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Question 13.1 
Are the plan’s appendices justified and effective in their 
scope and content; and in particular:  
 
(a) Is the Infrastructure and Delivery Framework (Appendix1) likely to need to 

be the subject of frequent review/updating/revision? If so, is it an 
effective approach to include as an integral part of the plan? 

1. The Infrastructure and Delivery Framework comprises two parts. Part A1.1 (pages 270 to 290) outlines 

the timescale, responsible organisations, infrastructure requirements, risks and contingencies for 

each policy and proposal in the Local Plan. Part  A1.2 (pages 291 to 306) sets out in detail all the 

infrastructure required to support the growth outlined in the Plan, the timescale for delivery, likely 

cost and funding options where known.  

2. The Council recognises that the Infrastructure and Delivery Framework does represent a point in time 

but given the significant public concern over the need for infrastructure to support growth 

throughout the plan making process, considers it is an integral part of the Local Plan for the area. Not 

only does it provide clarity but also local understanding, transparency and accountability in one 

document of how planned growth will be delivered and supported by the necessary infrastructure. 

The Framework also helps give clarity to developers as to the expectations of developer contributions 

and the appropriate method for developer contributions which will be utilised for each infrastructure 

project in line with paragraph 173-177 of the 2012 NPPF and paragraph 34 of the 2018 NPPF. 

3. It is recognised that the Framework will need to be regularly reviewed, updated and revised and this 

will be undertaken through separate documentation and processes as the Local Plan is implemented 

over the plan period and as part of the Council’s annual Community Infrastructure Levy spending 

process. The Authority Monitoring Report will also provide a vehicle for monitoring and reporting 

progress.  

4. The inclusion of the Infrastructure and Delivery Framework in the Local Plan is therefore considered 

an effective approach. 

 

(b) In terms of the Viability Assessment Requirements (Appendix 5): 
 

(i) is its approach to Threshold Land Value consistent with national guidance and case law? 

5. Yes it is considered that the approach is fully consistent with both the new (July 2018) and the former 

National Planning Practice Guidance on Viability (NPPG). Oldman Homes (Bidwells) (Rep ID: 744) 

challenge this assertion but provide no information as to why the approach is not consistent.  The 

approach follows the National Planning Policy Framework’s requirement to provide a competitive 

return to a landowner and states that the threshold land value should consider existing use value and 
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relevant market comparables (which reflect policy requirements).  This is in line with paragraph 23 

and 24 of the 2014 NPPG on Viability.  The example premiums above existing use value quoted are 

fully in line with the principle of providing an incentive as noted in paragraph 24 of the 2014 NPPG 

and are based on guidance from the former Homes and Communities Agency as quoted in the Whole 

Plan Viability Assessment (C36 – page 33).  The 2018 NPPG on Viability is more clear on the approach, 

with paragraph 13 to 17 of the guidance advising using the existing use value plus a premium to 

establish the threshold land value.    

6. The Parkhurst Road Ltd v Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government and London 

Borough of Islington case examined the use of benchmark land values.  There is nothing in this case 

which would suggest the approach described in the Local Plan is unlawful.  In any case the decision 

was based upon 2014 NPPG guidance on viability which has now been superseded with clearer 

guidance which the postscript to the decision requested.   

 

(ii) are the other requirements justified and consistent with national guidance? 

7. Yes.  The requirements are entirely consistent with the both the new (July 2018) and the former 

National Planning Practice Guidance on Viability (NPPG). 

8. Oldman Homes (Bidwells) (Rep ID: 744) argued that build costs should not be based on publicly 

available information such as the RICS Build Cost Information Service (BCIS) and rather a Quantity 

Surveyor should be used.  Both the 2014 NPPG and 2018 NPPG on Viability advise use of the Building 

Cost Information Service.  For external works where there is likely to be more variation, Appendix 5 

does suggest the use of quantity surveyor reports. Mr Lambert (Rep ID: 103) argued that external 

costs should be itemised.  Appendix 5 already allows for this approach.   

9. Oldman Homes (Bidwells) (Rep ID: 744) also raise concern about the use of a 5% contingency which 

could be excessive for greenfield sites.  This is already recognised in the Local Plan and states that all 

contingency allowances should be justified.  The Local Plan also acknowledges that profit levels should 

take into account contingency allowances in line with paragraph 12 of the 2018 NPPG.   

10. Oldman Homes (Bidwells) (Rep ID: 744) also requested that independent reviews of viability 

assessments are jointly commissioned.  This approach is not considered necessary, and the 

procurement of an independent consultant by the Council as an accountable public authority is 

considered sufficient.  

 

(c) Are the criteria for the identification of non-designated heritage assets 
that are buildings (Appendix 6) consistent with relevant legislation? 

11. Lowestoft Town Council (Rep ID: 920) states that the criteria in Appendix 6 are not in conformity with 

the legislation. Non-designated heritage assets are not statutorily protected and so their identification 

is not directly linked to legislation. The Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 
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forms the basis of identifying designated heritage assets but the protection this affords does not 

extend to non-designated heritage assets.   

12. Paragraph 135 of the 2012 NPPF and paragraph 197 of the 2018 NPPF both state that the potential 

impact of development upon a non-designated heritage asset should be taken into account when 

considering a planning application. Therefore the need to protect non-designated heritage assets is 

established in national policy. The National Planning Practice Guidance adds to this by stating that 

local lists of non-designated heritage assets, prepared using published criteria, are a useful way for 

local authorities to identify non-designated heritage assets that are of local significance (paragraph 

reference 18a-041-20140306).  

13. The criteria in Appendix 6 have been published in accordance with the National Planning Practice 

Guidance but are also informed by the guidance contained in Historic England publications 

‘Conservation Principles, Policies and Guidance for the Sustainable Management of the Historic 

Environment’ (2008) and ‘Advice Note 7 – Good Practice for Local Heritage Listing’ (2012). In addition 

the criteria are based on the best practice from other local authorities, including: Ipswich Borough 

Council; Bassetlaw District Council; South Gloucestershire Council. The criteria are therefore in 

conformity with national policies and guidance, Historic England guidance and best practice from 

around the country.  

 


