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Introduction

This document is Cotswold District Council’s Preliminary Draft Charging Schedule
(PDCS). The PDCS sets out the proposed rates that will be applied to new
development within the District. The rates vary by the location of and type of
development. The funds raised will be used to secure the provision of infrastructure.

The purpose of this document is to enable the Council to consult on the approach it
has taken in establishing its proposed rates. This is a statutory step towards the
adoption of a Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) and is prepared in accordance with
the CIL Regulations.

Through the consultation representatives from the &/e/élopment sector, industry and
commerce, Town and Parish Councils, commy {//groups and organisations, local
authorities, and members of the public are abj o mﬁk representations in respect of
the approach that the Council as Chargmg/Auth/nty proposes for setting CIL rates in

the District. L// ////////
In addition to this document, the Co n0| has included two ad/JyonaI evidence base
documents for consideration in this const Ifatlon These are: /
Ly //7/7///
e  Cotswold District Coufiéil; lnfrastructure E}el Plan 2016 Upda tt-f
//4///
o  Cotswold District Counc:l)/l,\lhol’ 4> / \fabllltf S}ldy April 2016
// /x//,;/f/ //

These documents re summarls Se | CV{A pendix D of this report,
respectively /y %f ull rep,;)/r,}s //a g% ble by following this link
http:/iwww. co( wold.gov I(’iremdent plarining-buildi ///’ lanning-policy/emerging-local-
planlevndence-ﬁase—and momtormg/ ////

S:consu It//t/o l/ //”' i weeks rom ##H 2016 to ### 2016. It will end on
////////ﬁ;/f/& / /////,/ Yy

pmments on the/P CS 0, be submltted by email or in writing to the Council.
B, 6/ ////
Comm k/nts; can also }ubmltted}nllne using the Council’s consultation system.
Toma //a representatlnn,please send your comments:
N
.
By email to: ///’)ocalplan@cotswold .gov.uk
////Zf////
By post to: ard Planning — PDCS Consultation
Cotswold District Council
Trinity Road
Cirencester
Gloucestershire
GL7 1PX

\

To submit comments online, please go to the Council’s website and follow the
instructions.
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3.1.

7 vengler

Please note that comments cannot be treated as confidential. While personal details
will be removed the representations will be made available as public documents.

What is CIL, who pays it, and how is the payment calculated?

CIL is a levy which will enable local authorities to apply a charge to new development.
The money raised by the levy will be used to fund infrastructure such as transport
schemes, schools, health and social care facilities, parks, green spaces and leisure
facilities that are required to ensure that the District grows sustainably.

CIL is non-negotiable which means there is certainty about how much applicants are
required to pay. As per the CIL Regulations it will b9 levied on net additional floor
space of development that exceeds 100 square ;n t/»l/es It will also be levied on
development that creates at least one reSIdentlaI I/I/ng even if that dwelling is less
than 100 square metres. CIL is charged on a per c{ etre basis.

LA

With regard to residential development 1f ge w1l| be no cﬁarge for the subdivision of
existing dwellings, self-build dwelhngs and/extensmns There/are a range of statutory
exemptions from CIL including but noé( lted to affordable Hou/smg and development

for charitable purposes. The CIL regulatlops set m%ull list of exem tions.

/
CIL is payable within 60 da’)’fsf of the ¢ m/é/r’!ce nt of developme#/(’/although the

regulations allow for an tnstafr/’ﬁe{n?’ oltcy to be adopted alongside CIL. The Council will
consider a proposed lnstalmen( eutSId%fo thls const fa

Where fand d t // {// //// 9 hool
ere fand is r O provi e/new in rastructure s chy,as schools or community
facilities the C /l/.%/l%glay %at its di screti /éft/:’t/://t// ﬁa in kind". In such cases the

total CIL Ilabll;t/gs reduced//by the v. (ﬁe/ffthe land offféred The Council will consider
such a policy outsjde of thls,consultatlon //

Th ////////, ibi yto/f;/\///(///ff/

////// SBW

\\\\\

tﬁ”}he owner of the land unless liability is
p Clﬁ Regulations.

/4,
party’ s set out’iny;
0

OIQrates will be in c{ex mke 4/51 g the natlonal All-in Tender Price Index published by

the Bulldlng Cost Infon;natlon S{e/ngce of the Royal Institute of Chartered Surveyors.
T,

The CIL ragﬁs for the Cé ncil's PDCS vary by use (residential and retail). The CIL
Regulatlons a{/lt/) w for different rates of CIL to be charged in different areas. The
//9

Councii is prop SI /g /zones for residential development (The Chesterton Strategic
Site and the rest of/ e District). For retail and office developmert there is a District-
wide zone. Some deve[opment types such as industrial will not be charged because
the CIL Viability Study found that these uses did not have the financial capacity to pay
a CIL. In other words, the Study found that there is a high likelihood that a CIL charge

would render these developments industrial units unviable in the current market.
CIL liabilities will be calculated in accordance with CIL Regulation 40.
CIL and Infrastructure Required for the Local Plan

The Council consulted on their Local Plan: Development Strategy and Site Allocations
during January and February 2015 and their Local Plan Reg 18 Consultation: Planning
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4.3

5.1.

5.2.

Policies during November and December 2015 and is now due to consult on the Local
Plan Submission Draft Reg 19. CIL is now proposed in the context of this new Local
Plan and when considering rates the emerging policies have been considered
(including the revised affordable housing targets of greenfield and brownfield sites of
40% and 30% respectively (being reduced from 50% in the adopted Plan).

The Council intends to adopt CIL when the new Local Plan is adopted.

The IDP assesses the infrastructure and costs to establish whether there is a funding
gap. It also considers the scale and type of infrastructure necessary to deliver the
growth identified in the Local Plan. The funding gap analysis consists of the funding
still required for infrastructure delivery after a[l r}own (non CIL) sources of

infrastructure funding is accounted for. Funds fro fL will be used to close the
funding gap.
o,

The Council considers its CIL Charglng chedule aé;//a positive tool to support

sustainable growth under a range of 7@( sconditions aﬁd’ “to this regard it has been

/ WY,
mindful of future growth scenarios. // /////
i v,

The CIL Regulations require the Council* (wallocate meamngfu prgnortlon of CIL to
the neighbourhood from whlch funds are rals ///2013 the Gové/r 2L ent defined
‘meaningful proportion’ to be%a /p imum of 15°/capped at £100 per eXIstlng rateable
dweliing of CIL income arising ,ln af ;msh or town COUnCII area and 25% in areas with a
Neighbourhood Plan or Nelghbo@ oof Bevelopmen /@rder

//// //:Z//

Uy, Y
)

Infrastructure Dé e an /,% //4/// ”Z//

//// - ///// ) // W,

The infrast whic 2/ ere assesse cf in the IDP include social
mfrastructure (edfrcatlon health sports a}}g leisure, open and play space, libraries and
mmu centr s ,// ,/4'and uti Iltles The details of how these infrastructure
’//////// ///ﬂ/’/ in t2/IDP which can b d from th
, Nave /// o are//u e/ which can be accessed from the

éoéncﬂ s ewder)p bpage //’//

Uy, ) 7

T,

Thé/’lDP also provi s,/up-to c(ate costs associated with the infrastructure required to

dellvéryt/he growth ldentlf ed in th’/ I lzocal Plan. The infrastructure costs associated with
this growt!‘a Jis about £2100

\

L.
Finally, the IDE /}gient )f“es/ the funding gap. The funding gap is the difference between

the total mfrastr cure costs and the corresponding estimated non CIL funds identified
by the Council for mfrastructure delivery. The identification of the funding gap and a
discussion of each identified funding source is in Appendix X of the IDP. The
infrastructure funding gap is £9.8M

CIL and $106

The Council currently collects financial contributions for infrastructure from new
development through S106 agreements.

In 2010 CIL Regulation 123 introduced ‘pooling restrictions’ which limited the Council’s
ability to use S106 to fund infrastructure from 6 April 2015. Specifically the Regulation
limited S106 obligations where five or more have been entered into after 6 April 2010
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5.3.

5.4.

5.5.

5.6.

in respect of a specific infrastructure project or type. Prior to 6 April 2015 the Council
was able to secure as many contributions as it could justify for an infrastructure project

or type.

As a resuit of Regulation 123 the Council is now generally limited to using S106
obligations for the purpose of securing infrastructure that mitigates site-specific
impacts arising from development such as access roads for example. In some limited
cases the Councili may use S106 to secure a strategic infrastructure project or type
from several sites.

Regulation 122 was another limitation on the Council's ability to use S106 to fund
infrastructure. It contains three tests which a S106 o gatlon is required to meet. The
obligation must be (a) necessary, (b) directly relate /d )16 (c) related in scale and kind
to the proposed development. These tests reduc //l}e Council's ability to apply tariff-
style S106 obligations which it had done accor ltS Planning Obligations and

Developer Contributions Supplementary Pan | g Docu pt(SP ).

/ i
As a result of the CIL Regulatlons IS a more effectivfe means for securing
infrastructure funding than S1086. It enabl/s local authontres to ;ﬁ:@/as many developer
contributions as it wishes for the purpose/of fu mfrastructure///l addition, CIL

funds levied from .a partlcula%development céf Vbe // s/ d to pay for mfrasfructure that is

unrelated. In other words, it aymfis ihe need to meet the three tests in Regulatlon 122.

Dy, Y,
The Council will publish a list o/ nfras/ uctu/ce it will f/ p;d /through CIL. This is known as
a Regulation 123)|st One purposer f the h )s }o ensu ,e}hat councils do not double-

charge appl:ca Ls}/ jra tructure’tfnrough / and 8106 agreement. Appendix B
contains the/ /o nc iI's f)éﬁ Regulatle/w 23/’/11//t O/ﬁ/ée/plL is adopted and the list is in

use it will be 6dated penodlcally as |n /astructure pro;ects are completed and new

needs arise. /%
I5‘,//// //’/// //”///// 0

. &

\

N\

ettmg the pr d CIL t s the Council has had regard to several considerations

/ %)
bu oI CIpally _ o
e L

Whole* Bfan and CIL Vi}b lity Assessment - March 2016
The Infras(r(r ure Del;\/ ery Plan

Anticipated de 'f’( opm//

\

fas per the Council's baseline growth option being assessed

for the Local Plan///
ders

Input from stakeho

6.2. The Council commissioned the CIL Viability Study (as part of the Whole Plan Viability

6.3.

study) to determine if CIL rates would be viable in the District and to provide
recommendations for a proposed set of rates. A summary of the Study is provided in
Appendix D. The full Whole Plan and CIL Viability Assessment can be downloaded
from the Forward Planning evidence and Monitoring page of Council’s website.

The Study analysed both residential and non-residential property development in the
District. It applied financial appraisal models to a sample of different types of

Y.



development schemes which are anticipated in the baseline growth option being
considered for the Local Plan.

6.4. To ensure that the appraisal models realistically portray property development in the
District, there are allowances for all the Council's policies (including affordable
housing) which are consequential to the viability of property development. The models
also reflect market assumptions related to the revenue and costs of development in
the District. A consultation event has been held with developers to ensure that the
assumptions in the CIL Viability Study are robust and refiective of market realities.

6.5. The CIL Viability Study’'s modelling results indicate that a CIL charge is viable for two
different development types: residential and retails / residential development the
Study recommends two zones. This reflects t eﬁacf that the strategic site at
Chesterton is of a very large scale and has sub tlal Strategic Infrastructure and

mitigation costs associated with it making it dlst// //y/d) erent to other development in

the District. / //’7 /

6.6. CIL Reguiation 14 states that the Councl (as Charging A/{//horty) must strike what
appears to be an appropriate balance e}\}.'een the desirability Of’//ﬁ.l dlng infrastructure
and the potential effects that CIL could ha\;(%m dey e/h/pment wab:hﬁpln other words,
the PDCS is not expected /to be strictly basé (e /(:;/a mechanistic apﬁ/roach to rate-

setting. Indeed, the Council {/;,ﬁeen ought to es 6|lSh the appropriate balance.

x\
\\\\\\

Kk ’///”/// %)
7 /
7.  Preliminary Draft Charging Sc edu( /// //
6/// T, G
/ ratés aps/ showing the corresponding

7.1. The table belo /cgntam the propés

W Za {/ ///////////’
residential Cleon/ /// D:g,% / //////

/f////// ////l},” posed ra/tes of CIL

Devéig fffﬁ,@,,/,,, ) ///// //////%/ 7, Maximum Rate of CIL

IV//. Res ,////fra I 4/////// ///,%//,///// 3
All deve06 ent 5| s”/,z/élncludlng She[tered £80/m?

.‘\\\\\

_
%//’///j’//) Housing and//r Extracare Housing  but
"/,////’/%excludlng the Chesterton’St;ateglc Site
C/hesterton Strat{eglc Site 7 £0/m?
Retail De\@fopment / £60/m?
All Other DeVél; %nep% £0/m?

8. Next Steps

8.1. While the purpose of this document is to consult on the PDCS, it is an early step in the
process for adoption of CIL.

8.2. All comments received for this consultation will be taken into account in the
preparation of a Draft Charging Schedule (DCS). The Council will summarise all the
representations. it receives and provide responses through a document that will be
made available on its webpage. The summary document will evidence how the Council
will have taken account of consultees’ representations.
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8.3. The DCS, once prepared, will also be subject to consultation before its submission to
an independent examiner prior to public examination. We anticipate that consultation
on the DCS will take place later in 2016 and the examination will be held in 2017.

8.4. Alongside the process for adopting CIL, the Council will review its current system of
collection of Planning Obligations with a view towards producing a comprehensive
Development Plan Document which reflects how S$106 will be used alongside CIL.

7 0
7 Ty, 7
. 7

v Uy
| 7
//,/f// 7
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w
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o

_
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Appendix A - CIL Charging Zones Maps
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Appendix B — Draft Regulation 123 List

B1 The list below sets out the infrastructure projects that the Council intends to wholly or
partly fund through CIL.

B2 The inclusion of an infrastructure project or type does not signify a commitment by the
Council to fund it. Nor does the order of the list reflect the Council’s priorities.

Infrastructure to be funded, or part funded, | Infrastructure and other items to be funded
through CIL through S106 Obligations; S$278 of the

Highways Act; other legislation or through

Planning Condition

Transportation Development specific mitigation works on, or

Transportation infrastructure for walking, | directly related to, a development site.

cycling, public transport and highways.

Education Development specific mitigation works on, or

Provision for which the Local Education directly related to, a site.

Authority has a statutory responsibility

including early years, primary and secondary

(covering ages 2 — 19)

Flood and Water Management Development specific mitigation works on, or

Flood risk mitigation to support development | directly related to, a site.

across the area.

Social and Community Infrastructure Development specific mitigation works on, or
Including social and community facilities, | directly related to, a site.

sports, recreational, play infrastructure and
youth provision, and cultural infrastructure.

Green infrastructure Development specific mitigation works on, or
Strategic green infrastructure. directly related to, a site.
Historic Environment Development specific mitigation works on, or

Conservation and enhancement of the historic | directly related to, a site.
environment, heritage assets and their setting.

Public Realm, Art and Culture Development specific mitigation works on, or
Off-site provision/ enhancements directly related to, a site.

Emergency Services (Police, Fire and | Development specific mitigation works on, or
Ambulance) directly related to, a site.

Including infrastructure to support the capacity
of local services in areas of major growth.
Economic Development Infrastructure On-site infrastructure and non-infrastructure
Including off-site starter business units, | Initiatives such as skills training and local
information and communications technology, | employment initiatives.

supporting other employment initiatives.
Waste Recycling On site collection facilities and waste reduction
Provision of household waste recycling and | initiatives.

waste management facilities
Renewable Energy Infrastructure On-site renewable energy schemes.
Renewable Energy infrastructure
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Appendix C DRAFT Instalment Policy (to follow)
Appendix D - Viability Testing

Background

HDH Planning and Development Ltd, prepared a Whole Plan and CIL Viability Assessment
(March 2016). This has been published for consultat[on, /th this PDCS. The Viability
Assessment sets out the methodology used, the key assy i tions adopted, and contain an
assessment of the Council's emerging planning polncn/eﬁe ///T e planning policies are set out in

the Cotswold District Council Local Plan: Developme/ntfs r’a/f,egy and Site Allocations Reg 18
K

Consultation: Planning Policies.

//’
Viability testing is an important part of the ://an -making proé/'ei’*. The requirement to
assess viability forms part of the National PIan /ng Policy Frameworl// PF), the Planning

Practice. Guidance (PPG), and is a reqwremen(/of the glf.’/;Regulatlon ’f/)) each case the
requirement is slightly different buLaIl have much in/’

. Y
/// Gl W/}/// M

Regulation 14 (as amended) of h egulatlons ,s S that ‘councils must strike an
appropriate balance between (a) the deswébll’t /of fundln ro CIL (in whole or in part) the
actual and expected estimated total,/,//cost of///m rastrucé,; required to support the
development of its areé/"//t%kmg into accozfnt oth { fff l and exﬁected sources of funding;

and (b) the POtentlal/éffects (t k ////,,

f “the mpesmon of CIL on the economic
K é’
viability’. /,///'/////7 % ///

x/ﬁ »
Viability testlng,mt / /é !/_, //ﬁ/// sess;pe ‘effects’ on development viability of the
t
/

\\

\\\\‘%\

|mpos/t|o’://o//CIL/jf oulcﬁn// oted that \/K/J iIst tﬁezf“ nancial impact of introducing CIL is an

mpo 91 factor the”%@c}v/smn af’)nfrastructuré//(or lack of it} will alse have an impact on the
ability of,tpe Council to mee,t its otfjectwes through development and deliver its Development
Plan. The&l}an may not b&’ di )Nerable’i the absence of CIL. Further, the level at which CIL
is set is not’galculated througﬁ a predetermlned formula. The assessment of the effect of

ClLisa quantltef Ve and a qua'l/lfatwe process.

kN

o,

The test that will be/’?/éepl )//6// the proposed rates of CIL are set out in the updated CIL
7W

Guidance (within the PF’G hlch says at (PPG ID: 25-009-20140612) ‘As set out in the
National Planning Policy Ff‘amework in England (paragraphs 173 — 177), the sites and the
scale of development identified in the plan should not be subject to such a scale of
obligations and policy burdens that their ability to be developed viably is threatened.’

The test is not whether one site or another is viable; it is whether the sites and the scale of
development is subject to such a scale of obligations and policy burdens (when considered
together) that their ability to be developed viably is threatened by CIL.

CIL Regulation 13 (as amended) provides scope for CIL to be set at different levels by
different area (zones) and type and size of developments.

SNT:



D8.

DS.

D10.

D11.

D12.

D13.

D14,

Guidance, for example, to set a high rate to deter a particular type of development, or to set
a low rate to encourage it — a consistent approach must be taken across all development
types.

There is no specific technical guidance on how to test the viability in the CIL Regulations or
Guidance. There are several highly regarded sources of guidance and appeal decisions that
support the methodology used. The CIL Viability Study follows the Viability Testing in Local
Plans — Advice for planning practitioners (LGA/HBF — Sir John Harman) June 2012 (known
as the Harman Guidance) and Financial viability in planning, RICS guidance note, 1st edition
(GN 94/2012) which was published during August 2012 (known as the RICS Guidance).

The methodology was presented at a consultation event o/r%,f,“d June 2015 event and there

% .
was a unanimous consensus that it was appropriate to PI oW the Harman Guidance.

Viability Testing — Outline Methodology

There is no statutory technical guidance on}'n/ /to go about//mablhty testing. We have

therefore followed the Harman Guidance. '1)1e éllablhty and cost/ of/ and are matters at the
core of viability for any property development / he format of the typlc’a/lyvaluatlon which has
been standard for as long as land has been traded for devel pment is: //ZZ////

///%
%/@ ///}

(The combine v’ ue o rl e completéfﬂevelopment)

/////7 W
F.

_
S/,// ///
t////&// .
’f//// // ///“/

rof t margin
(Const{uotlon + fees/fi- finance charges)

// //// A"
/// ///// 7 / Ty, )
//// /,/%/;,RESID |§VALUE

The result//of/ the calculatlor/ /dlcatesfa/zland value, the Residual Value. The Residual Value
is the. top llmﬁfof what a de(e oper coﬁ/la offer for a site and still make a satisfactory profit

margin. ///%/;%// b%/

‘\

//

It is well recognlsec( Ay /\pa //I “testing that the developer should be rewarded for taking the
risks of development. ’T PPF terms this the ‘competitive return’. The essential balance
in viability testing is around the land value and whether or not land will come forward for
development. The more policy requirements and developer contributions the planning
authority asks for the less the developer can afford to pay for the land. The purpose of this
study is to assess the effect of CIL and to quantify the costs of the Council’s various policies
on development and then make a judgement as to whether or not land prices are squeezed
to such an extent that, in the NPPF context, that the Development Plan is put at ‘serious risk’
or, in the context of the CIL Guidance, whether development is ‘threatened’ to such an

extent that the Plan is not delivered.

The meaning of ‘competitive return’ is at the core of a viability assessment. The RICS
Guidance includes the following definition:

- 19



Competitive returns - A term used in paragraph 173 of the NPPF and applied to 'a willing land
owner and willing developer o enable development to be deliverable’. A ‘Competitive Returm' in
the confext of land and/or premises equates lo the Site Value as defined by this guidance, i.e.
the Market Value subject to the following assumption: that the value has regard to development
plan policies and alf other material planning considerations and disregards that which is
contrary to the development plan. A ‘Competitive Retum’ in the context of a developer bringing
forward development should be in accordance with a ‘market risk adjusted retumy’ lo the
develaper, as defined in this guidance, in viably delivering a project.

D15. CIL is not calculated by some pre-determined formula. The assessment of viability as
required under the NPPF and the CIL Regulations is a quantitative and qualitative
assessment based on professional judgment. The basic viability methodology involves
preparing financial development appraisals for a representative range of sites and actual
sites and using these to assess the effect that CIL mayp//}/g;e;//o”n development viability. The
sites were modelled based on the sites being taken forw yén the new Plan.

b

D16. HDH used a bespoke viability testing model degigried an 'c'_i:éveloped specifically for area

wide viability testing as required by the NP/F a,t}}a s. The purpose of the

A %
e red 9 )0 ClL Reguiations. |
viability model and testing is not to exact%}rror any particulark ,,gs/s}ness model used by
those companies, organisations and people{i_/r,:;/v/g/lved in property develoff/j/r//r/lent. The purpose
is to capture the generality and to provide high Ieoyfelfladwc%%ass:st the Cgp%c:ll in assessing

: - i L D Yy
the deliverability of the Detailed Policies and Sites’lan /ar o set CIL. _
Appraisal Assumptions {////;? /////////// ///7/////7/
. 7y _
D17. The detailed assumptions and the sou/{/,,f’:'es fré///ri/}//;f/g/i/ich they(/é’/f;%irawn are set out in the CIL

. s /»/g// % i
\ﬁablhty Study and %&% here. /%////%c /f////////// W
Planning Policy Requiremésts »//% ////

D18. The purpose of this stu{/’gé‘//i/; to 5};/\}’9//}2/ the deh\’(/:éj}/zjlbility development set out in'the new Plan
/?’,/ * .”:’ 7 /{/ 8 . ™
f//,th CIL l/l//!// /} e enﬁéf%lopm%t viability. In Chapter 8 development

pohcn_ags/’z;yn the emerging Lo
)/@/7 We |

management )
bility#
Y

o7 &’/}I{/z/g/n are reviewed in the context of their impact
ﬁfé;i/?e tested CliZin the context of the cumulative impact of
Y
@
-, _
D19. The pnnmpleu;g

}uirements are;n relatior/f// to affordable housing and developer contributions.

Modelled Sites;,
W

D20. A range of sites (resi @%nﬂ non-residential) have been modelled to be representative of
development that is anticipated to come forward in the new Plan. Specifically these are
based on the Site Allocations Document which includes 39 Allocation sites, on about 25ha of
land and with a capacity of just under 2,881 new homes. Over 80% (2,350 units) of these
units are on the Chesterton Strategic Site. The reminder is distributed across the District.
The Council has also identified 19 Reserve sites on about 48ha of land with a capacity 732
units. The Allocations and Reserve sites are set out in Appendix 6 of the report. The
emerging Plan also includes allocations of about 25ha of employment land and a further

4.5ha of Reserve employment land. This sites are listed in Appendix 7.
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D21.

D22.

D23.

D24.

D25.

D26.

b.

The appraisals use the residual vaiuation approach — that is, they are designed to assess
the value of the site after taking into account the costs of development, the likely income
from. sales and/or rents and an appropriate amount of developers’ profit. The payment
would represent the sum paid in a single tranche on the acquisition of a site. In.order for the
proposed development to be described as viable, it is necessary for this value to exceed the
value from an alternative use.

The results of the appraisals will be compared with the Alternative / Existing Use Values in
order to form a view about the likely viability of different levels of CIL. However, it does not
automatically follow that, if the residual value produces a surplus over the alternative use
value benchmark, the site is viable. The surplus needs to be sufficiently large to provide an
incentive to the landowner to release the site and cover any’ / /6ther appropriate cost required
to bring the site forward for development. We have ass/uﬁed that for brownfield sites a
figure of 20% over and above the EUV / AUV hould ? %Tcrent to provide an incentive to

the landowner to dispose of their site and make the ,,a Or development.

The treatment of greenfield sites has been co /d/red separateh///B sed on our knowledge
Y,

of rural development and from working Wlth”f rmers [andowners and /helr agents together

with the representations of developers, we ha e/ ade a further adjustmentfor the greenfield

sites tested. We have added a further £475 000,; this preml We have also

f e
added this amount to sites that were eviously pa /” ’/// //
/ /// j
i,

The methodology used reflects a very consf erable uph or 2 landowner selling a greenfield

site with consent for development. In//l/e ev//hf?y )he gran ,,9t /pfannlng consent they would
receive over ten tlmes h )ue of the a%j before /h/ //,cons s granted. Using existing
use value plus ,b een w‘d / ,/d; Isewhere including the recent
Inspector's report 40 t/ )/he Lond/o/} Mayor’s//Q.ILé%t has ’e///used in similar studies in 40
authority areas, carrlecf/out by 1 t professmn%/l/s undertaking this study and in numerous
other studies carried out’h) 7
| / /// ///’%/// ’% i, //’////
This rman Guidance and the more recent draft

PPG /J'){ese state thaéfc n5|deraf|on of an appﬁ)pnate Threshold Land Value needs to take
accoun /of he fact that f/ ﬁire Plan/p )cy requirements will have an impact on land values

and Iandowner expectatlonsf

W, /
The resulting res/zdual land v ////I’yes for the mix of affordable housing are as required by
current policy — 4 /o/ ffordable housmg on greenfield sites and 30% affordable housing on
brownfield sites of 6 jore/ units. For each development type we have calculated the
Residual Value. The rest (s tables are colour coded the results using a simple traffic light

system:

\\\\

\\

GreenViable — where the Residual Value per hectare exceeds the indicative Viability
Threshold Value per hectare (being the Existing Use Vaiue plus the appropriate
uplift to provide a competitive return for the landownery).

Amber Marginal — where the Residual Value per hectare exceeds the Existing Use
Value or Alternative Use Value, but not Viability Threshold Value per hectare.
These sites should not be considered as viable when measured against the test
set out — however, depending on the nature of the site and the owner, they may
come forward.
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D27.

Red Non-viable -~ where the Residual Value does not exceed the Existing Use Value
or Alternative Use Value.

The results are set out and presented for each site and per hectare to allow comparison
between sites. To understand the extent that sites can bear developer contributions over
and above the requirements for affordable housing and other policy requirements. Multipie
appraisals have been run to explore the ability to bear CIL:
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Table 13.4 Residual Value compared with Viability Thresholds
Affordable — Brownfield sites 30%, Remaining areas 40% - range of CIL Contributions
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Source: CDC Whole Plan and CIL Viability Assessment, January 2016

Using Viability Evidence to set CIL

D28. The CIL Viability Study sets out the methodology used, the key assumptions adopted, and

the findings, and has been prepared as a first step towards assisting the Council with the
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development of CIL and to engage with stakeholders. The CIL Guidance requires
stakeholder engagement — particularly with members of the development industry. The
findings of this report do not determine the rates of CIL, but are one of a number of factors
that the Council may consider when setting CIL. In setting CIL there are three main
elements that need to be brought together:

« Evidence of the Infrastructure Requirements
s Viability Evidence
+ The input of stakeholders

Viability Evidence — Rates and Zones

The viability evidence set out in the CIL Viability Study that//f as been prepared in line with
the viability sections of the PPG, with the Harman (iulda ce and the RICS Guidance and
having taken the comments of consultees into acco% // /t is therefore an appropriate

evidence base for the setting of CIL.
@,

Through the CIL process, and taking mto/account all the m tters;/fset out above, it was
decided that: //»Z/"//
/// .
a. CIL is required to fun}:l lnfrastructure// Hay /)}(/taken into account the other
sources of finance the/ ef)s a ‘fundlng7§:} and CIL could rréke a useful
contribution to fund the'i?; rasfruoture require h)o support the development most

likely to come forward pnor’}o the/ doptlon of t e /new Local Plan.

\\

T, D,
b. Affordable } t:rsm ains a,//%ouncll o] onty but the “Council also puts weight on
the deli ve rasf ure. /’/

\

/// W
/ K / / ///////
¢. The Co nc)/lfand lts pa ners have/ een successful in securing capital funding for

mfrastructu e/ ns a 5|g;}t" icant ‘funding gap’.

er ble rt d’ y evidence, to ‘keep things simple’ and

/ / s, 7.
%ot have | Ie r”///s of CIL al/ﬁﬁugh it was recognised that it was appropriate

x/////yto have d|ff re tlal rate/s/ It was agreed that a fine grained approach was not

/ % //’
de//s/lrable ///// /,///;/%
e. CIL//settlng is a qfahtatlve and a quantitative process. CIL is not calculated

througﬁ//a redete //’/I{ned formula. The Council is required to ‘strike’ the balance
between '( )y‘ zgs:rabmty of funding from CIL ... the ... cost of infrastructure
required to s% rf the development of its area, ... and (b) the potential effects
(taken as a whofe) of the imposition of CIL on the economic viability of
development across its area.



