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South Gloucestershire CIL Examination 

The SW HARP Consortium consists of the leading Housing Association/Registered Providers in 
the South West; nine of whom have a particular interest in South Gloucestershire. 

The purpose of the HARP is to optimise the provision of social/affordable housing and to ensure 
the evolution and preparation of consistent policies throughout the region.  With particular 
reference to CIL, the HARP is concerned with the impact of Charging Schedules on both whole 
plan delivery, and also on the delivery of affordable housing. 

We raised a number of concerns in our representation to the Draft Charging Schedule 
Consultation.  Following this, a meeting between the HARP (represented by Tetlow King 
Planning and a number of the larger Housing Associations working in South Gloucestershire), 
the Council including a Housing Enabling Officer, and the Council’s viability consultant was 
conducted on 21st July 2014.   

In light of the Council’s proactive engagement with the Consortium and the further work 
undertaken, we feel it necessary to detail below our relative position in terms of our previously 
expressed concerns.  We have done this where possible in accordance with the Inspector’s Pre-
Hearing Questions.  It is noted that the Council have sought to address a number of our 
concerns, and we have noted below where we are now supportive of the Council’s position. 

Q2.3 

We support the amendments to the draft Regulation 123 List as proposed by CIL4.  Whilst 
noting that it is still complicated, there is acceptance that this is necessary to some extent given 
the nature of the infrastructure requirements.  Where particular schemes are excluded from the 
Regulation 123 List, we would encourage the Council to insert appropriate links to documents 
specifying the proposals in more detail; in particular in respect to the highway works where 
exclusions are based upon a particular aspect of a wider highway scheme. 

Q3.1 

We support the Council’s modification reviewing reference to site size and replacement with a 
geographically defined area. 

Q3.5 

Local Benchmarking 

Our representation to the Draft Charging Schedule requested additional work be undertaken to 
provide local benchmarking, in line with recent practice elsewhere.  We made particular 
reference to the recent Examination of Purbeck’s Charging Schedule, where the Inspector 
suspended the Examination, requesting additional local benchmarking through the testing of a 
sample of local sites. 

It is noted that this is now a requirement of the PPG: 

“In addition, a charging authority should directly sample an appropriate range of types of sites 
across its area, in order to supplement existing data. ...... The sampling should reflect a 
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selection of the different types of sites included in the relevant Plan” (PPG ID: 25-019 dated 
12/06/2014). 

Following the 21st July 2014 meeting, the Council agreed to undertake the additional work.  We 
received an email on 08th September 2014; this detailed the 16 sites which the Council selected 
as the local benchmarking examples.  We responded on 09th September 2014, that we were 
content that the selected sites represented an appropriate selection of likely future 
developments over the plan period.  We also asked that in addition to noting density and type, 
we would expect some consideration of affordable housing and s106 contributions secured on 
the sites.  This was our last correspondence with the Council.   

Reviewing CIL2, it seems the Council have undertaken half of the work which we requested. 

Whilst 16 sample sites have been selected, these have been used to amend some of the 
development assumptions (in terms of units per hectare and floor area per hectare) within the 
same hypothetical sites from the original viability assessment; rather than undertaking direct 
sampling and testing of the selected sites. 

This was not the intention of our representation to the Draft Charging Schedule or in our 
discussion at the subsequent meeting.  We believe that our reference to the Purbeck case, and 
the PPG’s clear instructions, require that the 16 identified sites are run through a viability 
appraisal in light of the CIL Viability Reports assumptions (re build costs), s106 contributions (in 
this case, with reference to contributions secured and how this would change as a result of CIL) 
and, given the date of permission for a number of the selected sites, consideration of altered 
planning policy requirements on these sites since the adoption of the Core Strategy in 
December 2013. 

Given a number of the sites have since been completed it would also be possible to consider 
the sale values acquired on those sites.  We note this as we searched the first two sites: The 
Rotunda Club and Morley Road, Staple Hill.  Both sites, according to Zoopla, had sales 
recorded in 2012 and 2013; thus should be in conformity with the Sales Values in the Council’s 
2014 Viability Assessment, which took values as of March 2013.  Neither sites achieved sale 
values at either VP2 or VP3 levels.  In fact, even against Zoopla’s current estimates (for 
November 2014), some of the sale values for certain size homes do not achieve the VP levels 
identified in the Council’s Viability Report for March 2013. 

This highlights the need to undertake appropriate local benchmarking.  The role of local 
benchmarking is to test the robustness of the development assumptions across a number of 
identified sites.  Without undertaking this exercise, the evidence base it is not in conformity with 
the PPG, as indicated by the Inspector to Purbeck’s Examination.    

Without appropriate local benchmarking, we do not believe that the Charging Schedule can 
proceed. 

Appendix 8 

We welcome the Council’s amendments to the development assumptions in light of further 
work; the local development context should form an important part of setting the development 
assumptions for the notional sites.   
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This does not negate the need to undertake appropriate local benchmarking, as demonstrated 
above, these are two different processes.  

Our representation to the Draft Charging Schedule contained an indicative Table of the viability 
of the notional sites selected, we provide an update below:  

 Greenfield Low 
Employment  

High 
Employment 

Residential  

 VP2 VP3 VP2 VP3 VP2 VP3 VP2 VP3 
9 Low Low Low Low Low Low Low Low 

Med Med Med Med Med Med Med Med 
High High High High High High High High 

14 Low Low Low Low Low Low Low Low 
Med Med Med Med Med Med Med Med 
High High High High High High High High 

35 Low Low Low Low Low Low Low Low 
Med Med Med Med Med Med Med Med 
High High High High High High High High 

75 Low Low Low Low Low Low Low Low 
Med Med Med Med Med Med Med Med 
High High High High High High High High 

300 Low Low Low Low Low Low Low Low 
Med Med Med Med Med Med Med Med 
High High High High High High High High 

 
VP2 and VP3 represent the existing urban areas within the District, covering key sites 
envisaged for development over the plan period.  In light of the concerns expressed above in 
respect to the sale values secured on some of the selected local benchmarking sites, we are 
concerned that whilst Appendix 8 indicates an increase in viability as a result of increased site 
density, the evidence still raises concerns in respect to striking an appropriate balance. 

The Table above illustrates that development in VP2 is only viable on greenfield sites which 
raises significant concerns.  Following this, should the sale value assumptions for VP3 be above 
that observed on recent development sites, there is the potential that development within VP3 
will become challenging. 

It is clear that testing of the 16 selected sites is required to demonstrate that the range of sites 
expected to be delivered over the plan period are viable.   

We are concerned that without this additional testing, the selected CIL rate may require the 
negotiation of adopted Local Plan policies; for example affordable housing. 

The Mid-Devon and Exeter CIL Examinations have both clearly demonstrated that the impact of 
a Charging Schedule on affordable housing delivery is a significant consideration when setting 
the appropriate balance, and that a CIL rate which threatens the deliverability of affordable 
housing at adopted policy levels, or indicates that affordable housing may need to be negotiated 
in site specific proposals, is not appropriate.  This has been reiterated in the PPG, which states 
that affordable housing is a development cost (ID: 25/020/20140612); and as such not 
negotiable.    
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It is clear that local benchmarking of the selected 16 sites is necessary to evaluate whether the 
Charging Schedule strikes an appropriate balance. 

Affordable Housing Values 

We raised a concern in our representation to the Draft Charging Schedule in respect to which 
values were attributed to affordable homes in the Viability Report.  The Council have since 
confirmed that those values contained within the Larkin Report (2013) have been used.  We 
thus have no concerns in respect to the affordable housing values used within the reports.   

Affordable Tenure  

We had noted previously the need to ensure an appropriate buffer to allow flexibility in light of 
affordable housing tenures.  We note the Council’s response to this is that the use of upper 
quartile BCIS data, rather than medium, allows for flexibility in tenure requirements.  The April 
2014 Study does not indicate that upper quartile figures were used. 

On this basis, we would support the Council’s position that there is an element of flexibility 
within the viability appraisal to allow for small variations in tenure requirements.   

However, it is noted that the relative difference in build costs will allow variation in tenure on 
some sites, and only with minor variations.  The relative difference in build costs would not allow 
significant variations in tenure delivery, which may arise as a result of the new West of England 
(WoE) SHMA, and as such we reiterate our comments below in respect to an appropriate 
review policy.  

Q3.9 

The Council’s position on this issue is not appropriate.  Whilst the Council may indicate that 
there is a relatively small residual annual housing requirement, at some 150 units per annum, to 
be delivered over the remaining plan period, this negates to recognise that the housing target is 
expressed as a minimum; “delivery of a minimum of 28,355 new homes” (Policy CS15). 

Beyond this, it is noted that the Council cannot currently demonstrate a five year housing land 
supply, as detailed in a recent planning appeal (APP/P0119/A/10/2130078 dated 01/07/2014).  
Thus whilst the Council may perceive that their annual requirement is low, the failure of the 
identified strategic and already permitted sites to deliver housing at the levels required by the 
Core Strategy; indicates that delivery of alternate sites will play an important intermediate role.  
Thus quoting a figure of 150 units per annum is misleading. 

Beyond consideration of the remaining plan requirement, it is pertinent to note that 
consideration of the deliverability of affordable housing is also key.  We note above our concern 
that a failure to strike an appropriate balance will lead to a failure of sites to secure the adopted 
affordable housing target.   

CIL and s106: Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) 

We raised a number of concerns previously in respect to the Council’s decision to use an SPD 
and its inability to enable flexibility in line with the PPG and changing planning practice.   



South Gloucestershire CIL Examination 
South West HARP Consortium  

Represented by Tetlow King Planning Ltd. 
Representor ID 22 

Page 5 of 6 
 

Noting the proposed amendments (CIL4) on the Instalment Policy and Discretionary Relief, we 
support the decision to publish this information online rather than in an SPD. 

Monitoring and Review 

We note that CIL4 indicates a modification to Part 12 of the draft SPD in respect to future review 
of CIL. 

We support this amendment and note that the additional reference to potential changes as a 
result of the WoE SHMA and other planning policies coming forward over the plan period is 
supported. 

We would note that the paragraphs do not contain any reference to Local Plan delivery.  Whilst 
it is clear that the market and cost indicators will be monitored, it should also recognise that 
wider development indicators must also be used as indicators of the need for review.  In 
particular we note that both total net completions and delivery of affordable housing at the 
adopted Core Strategy level are two key indicators in ensuring that the Charging Schedule is 
still striking an appropriate balance.   

Discretionary Social Housing Relief 

We support the Council’s decision to adopt the Discretionary Social Housing Relief.  This will 
encourage delivery of affordable housing and allows for alternate affordable housing delivery 
models to be considered. 

Exceptional Circumstances 

We retain our position that the Council should adopt the Discretionary Exceptional 
Circumstances policy.  This will allow flexibility in exceptional circumstances, where the viability 
of the development is questionable based upon site specific constraints. 

Summary 

It is the SW HARP’s position that the failure to undertake appropriate local benchmarking 
through site specific viability testing, as required by the PPG, indicates that the Charging 
Schedule’s current evidence base is not appropriate. 

This is emphasised by the concerns expressed in relation to the viability of development in VP2 
and VP3, and in concern that there is a potential mismatch in the development assumptions 
used on notional sites, and how these assumptions work in practice; notably from a preliminary 
review of sale values on some of the identified local benchmark sites. 

The Council have identified 16 sites which represent appropriate benchmarks for development 
over the plan period.  The PPG is clear, that the testing of such sites is an integral part of the 
CIL process.   

There has not been an appropriate cross-check between the notional sites within the Viability 
Appraisal and the delivery of identified sites in practice.  There are currently a number of 
concerns raised in respect to whether an appropriate balance has been struck, and it is clear 
that undertaking site specific viability testing on the identified local benchmarks would provide 
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the appropriate evidence base for the Council to proceed, or would identify whether the 
concerns expressed are reasonable.  

 


