

Totals 1,300 109,163 £265,285,000

Affordable Housing Mixes

55% Market Value

Value per sq m

1 bed flat 46 0 £115,000 £63,250 £1,375 £0

2 bed flat 95 65 6,175 £135,000 £74,250 £1,142 £7,053,750

2 bed house 78 76 5,928 £180,000 £99,000 £1,303 £7,722,000

3 bed house 87 90 7,830 £215,000 £118,250 £1,314 £10,287,750

4 bed house 40 108 4,320 £270,000 £148,500 £1,375 £5,940,000

5 bed house 160 0 £390,000 £214,500 £1,341 £0

Totals 300 24,253 £31,003,500

Shared Ownership 65% Market Value

and Affordable Rent Value per sq m

1 bed flat 23 46 1,058 £115,000 £74,750 £1,625 £1,719,250

2 bed flat 156 65 10,140 £135,000 £87,750 £1,350 £13,689,000

2 bed house 121 76 9,196 £180,000 £117,000 £1,539 £14,157,000

3 bed house 100 90 9,000 £215,000 £139,750 £1,553 £13,975,000

4 bed house 0 108 0 £270,000 £175,500 £1,625 £0

5 bed house 0 160 0 £390,000 £253,500 £1,584 £0

Totals 400 29,394 £43,540,250

Coverage per ha

sq m 3667

*See South Gloucestershire email 8th August 2012

Area sq m

Total Value

Number Area sq m Total Area Market value Total Value

Total Area Unit Value Total Value

Social Rent Number Area sq m Total Area Market Value

Market Housing Number
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Appendix 6

East of Harry Stoke Social rent at 55% market value*

Assumed mix and values

Gross site area (ha) 44.4

30% affordable housing

Value per 

sq m

1 bed flat 108 46 4,968 £115,000 £2,500 £12,420,000

2 bed flat 248 65 16,120 £135,000 £2,077 £33,480,000

2 bed house 410 76 31,160 £180,000 £2,368 £73,800,000

3 bed house 391 85 33,235 £215,000 £2,529 £84,065,000

4 bed house 160 115 18,400 £290,000 £2,522 £46,400,000

5 bed house 83 160 13,280 £390,000 £2,438 £32,370,000

Totals 1,400 117,163 £282,535,000

Affordable Housing Mixes

55% Market Value

Value per sq m

1 bed flat 46 0.0 £115,000 £63,250 £1,375 £0

2 bed flat 75 65 4,875.0 £135,000 £74,250 £1,142 £5,568,750

2 bed house 68 76 5,168.0 £180,000 £99,000 £1,303 £6,732,000

3 bed house 77 90 6,930.0 £215,000 £118,250 £1,314 £9,105,250

4 bed house 20 108 2,160.0 £270,000 £148,500 £1,375 £2,970,000

5 bed house 160 0.0 £390,000 £214,500 £1,341 £0

Totals 240 19,133.0 £24,376,000

Shared Ownership 65% Market Value

and Affordable Rent Value per sq m

1 bed flat 18 46 828 £115,000 £74,750 £1,625 £1,345,500

2 bed flat 126 65 8,190 £135,000 £87,750 £1,350 £11,056,500

2 bed house 106 76 8,056 £180,000 £117,000 £1,539 £12,402,000

3 bed house 90 90 8,100 £215,000 £139,750 £1,553 £12,577,500

4 bed house 20 108 2,160 £270,000 £175,500 £1,625 £3,510,000

5 bed house 0 160 0 £390,000 £253,500 £1,584 £0

Totals 360 27,334 £40,891,500

Coverage per ha

sq m 3685

*See South Gloucestershire email 8th August 2012

Number Total Area

Market 

value

Total ValueArea sq m
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Appendix 7

Yate Social rent at 55% market value

Heron Land site. 2,411 units on 52.68ha developable

Assumed mix and values

Gross site area (ha) 100.76

Assumed residential net area 52.68

35% Affordable Housing

Value per 

sq m

1 bed flat 100 46 4,600 £90,000 £1,957 £9,000,000

2 bed flat 372 65 24,180 £132,000 £2,031 £49,104,000

2 bed house 535 76 40,660 £150,000 £1,974 £80,250,000

3 bed house 332 85 28,220 £240,000 £2,824 £79,680,000

4 bed house 150 115 17,250 £290,000 £2,522 £43,500,000

5 bed house 78 160 12,480 £350,000 £2,188 £27,300,000

Totals 1,567 127,390 £288,834,000

Affordable Housing Mixes

55% Market Value

Value per sq m

1 bed flat 46 0 £90,000 £49,500 £1,076 £0

2 bed flat 100 65 6,500 £132,000 £72,600 £1,117 £7,260,000

2 bed house 119 76 9,044 £150,000 £82,500 £1,086 £9,817,500

3 bed house 90 90 8,100 £240,000 £132,000 £1,467 £11,880,000

4 bed house 30 108 3,240 £260,000 £143,000 £1,324 £4,290,000

5 bed house 160 0 £350,000 £192,500 £1,203 £0

Totals 339 26,884 £33,247,500

Shared ownership 65% market Value

and affordable rent value per sq m

1 bed flat 25 46 1,150 £90,000 £58,500 £1,272 £1,462,500

2 bed flat 169 65 10,985 £132,000 £85,800 £1,320 £14,500,200

2 bed house 173 76 13,148 £150,000 £97,500 £1,283 £16,867,500

3 bed house 108 90 9,720 £240,000 £156,000 £1,733 £16,848,000

4 bed house 30 108 3,240 £260,000 £169,000 £1,565 £5,070,000

5 bed house 0 160 0 £350,000 £227,500 £1,422 £0

Totals 505 38,243 £54,748,200

Coverage per ha

sq m 3654

Assumed

commercial land value: Care Home 1ha £1,750,000

Employment 5.11ha £6,387,500

Local centre 1ha £2,000,000

Hotel 1ha £1,250,000

£11,387,500

Area sq m

Total Value

Number Area sq m Total area

Market 

value

Total value

Total Area Unit Value Total Value

Social Rent Number Area sq m Total Area

Market 

Value

Market Housing Number
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Appendix 7

Yate Social rent at 55% market value

Heron site

Assumed mix and values

Gross site area (ha) 52.68

30% Affordable Housing

Value per 

sq m

1 bed flat 150 46 6,900 £90,000 £1,957 £13,500,000

2 bed flat 392 65 25,480 £132,000 £2,031 £51,744,000

2 bed house 536 76 40,736 £150,000 £1,974 £80,400,000

3 bed house 382 85 32,470 £240,000 £2,824 £91,680,000

4 bed house 150 115 17,250 £290,000 £2,522 £43,500,000

5 bed house 78 160 12,480 £350,000 £2,188 £27,300,000

Totals 1688 135,316 £308,124,000

Affordable Housing Mixes

55% Market Value

Value per sq m

1 bed flat 46 0 £90,000 £49,500 £1,076 £0

2 bed flat 82 65 5,330 £132,000 £72,600 £1,117 £5,953,200

2 bed house 94 76 7,144 £150,000 £82,500 £1,086 £7,755,000

3 bed house 85 90 7,650 £240,000 £132,000 £1,467 £11,220,000

4 bed house 30 108 3,240 £260,000 £143,000 £1,324 £4,290,000

5 bed house 160 0 £350,000 £192,500 £1,203 £0

Totals 291 23,364 £29,218,200

Shared ownership 65% market Value

and affordable rent value per sq m

1 bed flat 23 46 1,058 £90,000 £58,500 £1,272 £1,345,500

2 bed flat 148 65 9,620 £132,000 £85,800 £1,320 £12,698,400

2 bed house 133 76 10,108 £150,000 £97,500 £1,283 £12,967,500

3 bed house 98 90 8,820 £240,000 £156,000 £1,733 £15,288,000

4 bed house 30 108 3,240 £260,000 £169,000 £1,565 £5,070,000

5 bed house 0 160 0 £350,000 £227,500 £1,422 £0

Totals 432 32,846 £47,369,400

Coverage per ha

sq m 3636

Assumed

commercial land value: Care Home 1ha £1,750,000

Employment 5.11ha £6,387,500

Local centre 1ha £2,000,000

Hotel 1ha £1,250,000

£11,387,500

Area sq m

Total Value

Number Area sq m Total area

Market 

value

Total value

Total Area Unit Value Total Value

Social Rent Number Area sq m Total Area

Market 

Value

Market Housing Number
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Appendix 8

Table of New Neighbourhood Land Valuations

S106 costs were provided by South Gloucestershire Council

35% affordable housing

Assumes Shared ownership housing and affordable rent at 65% of market value.

Assumes social rented housing at 55% of market value

Details

Assumed total land area 460 120 100.76

Assumed residential area ha 127 44.4 52.68

Total no. of units 5700 2000 2411

Area market units sq m 325960 109366 128676

Total Market Revenue £789,491,000 £258,991,000 £292,000,000

Market revenue / sq m £2,422 £2,368 £2,269

Total affordable revenue £207,000,000 £74,500,000 £88,000,000

Assumed CIL @ £45 per sqm £14,668,000 £4,921,470 £5,790,420

Assumed S106 £82,604,000 £29,000,000 £26,718,702

Land Value £82,455,000 £23,019,000 £23,015,000

Land value per residential ha £649,252 £518,446 £436,883

Estimated

employment land value £62,500,000 £11,387,500

Employment and residential

land value £144,955,000 £23,019,000 £34,402,500

Land value per residential ha £1,141,378 £518,446 £653,047

Land value per gross ha £315,120 £191,825 £341,430

Threshold land value

at £350,000 per ha on gross £161,000,000 £42,000,000 £35,266,000

Shortfall/Excess against threshold £16,045,000 £18,981,000 £863,500

Site: Cribbs Patchway E of Harry Stoke Yate Heron
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Appendix 8

Table of New Neighbourhood Land Valuations

30% affordable housing

Assumes Shared ownership and affordable rent housing at 65% of market value.

Assumes social rented housing at 55% of market value

Details

Assumed total land area 460 120 100.76

Assumed residential area ha 127 44.4 52.68

Total no. of units 5700 2000 2411

Area market units sq m 350454 118466 136738

Total Market Revenue £847,579,000 £279,210,000 £311,308,000

Market revenue / sq m £2,419 £2,357 £2,277

Total affordable revenue £172,561,000 £65,122,000 £76,600,000

Assumed CIL @ £45 per sqm £15,770,430 £5,330,970 £6,153,210

Assumed S106 £82,604,000 £29,000,000 £26,718,702

Land Value £89,031,000 £25,812,000 £26,570,000

Land value per residential ha £701,031 £581,351 £504,366

Estimated

employment land value £62,500,000 £11,387,500

Employment and residential

land value £151,531,000 £25,812,000 £37,957,500

Land value per residential ha £1,193,157 £581,351 £720,530

Land value per gross ha £329,415 £215,100 £376,712

Threshold land value

at £350,000 per ha on gross £161,000,000 £42,000,000 £35,266,000

Shortfall/Excess against threshold £9,469,000 £16,188,000 -£2,691,500

Site: Cribbs Patchway E of Harry Stoke Yate Heron
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Adams Integra has been asked by South Gloucestershire Council to prepare a viability 

report to support their proposed implementation of a Community Infrastructure Levy 

(CIL). There are two elements to this report. Firstly, we have reported under 

separate cover on the viability for a CIL charge on residential development. This 

second report covers other non-residential types of development.  

 

By way of background the Government advises that charging authorities will need to 

strike a balance between the desirability of funding infrastructure from the levy and the 

potential effects of the imposition of the levy upon the economic viability of development 

across the area (CLG, November 2010). As a consequence, South Gloucestershire 

Council must prepare evidence about the effect of the levy on the economic viability of 

new property development in the district in order to demonstrate to an independent 

examiner that the proposed levy rates strike an appropriate balance. 

 

For the non-residential land use element of this study there are a number of different 

smaller sectors where the market uses a different basis of valuation. We have been 

tasked to look at a range of uses categorised under their planning use classes, as set 

out in the Town and Country Planning Act (Use Classes Order) 2010. These cover: 

 

 Retail - Classes A1-A5 

 Offices - Class B1a 

 Industrial - Class B1b&c, B2 & B8 

 Hotels - Class C1 

 Residential Care/Nursing homes - Class C2 

 Residential Student Accommodation - Sui Generis 

 Community Facilities - Class D1 

 Leisure - Class D2 

 

In order to test the viability of each use we have adopted the same approved residual 

valuation approach whereby assessing the value left to pay for a notional site after 

one has sold the development in the open market (i.e. the Gross Development Value 

– GDV) and having allowed for the costs of the construction of the proposed 

development with all associated fees and costs (i.e. Gross Development Costs – GDC) 

with an element for the developers profit.  

 

It should be noted that due to the large number of variables and different financial 

inputs required using this technique, that the results can only be used as a guide. 

Furthermore there may be site-specific attributes that would affect the outcome that 

need to be taken into consideration when making assessments on a site specific 

basis. Therefore, it is essential that proposed CIL levels allow sufficient margins for 

these variations.  
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Our methodology follows standard development appraisal conventions, using 

assumptions that reflect local market and planning policy circumstances. It has also 

adopted a similar approach to neighbouring authorities to ensure consistency of 

approach. We have used appropriate and available evidence.  

 

The study is therefore specific to the South Gloucestershire Council area and reflects the 

policy requirements set out in the various strategy documents including the Economic 

Development Strategy 2008-2015 and Core Strategy (under examination) and takes into 

consideration the findings of the various evidence reports including GVA Grimley’s 3 

stage Employment Land Review as well as the Employment Land Survey April 2011. We 

have also taken into consideration the findings of the South Gloucestershire Council 

Annual Monitoring Report 2011 covering the year to March 2011.  

 

The District is large and diverse. It has benefitted from significant economic growth in 

recent years. It has identified a significant number of large development sites which 

include the Aztec West Business Park, the Bath & Bristol Science Park and Emerald Park 

at Emmersons Green, the G Park at Severnside, Filton Northfield and land at Gypsy 

Patch Lane. Some of these are mature existing large commercial developments with 

buildings reaching the end of their economic lives and some with undeveloped ‘green 

field’ land allocated for employment uses. 

 

There are also the identified New Neighbourhoods which provide for mixed uses including 

50 Ha of employment land at Cribbs Patchway, 9 Ha at North Yate and supporting 

amenities identified for East of Harry Stoke.  

 

It is clear that the majority of the prime development has taken place around the Bristol 

Fringe. These areas around the best infrastructure such as motorway junctions and 

nearest to the city of Bristol, will generally attract the most interest from occupiers for 

logistical and catchment reasons. Consequently these areas are most likely to attract 

new development. 

 

The more rural areas and those with less infrastructure favour less well with employers 

and occupiers. Therefore, development of new employment generating property in these 

outlying areas such as Thornbury, Yate and Chipping Sodbury need to be encouraged 

more.  

 

We have also taken into consideration new or windfall sites and those smaller 

opportunities that may be ‘brownfield’, replacement development and changes of use.  

 

We have reviewed values in these areas as instructed, being: 

 

 North Bristol Fringe 

 East Bristol Fringe 
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 Yate & Chipping Sodbury 

 Thornbury 

 Rural Areas 

 Severnside 

 

We have also taken into consideration the CIL Charging schedules being proposed by 

all of the neighboring local authorities. At the date of this report of the following 

authorities: 

 

 Forest Of Dean 

 Stroud District  

 Cotswold District Council 

 Swindon Borough Council 

 Bath and North East Somerset Council 

 Bristol City Council 

 North Somerset District Council 

 

Bristol City Council, Bath & North East Somerset Council, Swindon Borough Council 

and Stroud District Council have issued draft charging schedules for examination. 

These are summarised in the Conclusion. Bristol City Council’s schedule has now 

been examined and the Inspector has recommended it for approval without any 

amendments.  

 

It is important to take into consideration the impact of neighboring CIL charges on 

the prospects for future development. Disparity across district borders is likely to 

have an effect on the viability and hence the likelihood of commercial development 

from one district to another. For instance where one authority is levying a charge for 

a type of development and a neighboring council is not, it is probable that a 

developer or occupier is going to favour the site where no CIL charge is being made. 

Therefore, we recommend that the charging schedules of neighboring councils are 

closely monitored.  

 

Threshold Values 

When testing the impact of values on viability it is necessary to establish a threshold 

value against which one can assess whether the new form of development will prove 

financially viable given the rate of CIL proposed. The RICS has issued a new guidance 

note ‘Financial Viability in Planning’ (draft exposure May 2012) which recommends 

the use of Site Value as the threshold. It is defined as: 

 

Site Value (for area wide financial viability assessments)  

Market value subject to the following assumption: that the value has regard to 

development plan policies and all other material planning considerations and disregards 

that which is contrary to the development plan.  

 

Site Value may need to be further adjusted to reflect the emerging policy/CIL charging 

level. The level of the adjustment assumes that site delivery would not be prejudiced. 
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Where an adjustment is made, the practitioner should set out their professional opinion 

underlying the assumptions adopted. These include, as a minimum, comments on the 

state of the market and delivery targets as at the date of assessment. 

 

We have arrived at a range of threshold site values for the different uses from a broad 

judgement of comparable evidence from local market data, published reports, 

discussions with local agents and some limited feedback from a questionnaire that was 

circulated to local agents and their developer clients. We have adopted the same method 

of allowing a 20% landowner premium on the site value used to provide a higher value 

considered necessary to encourage that landowner to bring the site forward for 

development.   

 

In each of our residual appraisals we have made the assumption that the landowner has 

judged that the current building does not optimise the best use for the site and a higher 

value can be obtained such as by increasing the density by replacement with a larger 

building. This may be because of the lack of demand for the existing building due to such 

issues as age, quality, layout or amenities.  

 

Redevelopment proposals that produce residual land values below the threshold site 

value are unlikely to be delivered.  

 

State of the Market 

It is important to set the tone of this study in the context of the current market for 

commercial development. As stated there are a broad range of use classes being 

covered and it is not appropriate to analyse each sector in detail. It is sufficient to state 

that due to the current national and global economic situation, commercial development 

has generally been extremely subdued since the failure of Lehman Brothers in 

September 2008.  

 

The majority of commercial development is funded from sources external to the 

developer. Due to the ongoing banking ‘crisis’ the usual sources of development funding 

have effectively ceased or are only offered on onerous terms. This has largely been due 

to the bank’s exposure to significant debts and their unwillingness to take on any further 

risks. Hence speculative development is generally very scarce due to this lack of funding. 

This situation is likely to continue for several more years and until the usual sources 

have ‘repaired’ their balance sheets. 

 

Despite these comments the development market will respond to occupier demand. 

Those sectors that are active will usually be due to occupiers seeking economies of scale 

such as some retailers and hotel operators expanding their chains; logistical efficiencies 

being required such as new distribution warehouses or needs for research and 

development accommodation, particularly in the field of technology. Otherwise it may be 

due to cost savings where property overheads are too substantial and more efficient or 

smaller accommodation is considered more economically viable.  
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By its very nature the development market will always be creative and will find 

alternative sources of finance such as overseas funds. In due course the Government’s 

initiatives will also work through the system and help to address this issue. However, it 

is still unclear as to how long it will take to see a recovery in values and hence a 

recovery in development activity.  

 

For the purposes of this study we are guided to use current values and costs. CIL 

charging provisions allow for the calculations to be index linked to the BCIS building 

costs index which will account for inflation. We were instructed to test on inflated and 

deflated costs and values and the sensitivity to different CIL charge rates. It is 

recommended that the schedule is reviewed 5 yearly to allow sufficient time for 

developers to budget accordingly and being an appropriate amount of time to lapse to be 

able to identify changes in values.  

 

Yields 

To understand the basis of the residual appraisal technique one must have some 

understanding of the use of yields in reaching a capital value. The yield or more fully the 

‘All Risks Yield’ is used to multiply the net rental income to produce a capital value. The 

figure used for the yield is drawn from a combination of the valuers experience in 

considering such factors as the state of the market, likely prospects for rental growth, 

the covenant strength of the tenant, the use category, the quality of the building and 

location, lease terms and any other factors relevant to a purchaser wanting to buy the 

completed development.  

 

The lower the yield the more times the rent is multiplied and the higher the value. Since 

2008 the yields for commercial properties have generally increased therefore producing 

lower capital values. This is as a result of the limited amount of funds in the market 

place, weakening occupier demand and hence lower rents, shorter leases and a general 

lack of confidence in capital growth. The investment market is historically cyclical and 

yields are expected to reduce again in time although it is not clear whether this will be in 

the medium or longer term.    

 

Different Charging Zones 

From our research it is clear that the North and East of Bristol Fringe Areas command 

the highest commercial property values in the District. We sought to establish a gradient 

of values between the specified areas but this has proved unsuccessful across the whole 

range of use classes due to the limited availability of relevant transactional evidence. 

However taking into consideration the Councils wish to keep zoning as simple as possible 

and that as the majority of employment type uses are not sufficiently viable to support a 

CIL charge, there is no justification to adopt a zoning type arrangement for non-

residential uses. 

 

It is noted that both BANES and Bristol City have differentiated between city centre and 

out of centre. Other than Yate and Thornbury there is no similar discernible city centre to 

the South Gloucestershire Council district and these towns are not sufficiently large to 

support differential values. 
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We have looked at the Severnside area and considered the unique situation of the extant 

1957 and 1958 planning consents. We have looked at the proposals for a new policy for 

the area in the new Core Strategy which will endeavour to coordinate the developers and 

secure new infrastructure though planning policy. We have considered the effect of a CIL 

charge specific to the area for ‘B’ type employment development but have concluded: 

 

 Under current legislation where new development occurs under an extant 

consent it will not be possible to command a new CIL charge therefore much 

of the area may not be liable.  

 

 That due to the small and sensitive margins on this type of development, CIL 

charges would be detrimental to bringing employment type development 

forward. 

 

 Where possible site specific s.106 and s.278 contributions will remain 

available to be called for, in this area. 

 

 We would expect developers to be willing to participate to improve the road 

infrastructure to enhance the accessibility of the land and hence the 

attractiveness to occupiers and consequently improve the value of their 

assets. 

 

We have also taken in account Examiners’ recommendations for clarity and simplicity 

in the published charging schedule. We highlight feedback from Shropshire Council 

who found that differential rates created “a perception of unfairness, political fallout 

from treating areas differently and difficulty justifying on economic grounds”. By way 

of comparison we also point to the London Borough of Redbridge which was 

nominated as a CIL ‘Frontrunner’ in 2010. They have elected to use a single CIL 

charging rate of £70 per square metre across all areas and all use types in their 

borough.  

 

It is our opinion that those uses showing sufficient viability to support CIL charges 

should contribute to infrastructure costs at the same levels regardless of their location in 

the district.   

 

Development Inputs 

The residual appraisal method requires a number of inputs to be deducted from the 

Gross Development Value. By the nature of using notional sites, site-specific abnormal 

costs cannot be taken into consideration.  

 

The input costs include all of the costs of construction and includes professional fees, 

demolition costs, site acquisition costs, with interest charges for holding the land and on 

the construction costs and fees, with a contingency to reflect uncertainties. 

Within these costs we have included a CIL charge to test the sensitivity with a range 

from £0 per square metre up to £280 per square metre.  
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In each of our residual appraisals we have made the assumption that the landowner 

has judged that the current notional building does not optimise the best use for the 

site and a higher value can be obtained such as by increasing the density by 

replacement with a larger building. This may be because of the lack of demand for 

the existing building due to such issues as age, quality, layout or amenities.  

 

Whilst CIL is charged on the net new floor space created we have assumed that the 

time lapse from last use of the old building and the trigger for CIL charge is greater 

than the 6 months within the preceding 12 month test set out in the 40.(10) of the 

CIL Regulations 2010. Therefore, the entire new notional development is eligible for 

CIL charging. In practice where this is not the case this will leave an even larger 

margin/buffer to afford a CIL charge.  

 

Redevelopment proposals that produce residual land values below the threshold site 

value are unlikely to be delivered. 

 

Development Types  

We briefly comment on the assumptions and findings of the various use classes: 

 

Retail 

Classes A1 to A5 cover property used for example as small newsagents, estate agents, 

takeaway food establishments, pubs, retail warehouses and large scale food stores. 

  

It should be noted that CIL charges are calculated on the net new gross internal floor 

space created by the new development. Therefore where an existing building is to be 

demolished, the floor area of the old building is deducted from the floor area of the new 

building. The resultant figure is then multiplied by the appropriate levy rate per square 

metre. 

 

In the current market conditions we have taken into account the supply of vacant retail 

property in the district and the unlikelihood of developers constructing new small unit 

retail schemes until this supply is reduced. Comparison shopping has seen a decline due 

to reduced consumer spending and increased use of the internet for shopping. As with 

other areas we expect most new retail development to be focussed on food retailing 

through smaller scale convenience stores and larger scale supermarkets. Also larger 

format retail warehousing where there is greater demand for household, electrical and 

DIY goods.  

 

We have looked at CIL rates up to £130 to £140 per square metre as being sustainable 

on retail development. However, with minor changes of £1.00-£2.00 per sq ft in rent 

levels and yield changes of 0.5%-1.0% can significantly reduce the viability.  

 

We have looked at the case of Sainsburys challenging the Borough of Poole on their 

proposed differential rates for retail and ‘super stores’ above 3,000 square metres. The 

Borough accepted Sainsbury’s evidence that all forms of retail development should 

attract the same CIL rate. We have also considered the findings of the Independent 
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Examiners report on Newark and Sherwood District Council’s proposed differential 

charging rates for retail property greater than or less than 500 square metres. He 

concluded that differential charging based on size is neither reasonable nor properly 

justified by available evidence.  

 

It will be noted that Swindon Borough Council have recently proposed a different rate for 

different sizes and types of retail property. At the time of this report this proposal is still 

to be examined in public.  

 

We do not recommend adopting this approach. The availability of contributions to site- 

specific infrastructure improvements is still available to the Council through the s.106 

and s.278 systems if deemed appropriate. 

 

We have taken into account the fragile nature of the retail market and also the need for 

retail development to support the proposed New Neighbourhoods.  

 

We have looked at the adjacent authorities charges and have concluded that it is 

appropriate to adopt similar levels to those proposed by Bristol City Council. 

 

Therefore, our recommendation is that a CIL charge of £120 per square metre is 

appropriate across the whole retail sector. We do not consider that this level should 

unduly affect small scale development coming forward and is considered affordable for 

larger scale schemes.   

 

Business Uses 

The office and industrial/warehouse markets are currently offering the least ability to 

afford CIL charges. This is due to lower rents resulting from an ample supply of stock, 

weak occupier demand and higher yields resulting from shorter leases and weaker 

covenants. 

 

It is recognised that the area is economically more active than many others in the area. 

Also we recognise that there is a strong local economy. Areas such as Filton, Aztec West, 

Severnside, the North Fringe and particularly the Patchway Trading Estate are identified 

areas for new employment development.  

 

However, the fragile economic viability of commercial development is sensitive to 

increased costs and we have concluded, similar to many other authorities, that despite 

stronger perceived values, there is insufficient buffer in the residual appraisals to support 

any CIL charge.  

 

Hotels 

The Budget Hotel chains are currently the only sector in the hotel industry weathering 

the economic downturn by using formulaic development models and benefitting from 

economies of scale which can afford cheaper room rates. However they are very 

selective on location and the costs they can afford are sensitive. Debt funding has also 
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been problematic as evidenced by the recent financial restructuring of the Travelodge 

chain.   

 

Our findings show that hotel development could support CIL charges of between £150 to 

£190 per square metre. We suggest a rate of £70 per square metre is in line with 

adjacent authorities and allows for a buffer for site-specific issues.  

 

Leisure 

Class D2 (Assembly & Leisure) covers a diverse range of uses such as cinemas, music 

and concert halls, bingo halls (but not night clubs), swimming baths, gyms or other 

areas for indoor or outdoor sports. Generally these types of private sector run uses are 

heavily reliant on good customer numbers and therefore are sited in or near to larger 

conurbations. New cinema development for instance will usually also form part of a 

larger mixed use development scheme that may include other retail offers and or food 

outlets such as restaurants to benefit from creating a larger destination experience. 

 

However, consumer spending has declined and the increase in home entertainment has 

put pressure on Leisure venue revenues.  These issues coupled with the difficulties of 

‘softening’ yields have made the economic viability sensitive to all costs.   

  

Membership dependent fitness gyms such as David Lloyd’s, Nuffield or Fitness First have 

grown in popularity. However, they have high development and running costs. At the 

date of this report, as a good example, we have appraised the recent investment sale of 

the freehold of the David Lloyd Leisure Centre in Southampton which is being sold by 

Southampton City Council. We have found a significant lack of any surplus to 

accommodate a CIL charge. 

 

We have concluded that any CIL charge for leisure type developments will affect the 

projects viability and will restrict leisure development sites coming forward. Therefore, 

we recommend that no CIL charge is made on D2 uses.  

   

Student Housing 

New student housing development will generally be sited near to or within easy 

travelling distances to universities or colleges. We have looked at the room rates and 

values being charged locally and examined the rates used in the Bristol City Council’s 

and BANES evidence which are relevant to the East Of Bristol Fringe Area.  

 

Our findings show that whilst a CIL rate of up to £80 per square metre can be afforded 

we do not believe this leaves sufficient buffer to allow for site specific issues. It is noted 

that this level is already below the £100 per square metre rate being proposed by both 

Bristol and BANES but our recommendation is that a level of no more than £60 per 

square metre is appropriate.   
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Community Uses 

Uses falling with Class C2, D1 and D2 are also diverse including residential care homes, 

hospitals, medical centres, crèches, libraries, places of worship amongst others. The 

majority of these do not generate revenue nor are traded as investments in the same 

way as those in the above categories. Often those that do generate revenue streams 

have operating costs that exceed their income, such as swimming pools and libraries. 

Therefore they often only exist through public subsidies.  

 

The residential care homes market is split almost equally between those that are used 

and hence paid for by the public sector and those that provide for private patients and 

income. As both types fall under the same use class it would not be appropriate nor 

straight forward to differentiate between the two types. 

For these reasons we do not consider it is appropriate to make a CIL charge for these 

types of community uses. This is in line with neighbouring authorities.   

 

Oldbury Nuclear Power Station 

We have been asked to comment on the potential for the Oldbury Nuclear Power 

Station to contribute towards CIL. Our understanding is that the power station 

occupies a site of 51 Ha. The area around the site is environmentally sensitive and 

has been designated as a Special Protection Area (SPA) and a Site of Special 

Scientific Interest (SSSI) which will be a restriction on any future development.  

 

The Nuclear Decommissioning Authority’s website advises that the timescale for 

decommissioning is as follows: 

 

Year Key Activities 

2092 

- 

2101 

Final site clearance 

2027 Site enters Care and Maintenance phase 

During this stage the reactor is left to cool. Most of the structures are removed, and the reactor building is 

left in a safe state which requires minimum supervision, until final site clearance. 

2014 Completion of defuelling 

Once a site has finished operating and the fuel has cooled down it can be removed and taken to Sellafield 

for reprocessing. 

2012 Cease generation 

 

It would appear that any redevelopment of the site is unlikely to occur until such time 

as the site has been cleared. Site clearance is scheduled to take at least a further 89 

years. For this reason we do not think it is necessary or appropriate to make any 

provisions to allow for a specific CIL charge for the Oldbury Nuclear Power Station 

site at this stage. Nevertheless it is worthy of monitoring for future revisions of the  

charging schedule should the situation change.  
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We set out the summary of our conclusions in the following table alongside the 

neighbouring authority’s proposed charges per square metre: 

 

Use Class 

Stroud 

DC- 

Proposed 

CIL Rate 

Swindon 

Draft CIL 

Rate 

BANES Draft 

CIL Rate 

Bristol City 

Draft CIL 

Rate 

Proposed South 

Gloucestershire 

Council CIL Rate 

Residential £80 

(Urban) 

Strategic 

expansion 850 

units or more- 

£nil 

Zone A-£100 

 

Inner Zone- 

£70 

£45 

 

Below affordable 

housing policy 

thresholds - £90 

Residential £120 

(Rural) 

Non strategic 

<850 units- 

£55 

Zone B-£200 Outer Zone- 

£50 

£70 

 

Below affordable 

housing policy 

thresholds - £115 

Office  £nil £nil £30 £nil £nil 

Industrial/ 

Warehouse 

£nil £nil £nil £nil £nil 

Hotel £80 £5 In Bath £100 

sqm 

Outside Bath 

£nil 

£70 £70 

In Centre/High 

Street Retail 

£120 

>1000sq

m 

 

£nil< 

1000sqm 

Traditional < 

280 sqm-£20; 

Convenience 

<280sqm-

£200 

Bath City 

centre £150 

Other centres 

£nil 

£120 £120 

Out of 

centre/Edge of 

Centre Retail 

£120 

>1000sq

m 

 

£nil< 

1000sqm 

Traditional 

<280 sqm- 

£20; Retail 

warehousing- 

£50; 

Convenience 

<280 sqm-

£200;Superst

ores>280sqm

-£200 

<280 sqm £nil 

sqm 

>280 sqm 

£150 

£120 £120 

Leisure £nil £20 £nil £50 £nil 

Student 

Accommodation 

£nil £nil On Campus 

£60 

Off Campus 

£100 

£100 £60 

Residential and 

non residential 

institutions  

£50 £nil £nil £nil 

 

£nil 

 

Any other 

development 

£nil £nil £nil 

 

£50 

 

£nil 



Appendix 1 - Office Appraisal

Use Class: Offices

DEVELOPMENT VALUE

Rental Income Area sqft £ per sq ft £ per annum

Net Internal Floor Area 50,000 21.50 £1,075,000

Total Rental Income £1,075,000

Rent free/voids (years) 2 0.8653 £930,198

Total revenue, capitialised 7.0% £13,288,536

(incl all costs)

Gross Development Value £13,288,536

Less Purchaser's Costs 5.75% £764,091 £12,524,445

DEVELOPMENT COSTS

CIL

Development Costs

Area £ per sq ft Total £0

Demolition Costs 25,000 £5 £125,000 £20

Building Costs £126.50 £6,799,375 £30

Gross Internal Floor Area 53,750 £40

% £50

External Works 1.50% £101,991 £60

Professional Fees 10% £679,938 £70

Contingency 5% £339,969 £80

£90

Community Infrastructure Levy 0 £0 £100

£130

Total £8,046,272 £160

Disposal Costs £190

% Total £220

Letting Agent's Fee (% of Rent) 10% £107,500 £250

Agent's Fees (on capital value) 1% £132,885 £280

Legal Fees (% of capital value) 0.75% £99,664

Total £340,049

Interest on Finance

Months % Total

Total Development duration 18

Loan arrangement fee 1% £80,462.72

Interest on Construction Costs 18 7.0% £281,620

Total £362,082

Profit

% Total

Developer's Profit on Total Development Cost 20% £1,749,681

Total Development Costs £10,498,084

LAND VALUE

Months % Total

Land Surplus/Deficit £2,026,361 £1,909,845

Stamp Duty 4% £81,054

Agent's Fees 1.25% £25,330

Legal Fees 0.50% £10,132

Sub-total £116,516

Interest on land finance 24 7.00% £133,689

Total £250,205

RESIDUAL LAND VALUE £1,776,156

Existing Site Value

%

Assumes existing space is % of new 50% 25,000

Rent per sq ft £10.00

Rental income per annum £250,000

Rent free/voids (years) 3 0.7938 £198,450

Total revenue, capitalised 9% £2,205,000

(incl all costs)

Refurbishment costs (per sq ft) £25 £625,000

Fees 7% £43,750

Total £668,750

Purchaser's Costs 5.75% £126,788

Total Costs £795,538

Existing Site Value £1,409,463

SV incl Landowner Premium 20% £281,893 £1,691,355

Surplus available to fund CIL £84,801

Commercial Development Appraisal



Appendix 2 - Industrial/Warehouse Appraisal

Use Class: Industrial

DEVELOPMENT VALUE

Rental Income GIA sqft £ per sq ft £ per annum

Estimated Rental Value 50,000 £7.00 £350,000

Total Rental Income £350,000

Rent free/voids (years) 2 0.8417 £294,595

Total revenue, capitialised 7% £4,208,500

(incl all costs)

Gross Development Value £4,208,500

Less Purchaser's Costs 5.75% £241,989 £3,966,511

DEVELOPMENT COSTS

Development Costs

Area £ per sq ft Total

Demolition Costs 25,000 £5 £125,000 £2,991,500 CIL

Building Costs £52 £2,730,000

Gross External Floor Area 52,500 £0

Contingency 5% £136,500 £20

External Works 1.50% £40,950 £30

Professional Fees (%) 7% £209,405 £40

Community Infrastructure Levy £0 £0 £50

£60

Total £3,241,855 £3,350,504 £70

Disposal Costs £80

% Total £90

Letting Agent's Fee (% of Rent) 10% £35,000 £100

Agent's Fees (on capital value) 1% £42,085 £130

Legal Fees (% of capital value) 0.75% £31,564 £160

£190

Total £108,649 £220

Interest on Finance £250

Months % Total £280

Total Development duration 12

Loan arrangement fee 1% £32,419

Interest on Construction Costs 6 7.0% £234,535

Total £266,954

Profit

% Total

Developer's Profit on Total Development Cost 20% £723,492

Total Development Costs £4,340,949

LAND VALUE

Months % Total

Land Surplus £374,438

Stamp Duty 4% £14,978

Agent's Fees 1.25% £4,680

Legal Fees 0.50% £1,872

Total £21,530 -£352,908

Interest on land finance 12 7.00% £24,704

Total £46,234

RESIDUAL LAND VALUE -£328,204

Existing Site Value

%

Assumes existing space is % of new 50% 25,000

Rent per sq ft £3

Rental income per annum £75,000

Rent free/voids (years) 3 0.7938 £59,535

Total revenue, capitalised 10% £595,350

(incl all costs)

Refurbishment costs (per sq ft) £5 £125,000

Fees 7% £8,750

Total £133,750

Purchaser's Costs 5.75% £34,233

Total Costs £167,983

Existing Site Value £427,367 £427,367

SV plus Landowner Premium 20% £85,473 £512,841

Surplus available to fund CIL -£841,045

Commercial Development Appraisal



Appendix 3 - Hotel Appraisal

Use Class: Hotel

DEVELOPMENT VALUE

Capital Value

Area sqft £

22,000

No of Rooms 100

Capital value per room £100,000

Total Capital Value £10,000,000.00

Gross Development Value £10,000,000

Less Purchaser's Costs 5.75% £575,000 £9,425,000

DEVELOPMENT COSTS

Development Costs CIL Amount

Area £ per sq ft Total

Demolition Costs 11,000 £5 £55,000 £2,717,000 £0

Building Costs £121 £2,662,000 £20

Area 22,000 £30

Contingency 5% £133,100 £40

External Works 1.50% £39,930 £50

Fit out costs (per room) £7,500 £750,000 £60

Professional Fees 10% £271,700 £70

Community Infrastructure Levy 70 £770,000 £80

Total £4,681,730 £90

Disposal Costs £4,856,730 £100

% Total £130

Letting Agent's Fee (% of Rent) 0% - £160

Agent's Fees (on capital value) 1% £100,000 £190

Legal Fees (% of capital value) 0.75% £75,000 £220

Total £175,000 £250

Interest on Finance £280

Months % Total

Total Development duration 24

Loan arrangement fee 1% £46,817

Interest on Construction Costs 12 7.0% £339,971

Total £386,788

Profit

% Total

Developer's Profit on Total Development Cost 20% £1,048,704

Total Development Costs £6,292,222

LAND VALUE

Months % Total £2,952,643

Land Surplus £3,132,778

Stamp Duty 4% £125,311

Agent's Fees 1.25% £39,160

Legal Fees 0.50% £15,664

Total £180,135

Interest on land finance 24 7.00% £206,685

Total £566,954

RESIDUAL LAND VALUE £2,565,823

Existing Site Value

%

Assumes existing space is % of new 50% 11,000

Rent per sq ft £12

Rental income per annum £132,000

Rent free/voids (years) 3 0.7938 £104,782

Total revenue, capitalised 8% £1,309,770

(incl all costs)

Refurbishment costs (per sq ft) £35 £385,000

Fees 7% £26,950

Total £411,950

Purchaser's Costs 5.75% £75,312

£487,262

Existing Site Value £822,508

SV incl Landowner Premium 20% £164,502 £987,010

Surplus available to fund CIL £1,578,814

Commercial Development Appraisal



Appendix 4 - In Centre/High Street Appraisal

Use Class: Retail 

DEVELOPMENT VALUE

Rental Income GIA sqft £ per sq ft £ per annum

Rent - area 1 50,000 20 £1,000,000

Total Rental Income 50,000 £1,000,000

Rent free/voids (years) 2 0.8653 £865,300

Total revenue, capitialised 7.0% £12,361,429

(incl all costs)

Gross Development Value £12,361,429

Less Purchaser's Costs 5.75% £710,782 £11,650,646

DEVELOPMENT COSTS

CIL

Development Costs

Area £ per sq ft Total £0

Demolition Costs 25,000 £5 £125,000 £3,225,000 £20

Building Costs £62 £3,100,000 £30

Area 50,000 £40

Contingency 5% £155,000 £50

External Works 1.50% £46,500 £60

Professional Fees 10% £322,500 £70

£80

Community Infrastructure Levy 120 £3,000,000 £90

£100

Total £6,749,000 £120

Disposal Costs £130

% Total £140

Letting Agent's Fee (% of Rent) 10% £100,000 £150

Agent's Fees (on capital value) 1% £123,614 £170

Legal Fees (% of capital value) 0.75% £92,711 £200

£220

Total £316,325 £250

Interest on Finance £7,065,325

Months % Total

Total Development duration 18

Loan arrangement fee 1% £67,490.00

Interest on Construction Costs 18 7.0% £494,573

Total £562,063

Profit

% Total

Developer's Profit on Total Development Cost 20% £1,525,478

Total Development Costs £9,152,865

LAND VALUE

Months % Total

Land Surplus £3,208,563 £3,024,071

Stamp Duty 4% £128,343

Agent's Fees 1.25% £40,107

Legal Fees 0.50% £16,043

Total £184,492

Interest on land finance 24 7.00% £211,685

Total £396,177

RESIDUAL LAND VALUE £2,812,386

Existing Site Value

%

Assumes existing space is % of new 50% 25,000

Rent per sq ft £10

Rental income per annum £250,000

Rent free/voids (years) 3 0.7938 £198,450

Total revenue, capitalised 8% £2,480,625

(incl all costs)

Refurbishment costs (per sq ft) £20 £500,000

Fees 7% £35,000

Total £535,000

Purchaser's Costs 5.75% £323,705

Total Costs £858,705

Existing Site Value £1,621,920

SV incl Landowner Premium 20% £324,384 £1,946,304

Surplus available to fund CIL £866,082

Commercial Development Appraisal



Appendix 5 - Out of Centre/Edge of Centre Appraisal

Use Class: Retail 

DEVELOPMENT VALUE

Rental Income GIA sqft £ per sq ft £ per annum

Rent - area 1 50,000 20 £1,000,000

Total Rental Income 50,000 £1,000,000

Rent free/voids (years) 2 0.8653 £865,300

Total revenue, capitialised 7.0% £12,361,429

(incl all costs)

Gross Development Value £12,361,429

Less Purchaser's Costs 5.75% £710,782 £11,650,646

DEVELOPMENT COSTS

CIL

Development Costs

Area £ per sq ft Total £0

Demolition Costs 25,000 £5 £125,000 £3,225,000 £20

Building Costs £62 £3,100,000 £30

Area 50,000 £40

Contingency 5% £155,000 £50

External Works 1.50% £46,500 £60

Professional Fees 10% £322,500 £70

£80

Community Infrastructure Levy 120 £3,000,000 £90

£100

Total £6,749,000 £120

Disposal Costs £130

% Total £140

Letting Agent's Fee (% of Rent) 10% £100,000 £150

Agent's Fees (on capital value) 1% £123,614 £170

Legal Fees (% of capital value) 0.75% £92,711 £200

£220

Total £316,325 £250

Interest on Finance £7,065,325

Months % Total

Total Development duration 18

Loan arrangement fee 1% £67,490.00

Interest on Construction Costs 18 7.0% £494,573

Total £562,063

Profit

% Total

Developer's Profit on Total Development Cost 20% £1,525,478

Total Development Costs £9,152,865

LAND VALUE

Months % Total

Land Surplus £3,208,563 £3,024,071

Stamp Duty 4% £128,343

Agent's Fees 1.25% £40,107

Legal Fees 0.50% £16,043

Total £184,492

Interest on land finance 24 7.00% £211,685

Total £396,177

RESIDUAL LAND VALUE £2,812,386

Existing Site Value

%

Assumes existing space is % of new 50% 25,000

Rent per sq ft £10

Rental income per annum £250,000

Rent free/voids (years) 3 0.7938 £198,450

Total revenue, capitalised 8% £2,480,625

(incl all costs)

Refurbishment costs (per sq ft) £20 £500,000

Fees 7% £35,000

Total £535,000

Purchaser's Costs 5.75% £323,705

Total Costs £858,705

Existing Site Value £1,621,920

SV incl Landowner Premium 20% £324,384 £1,946,304

Surplus available to fund CIL £866,082

Commercial Development Appraisal



Appendix 6 - Leisure Appraisal

Use Class: Leisure-Gym

DEVELOPMENT VALUE

Rental Income Area £ per annum

Rent 72,000 £160,000

Total Rental Income 72,000 £160,000

Rent free/voids (years) 2 0.8653 £138,448

Total revenue, capitialised 6.0% £2,307,467

(incl all costs)

Gross Development Value £2,307,467

Less Purchaser's Costs 5.75% £132,679 £2,174,787

DEVELOPMENT COSTS

CIL

Development Costs

Area £ per sq ft Total £0

Demolition Costs 18,000 £5 £90,000 £4,554,000 £20

Building Costs £62 £4,464,000 £30

Area 72,000 £40

Contingency 5% £223,200 £50

External Works 3.00% £133,920 £60

Professional Fees 10% £455,400 £70

£80

Community Infrastructure Levy 0 £0 £90

£100

Total £5,366,520 £120

Disposal Costs £130

% Total £140

Letting Agent's Fee (% of Rent) 10% £16,000 £150

Agent's Fees (on capital value) 1% £23,075 £170

Legal Fees (% of capital value) 0.75% £17,306 £200

£220

Total £56,381 £250

Interest on Finance £5,422,901

Months % Total

Total Development duration 18

Loan arrangement fee 1% £53,665.20

Interest on Construction Costs 18 7.0% £379,603

Total £433,268

Profit

% Total

Developer's Profit on Total Development Cost 20% £1,171,234

Total Development Costs £7,027,403

LAND VALUE

Months % Total

Land Surplus -£4,719,936 -£4,448,540

Stamp Duty 4% -£188,797

Agent's Fees 1.25% -£58,999

Legal Fees 0.50% -£23,600

Total -£271,396

Interest on land finance 24 7.00% -£311,398

Total -£582,794

RESIDUAL LAND VALUE -£4,137,142

Existing Site Value

%

Assumes existing space is % of new 50% 36,000

Rent per sq ft £5

Rental income per annum £180,000

Rent free/voids (years) 3 0.7938 £142,884

Total revenue, capitalised 8% £1,786,050

(incl all costs)

Refurbishment costs (per sq ft) £20 £720,000

Fees 7% £50,400

Total £770,400

Purchaser's Costs 5.75% £45,525

Total Costs £815,925

Existing Site Value £970,125

SV incl Landowner Premium 20% £194,025 £1,164,150

Surplus available to fund CIL -£5,301,292

Commercial Development Appraisal



Appendix 7 - Student Accommodation Appraisal

Use Class: Student Hsg

DEVELOPMENT VALUE

Rental Income

Weeks £

Annual rent per unit  - term time 42 £36,000 £1,512,000

(95% occupancy)

Annual rent per unit  - summer 8 £25,500 £204,000

(50% occupancy)

Total £1,716,000

Units £ per unit Total

Operating Costs 300 £1,900 £570,000

Net annual rents £1,146,000

Total Revenue, capitalised 7% £16,371,429

(incl all costs)

Gross Development Value £16,371,429

Less Purchaser's Costs 5.75% £941,357 £15,430,071

DEVELOPMENT COSTS

Development Costs

Area £ per sq ft Total CIL Amount

Demolition Costs 27,000 £5 £135,000 £6,345,000

Building Costs £115 £6,210,000 £0

Area 54,000 £20

Fit out 300 £5,000 £1,500,000 £30

External Works 1.5% £93,150 £40

Professional Fees 10% £634,500 £50

Contingency 5% £310,500 £60

Community Infrastructure Levy 60 £1,620,000 £70

Total £10,503,150 £80

Disposal Costs £10,789,650 £90

% Total £100

Letting Agent's Fee (% of Rent) 0% - £130

Agent's Fees (on capital value) 1% £163,714 £160

Legal Fees (% of capital value) 0.75% £122,786 £190

Total £286,500 £220

Interest on Finance £250

Months % Total £280

Total Development duration 24

Loan arrangement fee 1% £105,032

Interest on Construction Costs 24 7.0% £755,276

Total £860,307

Profit

% Total

Developer's Profit on Total Development Cost 20% £2,329,991

Total Development Costs £13,979,948

LAND VALUE

Months % Total £2,253,970

Land Surplus £2,391,480

Stamp Duty 4% £95,659

Agent's Fees 1.25% £29,894

Legal Fees 0.50% £11,957

Total £137,510

Interest on land finance 20 7.00% £157,778

Total £432,798

RESIDUAL LAND VALUE £1,958,682

Existing Site Value

%

Assumes existing space is % of new 50% 27,000

Rent per sq ft £8

Rental income per annum £216,000

Rent free/voids (years) 1 0.9346 £201,874

Total revenue, capitalised 7% £2,883,909

(incl all costs)

Refurbishment costs (per sq ft) £50 £1,350,000

Fees 7% £94,500

Total £1,444,500

Purchaser's Costs 5.75% £292,000

Total £1,736,500

Existing Site Value £1,147,408

SV incl Landowner Premium 20% £229,482 £1,376,890

Surplus available to fund CIL £581,792

Commercial Development Appraisal



Appendix 8 - Table of Appraisal Results and Graph Showing Surplus 

Available to Fund CIL

Use Classes CIL Rate

Surplus available 

to fund CIL

Office £0 £84,801

Industrial/Warehouse £0 -£841,045

Hotel £70 £1,578,814

In Centre/High Street Retail £120 £866,082

Out of Centre/Edge of Centre 

Retail

£120 £866,082

Leisure £0 -£5,301,292

Student Accommodation £60 £581,792



Appendix 8 - Table of Appraisal Results and Graph Showing Surplus Available to Fund CIL

Surplus Available to Fund CIL
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