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Introduction 

The questions answered in this document were raised by the CIL Examiner, Andrew 

Seaman BA(Hons), MA, MRTPI, in his letter of 9th September 2022 and should be read in 

conjunction with Examiner’s Hearing Programme.  

 

Issue 1 – General: Are the Value Zones and sales value assumptions justified and 

reasonable?   

• Are the identified Value Zones and sales value assumptions used in the Council’s viability 

evidence justified and reasonable? In particular: 

i. Are the CIL Value Zones sufficiently justified by the evidence? 

 

Aspinall Verdi’s CIL Review Update (June 2022, document C8) addresses CIL Value 

Zones in section 5 (paragraphs 5.9-11 on page 36) with further detailed 

information and evidence in the Market Report in Appendix 2. The Market Report 

has been used to inform assumptions in the CIL Review. The Market Report 

contains detailed information on re-sale property prices, new build properties 

prices and consultations with residential agents across East Suffolk that justifies 

the CIL value zones proposed.  

 

ii. Has adequate account been taken of local sales values? Is the sales data used 

spatially adequate and reflective of ESC trends?  

 

Land Registry sales data has been collected for a range of different dwelling types, 

sizes and towns across East Suffolk. The details of the new build sale prices in 

different areas are provided in Table 2-2 to Table 2-18 in the Market Report.  

 

In addition to sale prices the Market Report also provides details on consultations 

with residential agents in different towns across East Suffolk. Information was 

gathered on market trends (paragraph 2.28, page 20) and agents quoting prices 

(Table 2-19). 

 

iii. How does the Council’s sales value heat map inform the proposed CIL zones? 

 

The heat map shows Land Registry data on sold prices for re-sale properties 

(Figure 2-3 of the CIL Review Update (June 2022, document C8)). This information 

together with Land Registry data on new build sale values (Table 2-2 to Table 2-

18), average price increases record by the Land Registry between October 2021 

and June 2022, and consultations with residential agents, all form the market 

analysis carried out by Aspinall Verdi to establish the geographic value zones for 

CIL. 

 

The precise boundaries of the proposed CIL zones are obviously a matter of 

professional judgement, and the Aspinall Verdi report explains (in particular, 

paragraphs 5.9-5.11 and the Market Report, Appendix 2) how they have reached 
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their recommendations, but the heat map is perhaps the single most important 

source.    

 

iv. Are current house values a reasonable basis for assessing development viability? 

 

The values assumptions are formulated at particular points in time (for the October 

2021 and June 2022 AV CIL Review Update reports). The value assumptions are 

based upon Land Registry Data (new build and second-hand) which is by definition 

‘backwards’ looking; and asking price evidence which indicates the current ‘values’.  

It is a question of judgement what values are adopted having regard to all the other 

assumptions in the appraisals including BCIS costs when taken ‘in the round’.  

 

The values in the Aspinall Verdi’s Report are based on clear new-build evidence 

that is provided and, where data is not available, second-hand housing evidence 

has been looked at and any necessary adjustments to the sales values made. They 

are a clearly a reasonable basis for assessing development viability, and the most 

appropriate information; future house price forecasts are inherently uncertain and 

therefore unreliable.   

 

v. Does the Council’s viability evidence take account of made neighbourhood plans 

(including Reydon)?  -  

 

 

At the small scale of parishes, it is not pragmatic to be able to take account of any 

such Neighbourhood Plan requirements in the context of a whole-district CIL 

study, when having broad charging zones (avoiding undue complexity) is 

encouraged by the PPG on CIL (Paragraph: 022 Reference ID: 25-022-20190901).  

That being said, the viability implications of almost all Neighbourhood Plan 

policies will be of little or no effect.  

 

Principal residence restriction policies (the Southwold and Reydon Neighbourhood 

Plans are the only two ‘made’ NPs in East Suffolk to have such a policy) are 

intended to have a downwards effect on prices (compared to the value of resale 

properties without such a restriction). Both Southwold and Reydon are in the high 

value CIL zone and with the significant buffer to the CIL rate in this zone the overall 

viability of housing schemes is unlikely to be affected to a significant degree by the 

presence of a principal residence restriction policy. In addition, the greater extent 

of home-working during the Covid pandemic has not fully returned to ‘normal’ (i.e. 

back to the office full time), and probably never will. This means that it is likely 

that some people with multiple homes would want to base themselves more fully 

in places like Reydon and Southwold and so be able to satisfy the principal 

residency test. This may mean that the downwards effect on prices will be less 

marked in any case.  

 

A further point is that CIL applies not just to new-build properties, but to 

extensions above 100m2 in size. Reydon and Southwold are popular locations and 

some larger extensions above this threshold are granted permission from time-to-
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time, and securing the maximum CIL from these is appropriate, to help contribute 

to the CIL pot to deliver infrastructure.    

 

It is therefore asserted that no adjustments are needed to the overall viability 

evidence.    

 

vi. Are the value zones for Lowestoft (5) and Oulton (4) sufficiently justified? 

 

The 2019 indices of deprivation found that several of the Lowestoft wards were 

ranked within amongst the 10% most deprived neighbourhoods in the country 

(Indices of Deprivation 2015 and 2019 (communities.gov.uk)). Lowestoft has long 

been the area with the lowest re-sale and new build prices in East Suffolk and it 

continues to be lowest value area, with few mid or higher value properties 

available. The Market Report found new build prices in Lowestoft and Oulton 

ranged from £1,590 to £3,938 per sqm (Table 2-2) which are lower than elsewhere 

in the district and the units being delivered are smaller-sized, especially terraced 

and semi-detached units (paragraph 2.14, page 12).  

 

There are some differences in values between Lowestoft and Oulton Broad (not 

Oulton, which is in the Mid Zone 3), which is why they are differentiated, but once 

an appropriate buffer is taken into account, they are both proposed to be zero 

rated. 

 

Issue 2 – General: Methodology  

• Is the methodology for setting CIL rates sufficiently clear? 

 

This is set out in the Aspinall Verdi CIL Review Update (both the original November 

2021 (library document A9) and updated June 2022 (library document A8) versions). 

Figures ES2 (page iv in the June 2022 AV report) and 11.1 (p 134) set  out this 

methodology simply. 

 

Chapter 3 sets out the broad methodology and approach to calculating Benchmark 

Land Value (BLV). Chapter 4 highlights the main Local Plan context and policies, along 

with the current CIL Charging Schedule rates (for the former districts of Suffolk Coastal 

and Waveney). 

 

Chapter 5 describes the approach to residential viability testing and Chapter 6 the 

approach to eight “strategic” sites. Chapter 7 covers holiday accommodation, chapter 

8 specialist residential accommodation (for older people), Chapter 9 retail viability and 

Chapter 10 employment viability. 

 

Finally, Chapter 11 is the overall recommendations in relation to CIL rates (including 

buffers). Figure 11.1 (Decision making process for recommended CIL rate) provides a 

flow diagram of the approach to the balance of the maximum tests CIL rates and the 

viability buffers. 

 

http://dclgapps.communities.gov.uk/imd/iod_index.html
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The approach taken is fully in line with the requirements of the NPPF and the guidance 

on CIL and Viability in the Planning Practice Guidance. In addition, there is an 

Executive Summary which explains the approach in a straightforward manner.  

 

• Are the modelled typologies sufficient in breadth and number across all value zones 

such that the Charging Schedule is adequately justified? 

Para 5.29 and Table 5.10 (and Appendix 12) set out the range of typologies modelled. 

They are considered appropriate, given the range of sizes of allocations in the two 

Local Plans (Waveney (2019) and Suffolk Coastal (2020)).  

There are not sufficient larger sites of 301-500 dwellings to justify additional 

typologies. P18-19 of the Consultation Statement (library document A4) sets out the 

Council’s response to Pigeon on this particular point in more detail, as does the further 

response on page 71. The typologies build on the previous Local Plans viability work 

(also undertaken by Aspinall Verdi).     

In relation to the different value zones, not all typologies are relevant for them all. For 

example, in the Lower and Mid Lower zones (both in Lowestoft alone) there are no 

greenfield allocations in the Waveney Local Plan (as this is an urban area), so no such 

greenfield typologies are relevant. For the Mid (3), Mid Higher (4) and High (5) zones, 

there is more of a mix of sizes of greenfield and brownfield allocations, and therefore 

the range is wider.  

Overall, it is considered that the range of typologies is appropriate and that additional 

typologies would not be especially beneficial, nor necessary.    

 

• Are the cost assumptions used in the Council’s viability evidence justified, proportionate 

and reasonable with due regard to government guidance? In particular:  

i. Is the use of lower quartile build costs for large sites reasonable and appropriate?  

 

Yes. As set out in Table 5.17 of the June 2022 Aspinall Verdi CIL Review Update 

report (document A8) and (for example) on pages 46-47 of the Consultation 

Statement (document A4) and pages 5-6 of the Council’s response to the Requests 

to be Heard (document C2), the application of lower quartile BCIS costs is common 

practice for strategic-scale sites. This is because economies of scale are achievable 

at sites of this size which are not available for smaller sites/builders. 

 

This is supported by recent Aspinall Verdi viability studies that have successfully 

been through examination, and a report (not a specific report commissioned for 

this CIL Charging Schedule Review) by consultants Lichfields published in August 

2021 (see page 58 of the CIL Review Update Report in Table 5.17).   

 

ii. Are sufficiently up to date/appropriate BCIS costs used? Do these reflect recent cost 

fluctuations sufficiently?  

 

The BCIS costs used in the AV CIL Review Update Report (June 2022, A8) were 

drawn from the end of March 2022 and align with the housing value information 
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(i.e. the same date). The use of weighted 5-year BCIS averages is considered more 

appropriate than spot values, or a shorted average, which can be subject to 

considerable fluctuations.  

 

Whilst it is accepted that spot BCIS values have increased since March 2022, it is 

important to ensure that there is a fair comparison being made with house price 

changes (in other words, that later BCIS costs are not being compared against 

earlier (and lower) house price costs). There is no evidence that house prices have 

not continued to increase in value over the same period (all major house price 

indices are reporting this) and so it is asserted that the relative consideration of 

BCIS values and house prices remains appropriate, even if in absolute terms the 

values will have increased.     

 

Whilst it appears there is a 2-3 month gap between BCIS prices quoted (end of 

March 2022) and the date of the AV report (June 2022), it has to be borne in mind 

that whilst downloading BCIS figures from the website is very quick and 

straightforward, updating house prices is not, especially given the significant 

delays in new build sales values appearing on the Land Registry website (due to 

Covid backlogs). See also the response to comments on this point on page 46 of 

the Statement of Consultation (document A4). 

 

iii. Is the use of BCIS for flats appropriate? 

 

Yes. As stated in the response to comments 66-71 on page 45 of the Statement of 

Consultation (document A4), a net to gross adjustment of 85% has been applied 

for BCIS flat costs to account for non-saleable parts of the flats (communal areas 

like stairs etc). No other concerns have been expressed by any consultees about 

the use of the BCIS values for flats.   

 

iv. Is the addition to BCIS figures to reflect the costs of ‘externals’ sufficient? Should the 

cost of garages be included as part of the overall cost of the unit? 

 

The application of 15% for externals (normal typologies) and 20% (strategic sites) 

is considered appropriately wide to cover for key plot costs. The Lichfields report 

Fine Margins: Viability Assessments in Planning and Plan-Making (2021) concludes 

that 10-20% is the most common range for external costs applied in Local Plan and 

CIL Viability Studies.  

 

The costs for smaller, non-strategic, sites will tend to have fewer unknowns and 

uncertainties than strategic sites. The additional 5% allowance for strategic sites 

therefore allows for some of the additional unknown costs (see paragraph 6.7 of 

the AV CIL Review Update Report (June 2022) document A8). 

 

In addition, the extensive buffers to the typologies and strategic sites allow for 

further uncertainties in costs (see Tables 11.2 and 11.3 in the AV CIL Review 

Update Report (June 2022) – document A8). 

 

https://lichfields.uk/media/6509/fine-margins_viability-assessments-in-planning-and-plan-making.pdf
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Garage costs  cannot be considered as part of the overall construction cost of the 

unit because the unit cost is based on Nationally Described Space Standards which 

excludes garages.  Similarly, the EPC area does not include garages and therefore 

the Land Registry sales values are exclusive of garages.  One has to review asking 

prices which, include garages.  Therefore, it is appropriate to include the cost of 

garages separately.  

 

v. Is the approach taken towards ‘abnormal’ site costs justified? Should ‘abnormal’ 

costs be factored into greenfield sites? 

 

The approach is that abnormal costs should be deducted from the benchmark land 

value for planning viability and from the price of the land in the real estate market. 

This is in accordance with the PPG: 

 

PPG Viability Paragraph: 012 Reference ID: 10-012-20180724, Revision date: 24 07 

2018 confirms that: ‘abnormal costs, including those associated with treatment for 

contaminated sites or listed buildings, or costs associated with brownfield, phased or 

complex sites. These costs should be taken into account when defining benchmark 

land value’, and  

 

Paragraph: 014 Reference ID: 10-014-20190509, Revision date: 09 05 2019 

reconfirms: ‘Benchmark land value should: be based upon existing use value; allow 

for a premium to landowners (including equity resulting from those building their 

own homes); reflect the implications of abnormal costs; site-specific infrastructure 

costs; and professional site fees.’ 

 

The AV CIL Review Update Report (June 2022, document A8) highlights in Table 

5.17 (page 57) that an allowance for ‘abnormals ‘is made for brownfield sites 

(£110,000 per net acre). This is considered appropriate, with any higher costs 

needing to come off the land value. This allowance can be considered an 

additional ‘contingency’ for brownfield sites. 

 

Whilst it is inevitable on many sites that there will be some costs which cannot be 

known with complete certainty ahead of the development actually commencing, 

most greenfield sites should not have any unknown abnormal costs. This is the 

more so given that most sites coming forward will be allocations in the one of the 

two Local Plans, and so have already been subject to examination and viability 

testing through that process, with any particular abnormal costs highlighted and 

accounted for. 

 

 

vi. Are the costs of infrastructure accurate and reflective of the Infrastructure Funding 

Statement? (including strategic sites) 

 

Where costs are known, they are a reflection of the 2020/21 Infrastructure 

Funding Statement (IFS, document A27). Not all infrastructure costs are – or can be 

– known fully at the current time, however, and the 2020/21 IFS sets out where 

they are unknown. Some other infrastructure costs (like electric vehicle charging 
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points and Future Homes standards) are included and justified in the Aspinall 

Verdi CIL Review Update Report (June 2022) – Table 5.17. 

 

The 2021/22 IFS was approved by the Council’s Cabinet in September 2022 and 

was published on 20th September 2022 and has updated (largely increased) some 

of the infrastructure costs for some of the items (like education), albeit by 

relatively small amounts for most (5-6% for education, for example). This 

document will be added to the Examination Library and obviously, due to timing, 

these changed costs cannot have been taken account of in the Aspinall Verdi CIL 

Review Update Report (document A8).  

 

Where specific infrastructure costs are not captured in the IFS for strategic sites 

(not all are), like Suitable Alternative Greenspace (SANG), these have been 

assessed using best practice and/or planning judgement. Some of the more 

common infrastructure costs (especially for strategic sites) are listed below: 

 

Education costs (pre-school, primary school and secondary school) 

These are taken from the IFS  

 

Playing pitch costs 

(Where known), these are taken from the IFS  

 

Transport (walking/cycling, highways access etc) costs 

These are derived from a mixture of IFS costs (where known) and broad estimates 

based on planning judgement (normally erring on the higher side) where the scale 

and cost of particular measures/improvements simply cannot be known fully at 

this stage 

 

Travel Planning costs 

These have been arrived using the assumption of £500 per dwelling (based on 

several recent planning applications in East Suffolk and Suffolk County Council’s 

financial “ask”) 

 

Police costs 

These are taken from the IFS (pro rata-ed where site specific costs are not known) 

 

Healthcare costs   

These are taken from the IFS 

 

Community centres 

These are taken from the IFS 

 

Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace (SANG) 

This is derived from a standard formula (used for both the Suffolk Coastal Local 

Plan Habitats Regulations Assessment) of 8 hectares per 1000 residents, calculated 

at 2.4 residents per dwelling. 
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Library improvements 

These are taken from the IFS 

 

Household Waste Recycling Centre Improvements  

These are taken from the IFS 

 

 

vii. Are the cost assumptions on fees, affordable rent, charging points et al justified and 

sufficient? 

 

The cost assumptions on fees, affordable rent, charging points and other elements, 

and their justification, are set out in Table 5.17 of the Aspinall Verdi CIL Review 

Update Report (document A8). They take account (as appropriate) of 

representations made during the two consultation exercises in 2021 and the 

targeted engagement in spring 2022 

 

In relation to planning application etc fees, the precise fees cannot be known fully 

at this stage for particular sites, as there are different ways it could come forward 

(full, outline, hybrid and perhaps various different phases). Appropriate 

assumptions have been allowed for the strategic sites (see for example the 

response to comments 66-71 on page 82 of the Consultation Statement (document 

A4) and page 6-7 of the Council’s response document to ‘requests to be heard’ 

(document C2) in relation to the Beccles and Worlingham site). 

 

On affordable rent, the figure of 50% used in the AV CIL Review Update Report 

(document A8) was consulted on and one Registered Provider confirmed that it 

was about right (paragraph 5.40 of the document). The representation from 

Allison Homes (DLP/Ingleton Wood) claiming that 38% was a more appropriate 

figure had no evidence supporting it, so has not been applied (see page 45 of the 

Statement of Consultation, document A4).   

  

Electric charging point costs allowances were increased in the June 2022 AV CIL 

Review Update Report (document A8), in particular to increase the per-flat cost 

from £625 to £2,500. These are considered to be robust and based on other AV 

work in Swale and Swindon (see p61 of their report, Table 5.17) and based on a 

Government (DfT) 2019 document (see page 8 of document C2, the Council’s 

response to the ‘requests to be heard’). 

 

All other fees and charges are asserted to be justified and sufficient, with Table 

5.17 of the AV CIL Review Update Report (document A8) and appropriate 

responses to representations challenging them set out in the Statement of 

Consultation (A4 and C2).   

 

viii. Does the evidence adequately consider the increased costs arising from changes to 

Building Regulations (Parts L and F)? 

 

In the October 2021 CIL Review (document A9) Aspinall Verdi allowed £4,847 per 

dwelling and £2,256 per flat. The figures come from paragraphs 3.9 & 3.10 of: The 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/852605/Future_Homes_Standard_2019_Consultation.pdf
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Future Homes Standard 2019: Consultation on changes to Part L (conservation of 

fuel and power) and Part F (ventilation) of the Building Regulations for new 

dwellings   

 

In the June 2022 CIL Review Update Aspinall Verdi used figures provided in 

Appendix C of the Government’s 2021 changes to the energy efficiency 

requirements of the Building Regulations for domestic buildings: Affecting new 

domestic buildings and existing domestic buildings when relevant building work is 

carried out:  Final Stage Impact Assessment which was published in December 

2021. Appendix C provides a detailed cost break down for a traditional (masonry) 

house, completed by a housebuilder completing more than 1,000 homes per 

year. The report notes that “variations in design, location and delivery method 

could result in a cost range of +/- c.30% or more”, but “the proportional uplifts 

associated with moving to a new specification are likely to be similar across 

different market segments” (page 74).  Table C.1 (see below) offers different levels 

of costs for 2021 and 2025 uplifts and per element of the building and where 

practical the higher of the costs has been allowed for to give a total of £8,286 for 

houses. 50% / £4,143 has been allowed for flats. 

 

 
 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/852605/Future_Homes_Standard_2019_Consultation.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/852605/Future_Homes_Standard_2019_Consultation.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/852605/Future_Homes_Standard_2019_Consultation.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/1040631/Domestic_Part_L.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/1040631/Domestic_Part_L.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/1040631/Domestic_Part_L.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/1040631/Domestic_Part_L.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/1040631/Domestic_Part_L.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/1040631/Domestic_Part_L.pdf
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Information and evidence on the costs of implementing the Future Home Standard 

is scarce and no detailed information has been submitted by housebuilders.  

 

Further detail is available on in Aspinall Verdi’s CIL Review Update Report (June 

2022) (page 60). 

 

ix. Is the 3% assumption for Zero Carbon Costs adequate and justified? 

 

The figure of 3% was allowed in the Suffolk Coastal Viability Study (2018) but has 

been superseded. The costs provided in the ‘2021 changes to the energy efficiency 

requirements of the Building Regulations for domestic buildings’ provide a more 

detailed and current assessment (i.e. £8,286 per house, as mentioned in the 

answer above). Further detail is available on page 60 in Aspinall Verdi’s CIL Review 

Update (June 2022). 

  

x. Are the assumptions on profits reasonable, particularly in relation to blended rates?  

 

The PPG on Viability says (Paragraph: 018 Reference ID: 10-018-20190509) that 15-

20% of gross development value (GDV) is considered a suitable return for 

developers, with a lower figure appropriate for affordable housing.  

 

Whilst a representation from Pigeon (by Savills) sought to justify a minimum 

blended profit rate of 20%, the use of 20% for market housing and 6% for 

affordable housing is very common, and this has been applied by Aspinall Verdi 

(Table 5.17 of the CIL Review Update Report, document A8). No evidence 

supporting a higher figure was provided and it is therefore considered appropriate.   

 

xi. Should S106 costs be considered as a specific development cost and modelled 

accordingly?  

For generic typologies, AV has included policy costs as required by the relevant 

adopted Local Plan and for strategic sites S106 costs have been considered 

individually (see p56 of Table 5.17 of the AV CIL Report, document A8). Is the 

assumption of 70-100% gross to net site coverage justified and realistic? 

 

The Benchmark Land Values (BLV) are derived from the net sites areas and the net 

density (dwellings per hectare).  The gross site areas are provided simply to enable 

a calculation of the Residual Land Values and BLV on a gross basis.  

 

Gross to net ratios were reduced for some typologies in the updated (June 2022) 

AV CIL Report (Table 5.10, p 45-46, document A8) compared to the earlier CIL 

Report (document A9), reflecting additional land-take requirements for drainage.  

Strategic sites have individual gross to net ratios, which are typically lower. 

 

The revised ratios are considered justified and realistic and have not drawn any 

objections from Suffolk County Council (as infrastructure provider/Lead Local 

Flood Authority).    
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xii. Has the cost of transferring affordable housing/marketing been adequately taken 

into account? 

 

Aspinall Verdi have previously addressed comments regarding the issue of an 

allowance for legal and agent fees for the transfer of Affordable Housing from 

developer to a Registered Provider. Please see the Consultation Statement 

(document A4, page 45). Aspinall Verdi have made an Allowance in the CIL Review 

Update Report (June 2022) for legal fees. Agent fees for Affordable Housing 

transfers have not been applied (except First Homes) as typically these 

transactions do not involve any agency work. 

 

 

xiii. Does the AV Report capture the administrative costs arising for Suffolk CC? 

 

An allowance of £412 per S106 trigger for S106 monitoring (3x for typologies and 

5x for strategic sites) has been allowed for in the appraisals (see p55 of Table 5.17 

of the AV CIL Review Update Report (June 2022, document A8)).  

 

xiv. Is there sufficient sensitivity analysis of the costs assumptions within the Viability 

Report? 

The Aspinall Verdi CIL Review Update Report (document A8) has detailed 

sensitivity analyses for build costs and GDV (see Appendices 5 and 6 for residential 

sites and later appendices for non-residential or specialist residential appraisals). 

This shows the sensitivity of build costs for each of the typologies and strategic 

sites.  

Contingency allowances, external allowances and the overall buffer level (as high 

as 67% for one typology and 72-78% for the strategic sites) add further robustness 

and flexibility to the overall CIL rates.   

xv. Is the viability ‘cushion/buffer’ justified and sufficient with due regard to 

uncertainties in the market and previous delivery trends? 

 

Viability buffer/cushion levels vary across the typologies (apart from the Mid 

Lower and Lower zones, which have a £0 rate) from 34% to 67%, with 11 of the 14 

typologies having a very healthy buffer of over 40% (see Chapter 11 and Table 11.2 

of the Aspinall Verdi CIL Review Update Report (document A8). 

 

Strategic site buffers range from 72%-78% (see Table 11.3), recognising that the 

cost uncertainties are inevitably somewhat higher than for smaller typology sites – 

these are higher percentages than would be expected on most sites, and indeed 

are higher than many comparable buffers in other CIL Charging Schedules in 

England.  

 

Overall, it is concluded that the CIL rates are set with sufficient buffers to allow for 

market uncertainties without unduly hindering development. Similarly, whilst it is 

recognised that some applicants will seek to secure a reduction in affordable 
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housing due to (asserted) lack of viability, whether allocated site or not, the vast 

majority of sites should be able to come through with delivering a full complement 

of affordable housing. It must also be noted that a proportion of the dwellings 

coming forward, particularly early on in the lifetime of the two current Local Plans, 

tend to be on small sites, which deliver little affordable housing in absolute terms, 

or are larger sites arising from previous Local Plan allocations or earlier 

permissions.  

 

It is also worth pointing out that the Council has at least a five-year supply of 

deliverable housing in both the Waveney and Suffolk Coastal areas, and has 

passed the most recent Housing Delivery Test; the 2021 result (published in 

January 2022) showed that delivery was at 107% of the requirement, so above the 

minimum requirement and with no mitigation measures required. 

Issue 3 – strategic sites:  

• Is the viability evidence appropriate, including the assumptions made in the residential 

appraisals for sales values (market and affordable housing), land values, build costs, 

residual S106 costs, developer profits and residential densities? In particular: 

North Lowestoft Garden Village 

i. Are the assumptions on:  

• external costs justified? 

• Sustainable construction justified? 

ii. Is the mid-level value zone justified? 

iii. To what extent is the approach taken for the Beccles and Worlingham Garden 

Neighbourhood comparable? 

iv. Is the resulting proposed CIL rate sufficiently justified? 

 

i. Yes. The external cost of 20% has been used across all strategic sites. This figure is 

higher than the 15% applied to the residential zones which has been taken from 

industry norms, this better reflects the unknowns in external works for strategic sites. 

CIL recommendations are buffered at a level where viability can be 

maintained even if further infrastructure costs are identified in the future. 

 

Please see the above information submitted to answer Q2.viii. The assessment has 

used the used the Future Homes Standard proposals due to come into effect in 2025 as 

opposed to the existing, lower standards. The costs have then been taken from table 

C1 of the Department for Levelling Up, Housing and Communities report, ‘2021 

changes to the energy efficiency requirements of the Building Regulations for domestic 

buildings Affecting new domestic buildings and existing domestic buildings when 

relevant building work is carried out. Final Stage Impact Assessment’.  

 

ii. The site falls within a mid-range zone (Zone 3) for residential development. These 

zones were the result of an evidence-based approach taken by the AV CIL Review 

Update Report (June 2022). The specific boundaries have been determined (amongst 
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other elements) through the use of sales data with a heat map of the sales data found 

in figure 2-3 of this report.  

 

iii. The same methodology in determining the CIL values for both the North of Lowestoft 

Garden Village and the Beccles and Worlingham Garden Neighbourhood has been 

undertaken. However as both are unique sites, the assumptions and values applied 

reflect the circumstances and policies for each which inevitably leads to some 

differences. For example, the assumed gross-to-net figure for North of Lowestoft is 

57%, compared to 50% for Beccles and Worlingham (Table 6.3 of the AV CIL Review 

Update Report (June 2022)). Infrastructure costs are higher in the Beccles and 

Worlingham Garden Neighbourhood. The costs include the primary route which is 

identified in the Local Plan and needed to connect the two separate areas of land 

ownerships to the Beccles Southern Relief Road, as well as a number of new electricity 

sub-stations and woodland enhancement to the western part of the site. The full 

extent of the individual assumptions can be found in the AV CIL Review Update Report 

(June 2022).   

 

iv. Yes. The AV CIL Review Update Report (June 2022) fully justifies the final CIL rates (in 

chapter 11). Details of costs and assumptions can be found within the Strategic Site 

appraisals in Appendix 6 and the list of infrastructure and section 106 costs within 

Appendix 11.  

 

Beccles and Worlingham Garden Neighbourhood 

i. Are the assumptions on: 

• sales values justified and appropriate 

• New build sales values justified and appropriate? 

• infrastructure costs and cash flow justified and appropriate? 

• Should the viability of 4 bed house sizes above 130m2 be specifically tested? 

ii. To what extent is the approach taken for the North Lowestoft Garden Village 

allocation comparable?  

iii. Is the resulting proposed CIL rate sufficiently justified? 

 

i. Yes the assumptions are justified. The Market Report notes there is a lack of 

comparable new build properties currently on the market in Beccles, but sales values 

have to be considered ‘in-the round’ with sales marketing/incentive cost allowances 

and the trajectory/sales period in the appraisals.  

 

Both Ingleton Wood LLP and DLP Planning (on behalf of the landowners/developers) 

queried infrastructure costs and cashflow in their representations on the Statement of 

Modification and the Council provided feedback in document ‘C2 Requests to be Heard 

Representations – ESC Analysis and Reponses’ (page 9). AV provided individual 

infrastructure and S106 costs in Appendix 11 of AV’s CIL Review Study (June 2022). The 

total annual cost is then input into the appraisals. 
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In relation to common strategic site infrastructure costs, see the answer to Issue 2 vi) 

above. Some site-specific costs assumptions are discussed below: 

 

Primary road 

This is the main road through the site (envisaged in the Waveney Local Plan allocation 

outline masterplan, Figure 13, p99), document A20)) and which is needed to connect 

the two separate areas of land ownerships to the Beccles Southern Relief Road and 

may need to be delivered early in the development’s life. The asserted cost of this 

road was given as £6.25m in the landowners/developers’ response to the draft CIL 

Charging Schedule consultation in 2021. This appears a reasonable figure (based on a 

very high-level assessment) and it has been allowed for in the viability work. ) The 

landowners and developers asserted (in their response to the targeted engagement 

work in March 2022, see documents A5 (p177-218)) that the cost had more than 

trebled to about £20.5m. No evidence to support this figure was provided and so the 

original figure of £6.25m is preferred. 

 

Junction costs to the Relief Road and access to the employment site 

The asserted cost per junction of £4-600,000 per junction set out in the representation 

made to the targeted engagement in March 2022 appears reasonable, and so has been 

applied (at £500,000 for each of three junctions). The Local Plan (policy 3.1) concludes 

that two junctions to the Relief Road are necessary, not four. In addition, there is no 

policy requirement for the access to the employment site to be via a roundabout (the 

policy clause (p100) says only that access “should be from Ellough Road”) – There is 

already an existing roundabout connecting the Relief Road to Ellough Road and so a 

second roundabout is considered unlikely to be necessary.   

 

Woodland cost 

No clear evidence of the cost for retaining and enhancing the woodland on the 

western edge of the site is available, but the Council’s Ecologist and Principal Planner 

considered this and agreed that a figure of £100,000 appears reasonable. The asserted 

higher figure (by the landowners/developers) has not been justified by any clear 

evidence.    

 

Electricity sub-stations 

There is a known shortage of power in the Beccles area and it is accepted that new 

sub-stations will be needed. Eight are asserted to be needed (in their response to the 

targeted engagement work in March 2022, see documents A5 (p177-218)) at £90,000 

each, and so a total cost of £450,000 is accepted. 

 

Pedestrian and Cycle Link (Ellough Road) 

The assumed figure of £112,000 based on the 2020/21 IFS; however, the cost has been 

updated for the 2021/22 IFS, as explained in response to question 2 vi) above.  

 

Various other asserted infrastructure costs 

The landowners and developers have claimed significant other additional 

infrastructure costs (set out in their various representations). However, clear evidence 

to support the costs is lacking for many of them.  Any additional costs would be 

expected to be covered through the 20% externals allowance (a figure totalling nearly 
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£26m) and of course an appropriate allowance for such costs should have been made 

when agreeing to buy/option and/or promote such sites.  

 

It is important to note the significant viability buffers that are included for the 

strategic sites over and above contingency, external works costs and profit.  

 

Cashflow 

AV has allowed for interest in two places. Interest on the development costs have 

been included, based on 100% of the cashflow (debt). In reality, there will be a mixture 

of debt and equity and the loan to value / cost will not be 100%. Consequently, the 

interest is overstated to include a proxy for funding fees and costs. This is normal 

practice for CIL/Local Plan appraisals (see also the response on this point on p59 of the 

Statement of Consultation, document A4). 

 

Beccles Town Council and Worlingham Parish Council (via David Lock Associates) 

raised the issue of larger 4 bed properties during the consultation on the Draft CIL 

Charging Schedule. In document A4 (Statement of Consultation) the matter is 

addressed on page 85. The unit sizes have been derived from the Nationally Derived 

Space Standards and market research and are considered appropriate. 

 

ii. The total S106 + infrastructure cost for B&W is £16,909 per unit whereas it is £11,764 

for North Lowestoft. This difference – along with different gross to net densities – are 

the primary reasons for the difference in recommended CIL rates. Both Beccles and 

Worlingham Garden Neighbourhood and North Lowestoft Garden Village have similar 

viability buffers (79% and 74% respectively). 

 

iii. In document ‘C2 Requests to be Heard Representations – ESC Analysis and Reponses’ it 

is noted that Beccles Town Council and Worlingham Parish Council (David Lock 

Associates) propose increasing the CIL rate and Ingleton Wood LLP and DLP Planning 

(on behalf of the landowners) propose decreasing the CIL rate to zero (page 3). This 

suggests that these two respondents have ‘competing’ vested interests and that AV’s 

analysis has achieved an appropriate middle ground between the two, albeit AV’s 

analysis is concluded to be correct irrespective. 

South Saxmundham Garden Neighbourhood 

i. Are the assumptions on: 

• Sales values justified and appropriate? 

 

The sales values are considered to be justified and appropriate. As set out in 

the response to Pigeon’s ‘request to be heard’ on this point (p14 & 15 of the 

Council’s response to ‘requests to be heard’ (p14 & 15, Examination document 

C2), the value-zone approach to sales values at strategic sites is set out in the 

Residential Market Report (Appendix 2 of the Aspinall Verdi CIL Review Study 

Update (June 2022, document A8). This AV value-zone approach has been 

accepted at a number of other completed CIL/Local Plan examinations. 
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Sales values were updated for the June 2022 update and provide the best and 

most appropriate available information to inform values for the Mid Higher 

Zone (Zone 4).    

 

• affordable homes values justified and appropriate? 

The values of affordable homes are set out in the relevant of the June 2022 CIL 

Review update (Table 5.16, p 53) – 50% (of full market value) for affordable 

rent, 75% for shared ownership and 70% for First Homes. There is no evidence 

that these are not appropriate; indeed, Aspinall Verdi concludes they may 

even be slightly conservative (paragraph 5.41). 

 

• build cost assumptions justified and appropriate in the context of continued 

increases? 

 

The BCIS costs used in the AV CIL Review Update Report (June 2022) were drawn 

from the end of March 2022 and align with the housing value information (i.e. the 

same date). The use of weighted 5-year BCIS averages is considered more 

appropriate than spot values, or a shorter average, which can be subject to 

considerable fluctuations.  

Whilst it is accepted that spot BCIS values have increased since March 2022, it is 

important to ensure that there is a fair comparison being made with house price 

changes (in other words, that later BCIS costs are not being compared against 

earlier (and lower) house price costs. There is no evidence that house prices have 

not continued to increase in value over the same period (all major house price 

indices are reporting this) and so it is asserted that the relative consideration of 

BCIS values and house prices remains appropriate, even if in absolute terms the 

values will have increased.     

Whilst it appears there is a 2-3 month gap between BCIS prices quoted (end of 

March 2022) and the date of the AV report (June 2022), it has to be borne in mind 

that downloading BCIS figures from the website is very quick and straightforward, 

but updating house prices is not, especially given the significant delays in new 

build sales values appearing on the Land Registry website (due to Covid backlogs). 

See also the response to comments on this point on page 46 of the Statement of 

Consultation (document A4). 

Therefore the applied BCIS values in the Aspinall Verdi CIL Update report (June 

2022) are considered to be appropriate for the purposes of the CIL Charging 

Schedule. 

 

• Sustainable construction justified and appropriate? 

See the answer to question 2 (viii) on this matter above.  

ii. Is the mid-level value zone justified and appropriate? 

 



17 
 

Whilst there is a degree of judgment to the geographies of the value zones, the 

Property Market Study (Appendix 2 to the CIL Review Update Report (June 2022, 

document A8) explains why the boundaries have been drawn in the way they 

have. Paragraph 5.11 of CIL Report explains that although there are some lower 

value properties in Saxmundham, they are limited to the town centre, with 

properties outside the town centre (including new build schemes) commanding 

higher values. It is therefore considered that Saxmundham is appropriately located 

in the Mid Higher zone (Zone 2).  

 

iii. To what extent is the approach taken for the Beccles and North Worlingham 

comparable? 

The same methodology in determining the CIL values for both the South 

Saxmundham Garden Neighbourhood and the Beccles and Worlingham Garden 

Neighbourhood has been undertaken. However as both are unique sites, and 

different assumptions and values have been applied. For example, the assumed 

gross-to-net figure for South Saxmundham is 55%, compared to 50% for Beccles 

and Worlingham (Table 6.3 of the AV CIL Review Update Report (June 2022)). 

Some infrastructure costs are higher in the Beccles and Worlingham Garden 

Neighbourhood, including an allowance made for the primary route, new 

electricity sub-stations and woodland enhancements. The Saxmundham site has 

fewer infrastructure requirements (in part, because it is a smaller site) and housing 

values are higher than Beccles & Worlingham (Mid Higher Zone (2) compared to 

Mid Zone (3)).    

 

The full extent of the individual assumptions can be found in the AV CIL Review 

Update Report (June 2022).   

 

iv. Is the resulting proposed CIL rate sufficiently justified? 

Yes, it is concluded that the CIL rate of £100 per square metre is fully justified.   

 

Issue 4 – Holiday Accommodation/Specialist Housing  

Is the approach taken by the Council towards other specialist housing and holiday accommodation 

justified and appropriate?  

Yes. The AV CIL Review Update Report (June 2022, document A8) outlines the approach taken 

regarding specialist accommodation which uses the Strategic Housing Market Assessment 

(2017) as a starting basis for determining the specialist accommodation typologies. The final 

typologies used are considered justified in page 111-113 of the CIL Review Update Report and 

encompass the wide range of specialist accommodation available.   

Each typology has then been subject to bespoke assumptions to ensure it best reflects how that 

typology operates. For example, specialist accommodation utilises similar assumptions to 

market residential housing, but any differences are clearly demonstrated in table 8-4 whilst the 



18 
 

assumptions and costs applied to residential care homes come from the Market Report 

(Appendix 2).  

The assessment of the holiday accommodation is also both justified and appropriate within the 

AV CIL Review Update Report (June 2022). The holiday typologies were agreed between Aspinall 

Verdi and East Suffolk Council and were assessed within the Market Report (Appendix 2). The 

values used to assess the holiday accommodation are outlined in Table 7-1 with build costs 

assumptions and timescales outlined in Table 7-2. 

 

Issue 5 – Retail: Overall, do the retail levy rates strike an appropriate balance between helping to 

fund the new infrastructure required and the potential effect on the economic viability of retail 

schemes? 

Yes. Retail development has been appropriately tested and justified within the AV CIL Review 

Update Report (June 2022 document A8). Retail was divided into 2 distinct categories which 

are convenience and comparison retail. Convenience retail based on both planned growth and 

occupier requirements was divided into two size typologies (Express and Budget). The cost 

assumptions were then listed in Table 9-2. The comparison retail went through a similarly 

thorough assessment but with smaller and larger format typologies.  

Whilst recognising that significant new infrastructure is required within East Suffolk, based on 

market data the proposed CIL rate of £70 per m2 for convenience retail is the maximum CIL 

whilst ensuring retail schemes are viable, with an appropriate buffer in case of market 

changes.  Comparison retail is not viable for any level of CIL. 

 

1) Any other matters 

i. Does the Council’s Charging Schedule strike an appropriate balance between helping 

to fund new infrastructure and the potential effects on economic viability with 

particular regard to the securing the delivery of housing in East Suffolk? 

 

Work was undertaken to determine the level of infrastructure required to support growth 

in the two Local Plans (see paragraphs 22-26 of the CIL Conformity Statement (June 2022), 

document A3). Total infrastructure costs required over the plan period are estimated as 

£207m, and taking into account potential non-CIL funding sources, there is an estimated 

funding gap of £104m. A total of £54m of CIL funding is expected to be achieved (at the 

proposed rates), leaving a funding gap of £50m, should CIL be adopted. Whilst recognising 

that significant new infrastructure is required within East Suffolk, based on market data 

the proposed CIL rates provide the maximum CIL whilst ensuring development is viable 

with an appropriate buffer in case of market/industry changes.   

 

Significant buffers have been allowed for in the proposed CIL rates (as set out in the AV CIL 

Review Update Report (June 2022 document A8), so that an appropriate balance has been 

struck between funding infrastructure and securing the delivery of housing in East Suffolk. 
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ii. Is the Council’s approach to ‘Reliefs and Exemptions’ (including Discretionary 

Charitable Relief and Exceptional Circumstances Relief) from CIL appropriate? 

The Council has two existing Discretionary Charitable Relief policies (documents 

A32 and A33). It is intended to prepare a single East Suffolk Discretionary 

Charitable Relief Policy (which does not need to be subject to examination or 

consultation) and bring this into effect when the East Suffolk CIL Charging Schedule 

also comes into effect. 

The Council sees no meaningful benefits from having an Exceptional Circumstances 

Relief policy. If there are genuine viability concerns about particular 

sites/applications, this would need to be considered through a viability 

assessment (allowed for in Local Plan policies).  

iii. Other. 

 

No comment. 

 


