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1 Summary 
1.1 This report tests the ability of developments in Wokingham Borough to accommodate emerging 

policies in the Draft Wokingham Borough Local Plan: Proposed Submission Plan alongside 
prevailing rates of Community Infrastructure Levy (‘CIL’) in the Council’s adopted Charging Schedule 
(subject to indexation) and potential alternative CIL rates. 

1.2 The study takes account of the impact of the Council’s planning requirements, in line with the 
requirements of the National Planning Policy Framework (‘NPPF’); the National Planning Practice 
Guidance (‘PPG’), the RICS Guidance Note ‘Assessing viability in Planning under the National 
Planning Policy Framework for England (2021)’ and the Local Housing Delivery Group guidance 
‘Viability Testing Local Plans: Advice for planning practitioners’. 

Methodology 

1.3 The study methodology compares the residual land values of a range of development typologies and 
a sample of identified strategic sites reflecting the types of developments expected to come forward 
in the Borough over the life of the emerging Local Plan. The appraisals compare the residual land 
values generated by those developments (with varying levels and tenure mixes of affordable housing 
and other emerging policy requirements) to a range of benchmark land values to reflect the existing 
value of land prior to redevelopment. If a development incorporating the policy requirements in the 
Council’s emerging Local Plan and CIL (at adopted and alternative rates) generates a higher residual 
land value than the benchmark land value, then it can be judged that the site is viable and 
deliverable. Following the adoption of policies, developers will need to reflect policy requirements in 
their bids for sites, in line with requirements set out in the PPG. 

1.4 The study utilises the residual land value method of calculating the value of each development. This 
method is used by developers when determining how much to bid for land and involves calculating 
the value of the completed scheme and deducting development costs (construction, fees, finance, 
sustainability requirements and CIL) and developer’s profit. The residual amount is the sum left after 
these costs have been deducted from the value of the development and guides a developer in 
determining an appropriate offer price for a site. 

1.5 The housing and commercial property markets are inherently cyclical and the Council is testing the 
viability of potential development sites at a time when the market has experienced a period of 
volatility following the coronavirus pandemic in 2020/21. Forecasts for future house price growth 
point to growth in mainstream south-east England housing markets, although this growth is expected 
to be muted in the short term as a result of high interest rates, which are expected to fall by the end 
of 2024. We have allowed for this medium term growth over the plan period by running a sensitivity 
analysis which applies growth to sales values and inflation on costs to provide an indication of the 
extent of improvement to viability that might result. The assumed growth rates for this sensitivity 
analysis are outlined in Section 4. 

1.6 This sensitivity analysis is indicative only, but is intended to assist the Council in understanding the 
viability of potential development sites on a high level basis, both in today’s terms but also in the 
future. In any area, differences between sites in terms of capacity, existing use value, residential 
and commercial values and infrastructure costs will mean that there may not be a precise correlation 
between the outputs of this study and scheme-specific viability when applications are submitted. 
Inputs to scheme-specific appraisals submitted with applications will need to be justified by reference 
to comparable and other supporting evidence relevant to the particular site and scheme at the time 
of the application. 

Key findings 

1.7 The key findings of the study are as follows: 

■ Affordable housing: We have appraised residential schemes with a range of affordable housing 
from 0% to 50%, which covers the differential percentages sought by emerging Policy H3 (30% 
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on previously developed sites in major settlements (Earley, Green Park, Shinfield (north of M4), 
Twyford, Winnersh, Wokingham and Woodley and 40% affordable housing on greenfield sites in 
these areas; and 40% (regardless of whether sites are previously developed or greenfield) in all 
other settlements. In the Loddon Valley Garden Village Strategic Development Location, the 
emerging plan seeks 40% affordable housing. In the Arborfield Green and South Wokingham 
Strategic Development Locations, the emerging plan seeks 35% affordable housing. While there 
is a range of viable percentages, depending on sales values, type of scheme and benchmark 
land value, the emerging policy requirement can be achieved in most scenarios. A limited 
amount of scheme-specific testing may be required at the development management stage, 
particularly on sites brought forward on previously developed land. 

■ The Council’s preferred tenure mix is 25% First Homes, with the balance provided 70% social 
rent and 30% shared ownership. The government’s proposed changes to the NPPF removes 
the requirement for First Homes, although this tenure will remain within the NPPF definition of 
affordable housing. If the Council were minded to remove the First Homes requirement, our 
appraisals of an affordable housing requirement with 70% social rent and 30% shared ownership 
show marginally lower residual land values due to the shift towards lower value tenures. 
However, the overall outcome would remain broadly similar to the outputs using the tenure mix in 
the Policy as currently drafted. 

■ Biodiversity Net gain: emerging Policy NE2 requires that developments achieve a 10% 
biodiversity net gain, reflecting statutory requirements introduced in November 2023. A 10% 
biodiversity net gain results in a modest reduction in residual land values of circa 3% which is not 
of sufficient magnitude to prevent schemes coming forward. Policy SS13 identifies a requirement 
for a 20% biodiversity net gain in Loddon Garden Village which can be viably accommodated. 

■ Electric Vehicle Charging: emerging Policy C5 requires that developments are to incorporate 
electric vehicle charging. Use of electric cars is increasing and developers are likely to face 
demand for electric vehicle charging from purchasers. The emerging Policy therefore reflects 
occupier trends that developers will need to meet in any event. That said, the impact of the 
policy requirement is typically 1.3% of residual land value, which is not of sufficient magnitude to 
prevent schemes coming forward. 

■ Accessibility requirements: emerging Policy H1 requires that 5% of units in residential 
developments meet Part M4(3) of the building regulations relation to wheelchair accessibility. 
This requirement has a modest impact on viability of circa 3.8% on average, which is not 
sufficient to prevent schemes coming forward. 

■ Net Zero Carbon: the Council’s emerging policy seeks that developments should aim to achieve 
net zero operational and embodied carbon through on-site solutions and careful selection of 
materials. The cost of achieving net zero carbon in developments varies and we have tested two 
scenarios which reflect the range of cost estimates (scenario 1 models a 5% increase in costs 
and scenario 2 models a 7.5% increase in costs). When scenario 1 costs are applied, the impact 
on residual land values is around 15% on average. With the higher scenarios 2 costs, the 
residual land values fall by an average of 22%. As more developers start to use on-site 
technologies, the costs are likely to fall over the plan period. 

■ When the emerging policies are tested on a cumulative basis and having regard to the Borough’s 
housing land supply being predominantly greenfield sites, developments in the Borough will be 
able to absorb the cumulative impact of the emerging policies in most cases. 

■ Strategic sites: We have tested development typologies which are reflective of the major 
strategic sites that the emerging Local Plan identifies. We have incorporated estimates for 
infrastructure costs, insofar as these have been established at this early stage. Our appraisals 
indicate that the strategic sites are viable and deliverable, although some flexibility on the timing 
and/or percentage of affordable housing may be required in the short term. Alternatively, the 
Council could consider deploying CIL in kind if viability issues emerge at the development 
management stage, given the extensive on-site provision of community infrastructure. This is 

4 



   
         

    

         
         

       
       

  

BNP PARIBAS 
REAL ESTATE 

likely to be a preferable option to reviewing the Charging Schedule and adopting lower CIL rates, 
as this will take more time and is a more inflexible approach than CIL in kind, the latter being 
discretionary. 

■ CIL: The outputs of our testing indicate that residential CIL rates are broadly at the maximum 
level that can be viably sustained alongside the policies in the emerging Local Plan. There is 
potential that CIL rates on certain non-residential uses could be increased, the additional income 
that this would yield may not justify the expense and officer time involved in a review and 
associated examination processes. 
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2 Introduction 
2.1 The Council has commissioned this study to consider the ability of developments to accommodate 

emerging Local Plan policies alongside prevailing rates of CIL in the adopted Charging Schedule, 
subject to indexation and potential alternative rates of CIL. The aim of the study is to assess at high 
level the viability of development typologies representing the types of sites that are expected to come 
forward over the life of the Plan to test the impact of emerging policies. 

2.2 In terms of methodology, we adopted standard residual valuation approaches to test the viability of 
development typologies, with particular reference to the impact on viability of the Council’s emerging 
planning policies alongside adopted rates of CIL. However, due to the extent and range of financial 
variables involved in residual valuations, they can only ever serve as a guide. Individual site 
characteristics (which are unique), mean that the conclusions may need to be moderated by a level 
of flexibility in application of policy requirements at the development management stage. The onus 
is on applicants to demonstrate that their development proposals encounter particular circumstances 
to justify the submission of a viability assessment at the application stage, in accordance with 
paragraph 58 of the NPPF and the PPG. 

2.3 The purpose of this viability study is to assist the Council in understanding changes to the capacity of 
schemes to absorb emerging policy requirements. The study will form part of the Council’s evidence 
base for its emerging Local Plan and any future consultation on a Draft CIL Charging Schedule. The 
Study therefore provides an evidence base to show that the requirements set out within the NPPF, 
CIL regulations and the PPG are satisfied. 

2.4 As an area wide study this assessment makes overall judgements as to viability of development 
within the Borough of Wokingham and does not account for individual site circumstances which can 
only be established when work on detailed planning applications is undertaken. The assessment 
should not be relied upon for individual site applications. However, an element of judgement has 
been applied within this study with regard to the individual characteristics of the sites tested. The 
schemes tested on these sites are based on assessments of likely development capacity on the sites 
and clearly this may differ from the quantum of development in actual planning applications that will 
come forward. 

2.5 This position is recognised within Section 2 of the Local Housing Delivery Group guidance1, which 
identifies the purpose and role of viability assessments within plan-making. This identifies that: “The 
role of the test is not to give a precise answer as to the viability of every development likely to take 
place during the plan period. No assessment could realistically provide this level of detail. Some site-
specific tests are still likely to be required at the development management stage. Rather, it is to 
provide high level assurance that the policies within the plan are set in a way that is compatible with 
the likely economic viability of development needed to deliver the plan”. 

Economic and housing market context 

2.6 Since early 2020, the global economy has been subject to a degree of turbulence arising from the 
consequences of the Covid-19 pandemic; subsequent supply chain and labour market issues; and 
steep increases in energy prices resulting from Russia’s invasion of Ukraine. In addition to these 
global issues, the UK economy has also been adversely affected by its departure from the European 
Union and the resulting impact on trade and tourism, as well as the government’s September 2022 
‘Fiscal Event’. The combined effect of these issues resulted in a sharp increase in inflation to 10.7% 
in October 2022. In response, the Bank of England (‘BoE’) increased its base rate from 0.1% in 
March 2020 to 5.25% in September 2023 and in May 2024, inflation fell to 2.3%. 

2.7 Despite the impact of these events, the UK housing market outperformed expectations between 
2020 and mid 2022 and has subsequently remained resilient despite increasing costs of borrowing. 

1 Although this document was published prior to the draft NPPF and NPPG, it remains relevant for testing local plans.  The 
approaches to testing advocated by the LHDG guidance are consistent with those in the draft PPG.  
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2.8 In its June 2024 House Price Index release, Nationwide reported that UK house prices increased by 
0.2% month-on-month in June, after having increased by 0.4% month-on-month in May 2024 and 
falling by 0.4% month-on-month in April 2024. As a result, the annual rate of change increased to 
1.5% from 1.3% in May. Commenting on these changes, Nationwide’s Chief Economist, Robert 
Gardener, noted that “while earnings growth has been much stronger than house price growth in 
recent years, this hasn’t been enough to offset the impact of higher mortgage rates, which are still 
well above the record lows prevailing in 2021 in the wake of the pandemic”. He notes that house 
prices are now circa 3% below the all time highs recorded in the summer of 2022, after taking 
account of seasonal effects. 

2.9 Nationwide is not forecasting significant growth in 2024 and indicates that significant change is 
unlikely until interest rates start to fall and affordability improves; “housing market activity has been 
broadly flat over the last year with the total number of transactions down by 15% compared with 
2019 levels. Transactions involving a mortgage are down even more (nearly 25%), reflecting the 
impact of higher borrowing costs”. 

2.10 Halifax report a slightly less optimistic picture in its June 2024 release, with a month-on-month fall of 
-0.2% and annual growth of 1.6% (unchanged from the previous month). 

2.11 Commenting on the modest month-on-month fall, Amanda Bryden (Head of Mortgages, Halifax 
Mortgages) observed that the continued stability in house prices – rising by just 0.4% so far this year 
– reflects a market that remains subdued, though overall activity has been recovering. For now it’s 
the shortage of available properties, rather than demand from buyers, that continues to underpin 
higher prices”. 

2.12 Halifax points to ongoing affordability constraints for both first time buyers and existing mortgage 
holders who need to refinance at the end of fixed term deals. Providing the Bank of England 
reduces the base rate in the short term, Halifax expects prices to rise modestly over the remainder of 
2024. 

2.13 In their May 2024 Housing Market Update, Savills reflect improvements in market sentiment in 
response to falling mortgage rates, which has triggered an increase in demand from potential buyers. 

2.14 Savills note that “greater demand will be unlocked by a drop in mortgage rates, with all eyes on the 
Bank of England and an anticipated base rate cut which Oxford Economics expect in August”. 
Savills now expect that UK house prices will increase by 2.5% in 2024. 

2.15 Forecasts for house price growth indicate that values for the UK as a whole are expected to increase 
over the next five years. Savills forecast an increase of 21.6% across the UK as a whole over the 
period 2024 to 2028 (up from 17.9% in their November forecast). They forecast marginally lower 
cumulative growth of 18.2% over the same period in south-east England (up from 16.7% in their 
November forecast). The other major agents report similar rates of cumulative growth over the same 
period. 

Local Housing Market Context 

2.16 House prices in the Borough of Wokingham have followed recent national trends, with values 
increasing rapidly between the beginning to 2014 and early 2017, and then remaining flat until 2020, 
when there was a further increase following the first Coronavirus lockdown, as shown in Figure 
2.16.1. Sales values increased steeply during 2021 and have been somewhat volatile during 
2023/2024, ending at broadly the same average value as at January 2023. Sales volumes fell below 
historic levels in the first half of 2020 due to the Coronavirus pandemic, but have since recovered 
(see Figure 2.16.2), although somewhat volatile during the period after the first coronavirus 
lockdown. There was a significant increase in sales volumes in June 2021 as purchasers completed 
sales prior to the ending of the Stamp Duty holiday introduced by the government following the 
earlier closure in the market during the first lockdown. In subsequent months, sales volumes have 
returned to normal levels (varying in a range from circa 100 to 200 units per month), although 
completions have fallen slightly below 100 in more recent months. 
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Figure 2.16.1: Average sales value in Wokingham2 

Source: Land Registry 

Figure 2.16.2: Sales volumes in Wokingham (sales per month) 

Source: Land Registry 

2.17 The future trajectory of house prices is currently uncertain, although Savills’ most recent housing 
market forecast issued in May 2024 is that values in ‘mainstream’ south-east England markets are 
expected to increase by 1.5% in 2024; 3.0% in 2025; 4.5% in 2026; 4.5% in 2027; and 4.0% in 2028, 
equating to cumulative growth of 18.2% over the period 2024-2028. 

2.18 To a degree, there are variations in sales values between different parts of Wokingham, as shown in 
Figure 2.18.1. 

2 Average values shown for recent months for new build properties should be treated with caution as the volume of units has 
fallen to very low levels, which reduces their statistical reliability.  
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2.19 As can be noted in Figure 2.18.1, values in the north of the Borough (Sonning, Twyford, Crazies Hill, 
Whistley Green) are highest, with significantly lower values in the south (Wokingham, 
Finchampstead, Spencers Wood, Arborfield, Swallowfield and Shinfield). The spread of values 
across the Borough is relatively narrow, with the lowest values being £4,750 per square metre and 
the highest being £5,960 per square metre. 

Private rented sector market context 

2.20 The proportion of the UK population living in privately renting housing has more than doubled 
between 1990 and 2023. In 1990, 9.3% of the population were living in privately rented homes and 
this increased to 19.1% in 2023. This increase largely results from affordability issues for 
households who would have preferred to owner occupy. Over the period 2000 to 2023, the 
proportion of households owner occupying has fallen from 70.6% to under 64.8% in 2023. These 
trends are set to continue in the context of a significant disparity between average household 
incomes and the amounts required to purchase a residential property, although intergenerational 
transfers of equity will also play a key role in levels of owner occupation. 

2.21 Perceived softening of the housing for sale market has prompted some developers to seek bulk 
sales to PRS operators, with significant flows of investment capital into the sector3. Investment 
yields have remained stable in south east prime markets at 4% to 4.25%. PRS housing as an asset 
class is still emerging and valuation portfolios and development opportunities is difficult in the context 
of lack of data. As the market matures, more information will become available, facilitating more 
sophisticated approaches to valuing and appraising PRS developments. 

2.22 The PRS market is still immature and as a consequence there is little data available on management 
costs and returns that would assist potential entrants into the market. However, viability 
assessments of schemes brought forward to date confirm that profit margins are lower than build for 
sale on the basis that a developer will sell all the PRS units in a single transaction to an 
investor/operator. The income stream is therefore akin to a commercial investment where a 15% 
profit on GDV is typically sought. 

2.23 A reduced profit margin helps to compensate (to some degree) for the slightly lower capital values 
derived from a discounted cashflow model of a PRS operator. PRS units typically transact at 
discounts of circa 10% to 15% of market value on the basis of build to sell. However, forward 
funding arrangements will help to reduce finance costs during the build period which offsets the 
reduction in market value to some degree. 

2.24 On larger developments, PRS can help to diversify the scheme so that the Developer is less reliant 
on build to sell units. Building a range of tenures will enable developers to continue to develop 
schemes through the economic cycle, with varying proportions of units being provided for sale and 
rent, depending on levels of demand from individual purchasers. However, demand for build for rent 
product will also be affected by the health of the economy generally, with starting and future rent 
levels more acutely linked to changes in incomes of potential tenants. 

National Policy Context 

The National Planning Policy Framework 

2.25 In February 2019, the government published a revised NPPF, with subsequent updates in 2021 and 
2023, and revised PPG, with subsequent updates in May and September 2019. 

2.26 Paragraph 34 of the NPPF states that “Plans should set out the contributions expected from 
development. This should include setting out the levels and types of affordable housing provision 
required, along with other infrastructure (such as that needed for education, health, transport, flood 

3 Knight Frank ‘Multihousing 2022’ estimates that capital committed to build to rent housing in the UK has increased from £35 
billion in 2019 to over £56 billion in 2022, with a further increase to £102 billion forecast by 2028.  
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and water management, green and digital infrastructure). Such policies should not undermine the 
deliverability of the plan”. 

2.27 Paragraph 58 of the NPPF suggests that “Where up-to-date policies have set out the contributions 
expected from development, planning applications that comply with them should be assumed to be 
viable. It is up to the applicant to demonstrate whether particular circumstances justify the need for a 
viability assessment at the application stage. The weight to be given to a viability assessment is a 
matter for the decision maker, having regard to all the circumstances in the case, including whether 
the plan and the viability evidence underpinning it is up to date, and any change in site 
circumstances since the plan was brought into force. All viability assessments, including any 
undertaken at the plan-making stage, should reflect the recommended approach in national planning 
guidance, including standardised inputs, and should be made publicly available”. 

2.28 In urban areas, the fine grain pattern of types of development and varying existing use values make 
it difficult to realistically test a sufficient number of typologies to reflect every conceivable scheme 
that might come forward over the plan period. The PPG recognises this issue by requiring a 
‘proportionate’ approach to the evidence base. The Council’s adopted Local Plan policy (CP5) is 
applied ‘subject to viability’, having regards to site-specific circumstances. This enables schemes 
that cannot provide as much as the relevant policy target for affordable housing to still come forward 
rather than being sterilised by a fixed or ‘quota’ based approach to affordable housing. 

2.29 The 2019 PPG indicates that viability testing of plans should be based on existing use value plus a 
landowner premium. The revised PPG also expresses a preference for plan makers to test the 
viability of planning obligations and affordable housing requirements at the plan making stage in the 
anticipation that this may reduce the need for viability testing developments at the development 
management stage. Local authorities have, of course, been testing the viability of their plan policies 
since the first NPPF was adopted4, but have adopted policies based on the most viable outcome of 
their testing, recognising that some schemes coming forward will not meet the targets. This 
approach maximises delivery, as there is flexibility for schemes to come forward at levels of 
obligations that are lower than the target, if a proven viability case is made. The risk of the approach 
in the NPPF is that policy targets will inevitably be driven down to reflect the least viable outcome; 
schemes that could have delivered more would not do so. 

CIL Policy Context 

2.30 As of April 2015 (or the adoption of a CIL Charging Schedule by a charging authority, whichever was 
the sooner), the S106/planning obligations system’ i.e. the use of ‘pooled’ S106 obligations, was 
limited to a maximum of five S106 agreements. However, changes in the CIL regulations in 
September 2019 removed the pooling restrictions, giving charging authorities a degree of flexibility in 
how they use Section 106 and CIL. The adoption of a CIL charging schedule is discretionary for a 
charging authority. 

2.31 It is worth noting that some site specific S106 obligations remain available for negotiation, however 
these are restricted to site specific mitigation that meet the three tests set out at Regulation 122 of 
the CIL Regulations (as amended) and at paragraph 57 of the NPPF, and to the provision of 
affordable housing. 

2.32 The CIL regulations state that in setting a charge, local authorities must strike “an appropriate 
balance” between revenue maximisation on the one hand and the potentially adverse impact upon 
the viability of development on the other. The regulations also state that local authorities should take 
account of other sources of available funding for infrastructure when setting CIL rates. 

2.33 From September 2019 onwards, the previous two stage consultation was amended to require a 
single consultation with stakeholders. Following consultation, a charging schedule must be 

4 And also following the publication of Planning Policy Statement 3 which required that LPAs set affordable housing policies 
on the basis of both proven need and viability.  The need for viability testing was established following the quashing in 2008 of 
Blyth Valley’s Core Strategy, which based its 30% affordable housing target on need alone, with no evidence on the viability of 
the policy.  
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submitted for independent examination. 

2.34 The payment of CIL becomes mandatory on all new buildings and extensions to buildings with a 
gross internal floorspace over 100 square metres (or any new dwelling, regardless of floor area) 
once a charging schedule has been adopted. The CIL regulations allow a number of reliefs and 
exemptions from CIL. Firstly, affordable housing and buildings with other charitable uses (if a 
material interest in the land is owned by the charity and the development is to be used wholly or 
mainly for its charitable purpose) are subject to relief. Secondly, local authorities may, if they 
choose, elect to offer an exemption on proven viability grounds. A local authority wishing to offer 
exceptional circumstances relief in its area must first give notice publicly of its intention to do so. The 
local authority can then consider claims for relief on chargeable developments from landowners on a 
case by case basis. In each case, an independent expert with suitable qualifications and experience 
must be appointed by the claimant with the agreement of the local authority to assess whether 
paying the full CIL charge would have an unacceptable impact on the development’s economic 
viability. 

2.35 The exemption would be available for 12 months, after which time viability of the scheme concerned 
would need to be reviewed if the scheme has not commenced. To be eligible for exemption, 
regulation 55 states that the Applicant must enter into a Section 106 agreement; and that the 
Authority must be satisfied that granting relief would not constitute state aid. It should be noted, 
however, that CIL cannot simply be negotiated away or the local authority decide not to charge CIL. 

2.36 CIL Regulation 40 includes a vacancy period test for calculating CIL liability so that vacant floorspace 
can be offset in certain circumstances. That is where a building that contains a part which has not 
been in lawful use for a continuous period of at least six months within the last three years, ending 
on the day planning permission first permits the chargeable development, the floorspace may not be 
offset. 

2.37 The CIL regulations enable local authorities to set differential rates (including zero rates) for different 
zones within which development would take place and also for different types of development. The 
CIL Guidance set out in the PPG (paragraph 022 Reference ID: 25-022-20230104) clarifies that CIL 
Regulation 13 permits charging authorities to “apply differential rates in a flexible way, to help ensure 
the viability of development is not put at risk [including] in relation to geographical zones within the 
charging authority’s boundary; types of development; and/or scales of development”. Charging 
Authorities taking this approach need to ensure that different rates are justified by a comparative 
assessment of the economic viability of those categories of development. Furthermore, the PPG 
clarifies that the definition of “use” for this purpose is not tied to the classes of development in the 
Town and Country Planning Act (Use Classes) Order 1987 (as amended), although that Order does 
provide “a useful reference point”5. The PPG also sets out (paragraph 024 Reference ID: 25-024-
20190901) that charging authorities may also set differential rates in relation to, scale of 
development i.e. by reference to either floor area or the number of units or dwellings. 

2.38 The 2010 CIL regulations set out clear timescales for payment of CIL, which are varied according to 
the size of the payment, which by implication is linked to the size of the scheme. The 2011 
amendments to the regulations allowed charging authorities to set their own timescales for the 
payment of CIL under regulation 69B if they choose to do so. This is an important issue that the 
Council will need to consider, as the timing of payment of CIL can have an impact on an Applicant’s 
cashflow (the earlier the payment of CIL, the more interest the Applicant will bear before the 
development is completed and sold). 

2.39 Regulation 73 enables charging authorities to secure physical infrastructure on a development site, 
or land, in lieu (or ‘in kind’) of a Developer’s CIL liability. The PPG (paragraph 133) notes that “there 
may be circumstances where the charging authority and the person liable for the levy will wish land 
and/or infrastructure to be provided, instead of money, to satisfy a charge arising from the levy”. The 

5 Difficulties may emerge, for example, with regards to Class E, which includes very different uses which are interchangeable, 
such as offices and retail.  Applying CIL rates to use classes (rather than intended uses of development) in these 
circumstances may be inconsistent with viability evidence.  
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PPG goes on to note that the charging authority can enter into agreements with developers to 
receive infrastructure as payment of a CIL liability. 

2.40 Revised regulations came into effect on 1 September 2019 which introduced the following changes: 

■ Consultation requirements to be amended to remove the current two stage consultation process 
and replace this with a single consultation. 

■ Removal of the pooling restrictions contained within Regulation 123. 

■ Charging authorities are no longer required to publish a Regulation 123 list. 

■ Changes to calculations of chargeable amounts in different cases, including where granting of 
amended scheme under Section 73 leads to an increased or decreased CIL liability. 

■ Removal of provisions which resulted in reliefs being lost if a commencement notice was not 
served before a developer starts a development. A surcharge will apply in future but the relief will 
not be lost. 

■ Introduction of ‘carry-over’ provisions for a development which is amended by a Section 73 
permission, providing the amount of relief does not change. 

■ Charging authorities are required to publish an annual infrastructure funding statement, setting 
out how much CIL has been collected and what it was spent on. Similar provisions to be 
introduced for Section 106 funds. 

■ Charging authorities are required to publish annual CIL rate summaries showing the rates after 
indexation. 

Adopted CIL Charging Schedule 

2.41 The Council approved its CIL Charging Schedule on 19 February 2015 and it came into effect on 6 
April 2015. Table 2.41.1 below summarises the prevailing and indexed rates of CIL, using the 
Annual CIL Rate Summary 2024 (published in December 2023). For C3 residential developments, 
there is a borough-wide zone, but lower rates are set in four Strategic Development Locations 
(‘SDLs’). Different rates apply to sheltered housing, residential institutions and extra care housing. 
There is a nominal rate applied to retail outside existing retail centres. All other uses attract a nil 
rate. The adopted and indexed rates are summarised in Table 2.41.1. 

Table 2.41.1: CIL rates per net additional square metre in the Charging Schedule (indexed 
rates shown in italics) 

Development type Area Adopted 
rate 

Indexed 
rate 

Residential Development 
(excluding Sheltered Housing, 
Extra Care Housing and 
Residential Institutions) 

South of M4 SDL 
South Wokingham SDL 
North Wokingham SDL 
Arborfield SDL 
Rest of Borough 

£300 
£320 
£340 
£365 
£365 

£458.69 
£489.27 
£519.85 
£558.07 
£558.07 

Sheltered housing South of M4 SDL, South Wokingham SDL, 
North Wokingham SDL, Arborfield SDL 
Rest of Borough 

£365 

£150 

£558.07 

£229.34 

Residential institutions and 
Extra Care Housing 

South of M4 SDL, South Wokingham SDL, 
North Wokingham SDL, Arborfield SDL 
Rest of Borough 

£100 

£60 

£152.90 

£91.74 

Retail Existing town/small town/district centres 
Arborfield SDL 
Rest of Borough 

£0 
£0 
£50 

£0 
£0 

£76.45 

All other development types Whole Borough £0 £0 
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Potential levy 

Infrastructure Levy 

2.42 The Levelling Up and Regeneration Act (‘LURA’) includes provisions for a new ‘Infrastructure Levy’ 
(‘IL’) which – if adopted - will replace section 106 obligations (including affordable housing) and CIL. 
The LURA does not provide details on how the IL will work, but a technical consultation document in 
early 2023 provided more detail on how the government envisages it will operate. The consultation 
indicated that IL will be piloted through a ‘test and learn’ process prior to wider implementation. 

2.43 In essence, the IL will be structured so that developers pay a percentage of GDV as a levy, which 
they will use to fund infrastructure. Authorities will be able to use some of the levy to fund the 
delivery of affordable housing by requiring developers to provide affordable units in lieu of paying the 
levy. 

2.44 The technical consultation indicates that the IL will be determined by individual LPAs and can vary 
between types of development and types of site. In essence, the costs of development are 
calculated using a typology approach (including land cost, construction, fees, finance and marketing 
costs). These costs are reflected by the first bar on the left in Figure 6.57.1. The amount of GDV 
above these costs is then calculated (in Figure 2.44.1, the GDV is represented by the green bar and 
the surplus above the threshold is shown by the yellow and red bar). The ‘surplus’ GDV is then 
divided between Developer profit (represented by the red portion of the bar) and the remainder is the 
indicative IL. 

Figure 2.44.1: Calculating IL 

2.45 LPAs would be expected to run a number of typologies to test the likely viability of a range of 
developments and set an IL percentage of GDV tariff, or range of tariffs. 

2.46 The previous government indicated that it expected the IL to deliver the same or greater levels of 
benefits (in terms of affordable housing and contributions towards infrastructure) than the existing 
system. This proposition is problematic. The existing system secures contributions from developers 
by setting relatively ambitious targets and securing the maximum viable level of benefits on a site-
specific basis. The delivery of a borough average of, say, 30% affordable is the product of a series 
of negotiations on individual schemes, ranging from 0% up to 50% affordable housing. 
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2.47 Systems for securing contributions towards affordable housing and infrastructure can be simple, or 
they can optimise delivery, but it is difficult for them to achieve both objectives. As IL will be fixed, it 
will need to set at a level that can be viably absorbed by all schemes which will come forward in a 
variety of situations. In authorities where schemes are fairly uniform and sites are all greenfield, 
viability of development will not differ significantly from one site to the next. The same cannot be 
said of urban areas – each development has an almost unique set of characteristics; with varying 
forms of development driven by the urban grain; varying mixes of uses; hugely variable levels of 
abnormal costs; and existing use values that vary from site to site. 

2.48 The risk of adopting a uniform tariff with no flexibility is that it will render some schemes unviable. 
CIL has worked in practice, as other planning requirements are negotiable. In contrast, IL has no 
flexibility to address site-specific circumstances. 

2.49 In setting IL, local authorities will need to identify a rate (or set of rates) that all schemes within its 
area can viably accommodate. If the IL is set at the wrong rate or rates, the consequence is that 
some schemes will be rendered unviable. If an authority identifies that schemes in its area can 
currently provide a range of affordable housing levels of, say, 5% to 35%, the IL will need to be set at 
a level that is equivalent to 5% to avoid rendering a huge swathe of housing land supply unviable. 
The other schemes that could have delivered more than 5% will not do so and significant amounts of 
value will be ‘left on the table’. 

2.50 The lack of flexibility in the proposals will inevitably drive down levels of affordable housing delivery 
towards the least viable scenario. Planning authorities in urban areas need to pilot the IL to 
demonstrate the adverse impact it will have on delivery, but these authorities are likely to be the 
most reluctant to get involved. The inevitable conclusion of these pilots will be that optimisation of 
benefits cannot be achieved through simplification. 

2.51 The response to the technical consultation on the IL resulted in unanimously negative feedback and 
would have been subject to further consultation on the principle. The previous government accepted 
an amendment to the (then) LURB which would result in IL not being mandatory if authorities could 
demonstrate that it would have an adverse impact on viability in their areas. More recently, the 
government elected on 4 July has indicated that it will not continue the IL. It is therefore very unlikely 
that IL or a similar mechanism will replace CIL and Section 106, at least in the short term. 

Local Policy context 

2.52 There are numerous policy requirements that are now embedded in base build costs (i.e. secure by 
design, lifetime homes, landscaping, amenity space, internal space standards, car parking, waste 
storage, tree preservation and protection etc). Therefore, it is unnecessary to establish the cost of all 
these pre-existing policy requirements, which the Council’s new Local Plan does not seek to change. 
In addition, there are statutory requirements on developments (e.g. biodiversity net gain and habitats 
protection) which must also be reflected. 

2.53 In order to assess the ability of schemes to absorb emerging plan policies, it is also necessary to 
factor in the pre-existing requirements in the adopted policies as well as the adopted CIL rates. The 
affordable housing policy is tested at various percentages, as it has a significant bearing on the 
viability of developments, even though it has been in place for a considerable period. 

2.54 The Council undertook an initial Issues and Options consultation in August and September 2016, 
followed by a further consultation (‘Homes for the Future’) in which it invited views on areas of land 
which had been promoted for development. The Council undertook a Regulation 18 consultation on 
a Draft Plan between February and April 2020 and a further consultation on a revised growth 
strategy between November 2021 and January 2022. The Council has considered the consultation 
responses and is preparing its Regulation 19 Local Plan which will be issued shortly. The draft 
regulation 19 policies with specific cost implications are identified in Table 2.54.1 below (see 
Appendix 1 for more detail): 
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Table 2.54.1: Emerging policies with cost implications 

Policy Requirement How policy is
addressed in this 
Study 

CE2 Environmental standards for non-residential development 
Developments to generate on-site as much energy as they consume. 
Alternatively, BREEAM outstanding or excellent are acceptable 
alternatives. 

Tested through cost 
uplift assuming on-site 
energy generation. 

CE3 Environmental standards for residential development
Developments to generate on-site as much energy as they consume. 

Minimise water use to 85 litres per person per day encouraged. 

Tested through cost 
uplift assuming on-site 
energy generation. 

CE5 Embodied carbon 
Demolition and redevelopment of buildings to be justified and 
refurbishment, repair or repurposing should be considered first. 

Redevelopment should minimise embodied carbon through careful 
selection of materials. 

Cost allowance for zero 
embodied carbon 
tested, although this 
exceeds the policy 
requirement. 

C2 Mitigation of transport impacts and highways safety and design 

Developers to assess the highways impacts of their developments and 
contribute towards mitigation through CIL or Section 106. 

CIL and S106 
allowances incorporated 
into development 
appraisals. 

C5 Parking and electric vehicle charging 

Developments to make provision for electric vehicle charging. 
Cost allowance built into 
the appraisals. 

H1 Housing mix, density and standards
Includes M4(3) requirement – schemes of 20+ units required to apply 
M4(3) standards to 5% of units. 

All units to meet Nationally Described Space Standards. 

Schemes to meet recent housing needs assessments.  Current indicative 
mix as follows: 

Accessibility standards 
built into the appraisals. 

Space standards 
reflected in appraisals. 

Housing mix reflected in 
the appraisals. 

H3 Affordable housing
All applications of 5+ units - requirement for 30% affordable housing on 
previously developed sites in major settlements ( Earley, Green Park, 
Shinfield (north of M4), Twyford, Winnersh, Wokingham and Woodley. 
40% affordable housing on greenfield sites in these areas. 

Requirement for 40% affordable housing (regardless of whether sites are 
previously developed or greenfield) in all other settlements. 

35% affordable housing required within Arborfield Green SDL and South 
Wokingham SDL. 

In all areas, policy requirement is applied subject to site-specific viability.   

First Homes to make up 25%  of the affordable housing provision at  
discounts of 50% to market value.  Balance of affordable housing to be 
split 70% social rent and 30%  shared ownership.   
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Policy Requirement How policy is
addressed in this 
Study 

NE2 Biodiversity Net Gain 
Minimum biodiversity net gain of 10% 

Cost allowance 
reflected in the 
appraisals. 

NE3 Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area 
Provision of Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace (‘SANG’) and 
Strategic Access Management and Monitoring (‘SAMM’) 

Cost of purchasing 
capacity at Rooks Nest 
Wood SANG and 
SAMM contributions 
factored into the 
appraisals. 

Development context 

2.55 Wokingham is a borough covering 17,892 hectares (178 square kilometres), extending from 
Woodley, Early, Shinfield and Wargrave in the west. The Borough is bisected by the M4 and 
A329(M) which run east-west between Wokingham and Earley. The Borough benefits from a range 
of main line train services, including the Elizabeth Line (which serves Twyford Station); GWR and 
South Western Rail services (serving Wokingham, Winnersh, Winnersh Triangle and Earley); and 
GWR services stopping at Wargrave (and Shiplake and Henley on Thames, just over the Borough 
boundary to the west). These services connect the Borough to central London and the intermediate 
stations on the way into London, as well as to Reading, which is immediately to the west. 

2.56 The Borough accommodates a range of services-based companies, including the IT, 
communications and pharmaceutical sectors, including Microsoft, Oracle, Pepsico and Johnson & 
Johnson. There are circa 88,000 people in employment in the Borough within 8,900 registered 
businesses. 

2.57 The Borough’s main town centre is Wokingham, which has seen significant regeneration over recent 
years, resulting in diversification of uses and increased footfall. There are also district centres in the 
other settlements, providing more for day-to-day retail requirements. 

2.58 According to the 2021 Census, the Borough has a housing stock of 71,523 dwellings, predominantly 
in the form of detached and semi-detached houses. 78% of the Borough’s residents are owner 
occupiers, either outright or with a mortgage. Average house prices are significantly higher than the 
average across England, despite high levels of housing delivery in recent years. 

2.59 Recent housing delivery in the Borough’s four Strategic Development Locations (‘SDLs’) has 
resulted in provision of circa £1 billion in new supporting infrastructure, largely funded through CIL 
and Section 106 obligations. This new infrastructure includes new primary schools, a new 
secondary school, new highways, 240 hectares of public open space and 5 community centres. 
There is, however, an ongoing need to expand supporting infrastructure, including upgrading existing 
infrastructure that is coming to the end of its anticipated lifespan. 
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3 Methodology and appraisal approach 
3.1 Our methodology follows standard development appraisal conventions, using locally-based sites and 

assumptions that reflect local market and planning policy circumstances. The study is therefore 
specific to Wokingham and tests the Council’s emerging planning policy requirements alongside 
adopted CIL rates. 

Approach to testing development viability 

3.2 Appraisal models can be summarised via the following diagram. The total scheme value is 
calculated, as represented by the left hand bar. This includes the sales receipts from the private 
housing (the hatched portion) and the payment from a Registered Provider (‘RP’) (the chequered 
portion) for the completed affordable housing units. For a commercial scheme, scheme value 
equates to the capital value of the rental income after allowing for rent free periods and purchaser’s 
costs. The model then deducts the build costs, fees, interest, planning obligations, CIL and 
developer’s profit. A ‘residual’ amount is left after all these costs are deducted – this is the land 
value that the Developer would pay to the landowner. The residual land value is represented by the 
brown portion of the right hand bar in the diagram. 

Figure 3.2.1: Components of a residual valuation 
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3.3 The Residual Land Value is normally a key variable in determining whether a scheme will proceed. 
If a proposal generates sufficient positive land value (in excess of existing use value, discussed 
later), it will be implemented. If not, the proposal will not go ahead, unless there are alternative 
funding sources to bridge the ‘gap’. 

3.4 Issues with establishing key appraisal variables are summarised as follows: 
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■ Development costs are subject to national and local monitoring and can be reasonably 
accurately assessed in ‘normal’ circumstances. In boroughs like Wokingham, some sites in the 
main settlements will have been developed previously. These sites can sometimes encounter 
‘exceptional’ costs such as decontamination. Such costs can be very difficult to anticipate before 
detailed site investigations are undertaken; 

■ Assumptions about development phasing, phasing of Section 106 contributions and 
infrastructure required to facilitate each phase of the development will affect residual values. 
Where the delivery of a planning obligation is deferred, the lower the real cost to the applicant 
(and the greater the scope for increased affordable housing and other planning obligations). This 
is because the interest cost is reduced if the costs are incurred later in the development 
cashflow; and 

■ While Developer’s Profit has to be assumed in any appraisal, its level is closely correlated with 
risk. The greater the risk, the higher the profit level required by lenders. The PPG identifies a 
range of 15% to 20% for private housing development, with lower rates for some forms of 
housing such as BTR. Typically, developers and banks are targeting around 17.5% profit on 
value of the private housing element. 

3.5 Ultimately, the landowner will make a decision on implementing a project on the basis of return and 
the potential for market change, and whether alternative developments might yield a higher value. 
The landowner’s ‘bottom line’ will be achieving a residual land value that sufficiently exceeds 
‘existing use value6’ or another appropriate benchmark to make development worthwhile. The 
margin above existing use value may be considerably different on individual sites, where there might 
be particular reasons why the premium to the landowner should be lower or higher than other sites. 

3.6 Clearly, however, landowners have expectations of the value of their land which often exceed the 
value of the existing use. Ultimately, if landowners’ reasonable expectations are not met, they will 
not voluntarily sell their land and (unless a Local Authority is prepared to use its compulsory 
purchase powers) some may simply hold on to their sites, in the hope that policy may change at 
some future point with reduced requirements. However, the communities in which development is 
brought forward also have reasonable expectations that development will mitigate its impact, in 
terms of provision of community infrastructure, which will reduce land values. It is within the scope of 
these expectations that developers have to formulate their offers for sites. The task of formulating an 
offer for a site is complicated further still during buoyant land markets, where developers have to 
compete with other developers to secure a site, often speculating on increases in value. 

Viability benchmark 

3.7 In 2019 (with re-issues in 2021 and 2023), the government published a revised NPPF, which 
indicates at paragraph 34 that “Plans should set out the contributions expected from development. 
This should include setting out the levels and types of affordable housing provision required, along 
with other infrastructure (such as that needed for education, health, transport, flood and water 
management, green and digital infrastructure). Such policies should not undermine the deliverability 
of the plan”. The revised PPG indicates that for the purposes of testing viability, local authorities 
should have regard to existing use value of land plus a premium to incentivise release for 
redevelopment. 

3.8 The Local Housing Delivery Group published guidance7 in June 2012 which provides guidance on 
testing viability of Local Plan policies. The guidance notes that “consideration of an appropriate 
Threshold Land Value [or viability benchmark] needs to take account of the fact that future plan 
policy requirements will have an impact on land values and landowner expectations. Therefore, 
using a market value approach as the starting point carries the risk of building-in assumptions of 
current policy costs rather than helping to inform the potential for future policy”. 

6 For the purposes of this report, existing use value is defined as the value of the site in its existing use, assuming that it 
remains in that use.  We are not referring to the RICS Valuation Standards definition of ‘Existing Use Value’. 
7 Viability Testing Local Plans: Advice for planning practitioners, Local Housing Delivery Group, Chaired by Sir John Harman, 
June 2012 
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3.9 It is important to stress, therefore, that there is no single threshold land value at which land will come 
forward for development. The decision to bring land forward will depend on the type of owner and, in 
particular, whether the owner occupies the site or holds it as an asset; the strength of demand for the 
site’s existing use in comparison to others; how offers received compare to the owner’s perception of 
the value of the site, which in turn is influenced by prices achieved by other sites. Given the lack of a 
single threshold land value, it is difficult for policy makers to determine the minimum land value that 
sites should achieve. This will ultimately be a matter of judgement for each planning authority. 

3.10 Relying upon historic transactions to inform benchmark land values is a fundamentally flawed 
approach, as offers for these sites will have been framed in the context of current planning policy 
requirements. Consequently, an exercise using these transactions as a benchmark would tell the 
Council nothing about the potential for sites to absorb as yet unadopted policies. Even prior to the 
publication of the 2019 PPG, various Local Plan inspectors and CIL examiners accepted the key 
point that Local Plan policies and CIL will ultimately result in a reduction in land values, so 
benchmarks must consider a reasonable minimum threshold which landowners will accept. 

3.11 Commentators frequently make reference to ‘market testing’ of benchmark land values and 
advocating the use of benchmarks that are based on the prices that sites have been bought and sold 
for. There are significant weaknesses in this approach which none of the advocates of this approach 
have addressed. In brief, prices paid for sites are a highly unreliable indicator of their actual value, 
due to the following reasons: 

■ Transactions are often based on bids that ‘take a view’ on squeezing planning policy 
requirements below target levels. This results in prices paid being too high to allow for policy 
targets to be met. If these transactions are used to ‘market test’ emerging Local Plan policies 
and/or CIL rates, the outcome would be unreliable and potentially highly misleading. 

■ Historic transactions of housing sites are often based on the receipt of grant funding, which is no 
longer available in most cases. 

■ There would be a need to determine whether the developer who built out the comparator sites 
actually achieved a profit at the equivalent level to the profit adopted in the viability testing. If the 
developer achieved a sub-optimal level of profit, then any benchmarking using these transactions 
would produce unreliable and misleading results. 

■ Developers often build assumptions of growth in sales values into their appraisals, which 
provides a higher gross development value than would actually be achieved today. Given that 
our appraisals are based on current values, using prices paid would result in an inconsistent 
comparison (i.e. current values against the developer’s assumed future values). Using these 
transactions would produce unreliable and misleading results. 

3.12 These issues are evident from a recent BNP Paribas Real Estate review of evidence submitted in 
viability assessments where the differences between the value ascribed to developments by 
applicants and the amounts the sites were purchased for by the same parties are assessed. The 
prices paid exceeded the value of the consented schemes by between 52% and 1,300%, as shown 
in Figure 3.12.1. This chart compares the residual value of four central London development 
proposals (labelled A to D) to the sites’ existing use values and the price which the developers paid 
to acquire the sites (all the data is on a per unit basis). 
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Figure 3.12.1: Comparison of residual values to existing use value and price paid for site 

3.13 For the reasons set out above, the approach of using current use values is a more reliable indicator 
of viability than using market values or prices paid for sites, as advocated by certain observers. Our 
assessment follows this approach, as set out in Section 4. 

3.14 The PPG indicates that planning authorities should adopt benchmark land values based on existing 
use values. It then goes on to suggest that the premium above existing use value can be informed 
by land transactions. This would in effect simply level benchmark land values up to market value, 
with all the issues associated with this (as outlined above). The PPG does temper this approach by 
indicating that “the landowner premium should be tested and balanced against emerging policies” 
and that “the premium should provide a reasonable incentive for a land owner to bring forward land 
for development while allowing a sufficient contribution to comply with policy requirements”. The 
guidance also stresses in several places that “price paid for land” should not be reflected in viability 
assessments. This would exclude use of transactional data thus addressing the issues highlighted in 
paragraphs 3.10 and 3.11. 
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4 Appraisal  assumptions 
4.1 We have appraised 48 development  typologies  across  the borough,  these include a range of  

typologies  which were formulated in consultation with the Council,  informed by  past  development  
types  and current  pipeline sites,  to reflect  the development  expected to come forward under  the new  
Local  Plan.   The development  typologies ar e identified in Table 4.1.1 overleaf (with further  detailed 
information at  Appendix  2)8. 

Residential  sales values 

4.2 Residential  values  in the area reflect  national  trends  in recent  years  but  do of  course vary  to a 
degree between different  sub-markets within  Wokingham Borough,  as  noted in Section 2.   We have 
considered comparable evidence of  second hand and  new  build transactions in the Borough to  
establish appropriate ranges  of  values  for  testing purposes.   This  exercise involved analysis  of  4,345 
transactions  recorded by  the Land Registry  between January  2022 and May 2024 but  brought  up to 
date by  reference to changes  in the House Price Index  from  the point  of  sale (attached as  Appendix  
3).   This analysis indicates  that  developments  in the borough will  attract  average sales  values  
ranging from  circa  £4,750 per  square metre (£440 per  square foot)  to circa  £5,960 per  square metre 
(£550 per  square foot),  as  shown in Figure 2.18.1. As  noted in Section 2,  the highest  sales  values  
are achieved in the north (Sonning,  Twyford,  Crazies  Hill  and Whistley  Green).   Developments  in the 
south of the Borough (Wokingham,  Finchampstead,  Spencers  Wood,  Arborfield,  Swallowfield  and 
Shinfield) are lowest.   

4.3 We have also  tested the impact  of  the provision of  private units  as  rented by  discounting the market  
value for  these units  by  10%,  which reflects  the discount  we have seen on live developments  when 
units  are provided as  Private Rented Sector  stock.   As  noted in Section 2,  this  discount  is  offset  to a 
degree by  a reduction in profit  margin of  circa 5%,  so the net  reduction in value is  5%.    

4.4 As  noted earlier  in the report,  Savills  predict  that  sales  values  will  increase over  the medium  term  
(i.e.  the next  five years).   Whilst  this  predicted growth cannot  be guaranteed,  we have run a series  of  
sensitivity  analyses  assuming growth in sales  values accompanied  by  cost  inflation as  summarised 
in Table 4.4.1.   While these  growth scenarios  are based on a number  of  forecasts,  they  cannot  be 
guaranteed and the results  which these scenarios  produce must  be  viewed as  indicative only.   

Table 4.4.1:  Growth scenario 

Year  1 2 3 4 5 6 
2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 and each  

year thereafter 
Values  2.5% 3.5% 4.0% 4.0% 4.0% 4.0% 
Costs 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 

Affordable h ousing tenure a nd values  

4.5 The emerging Local  Plan indicates  that  the Council  will  require schemes  capable of  providing  5 or  
more units  to provide varying proportions  of  affordable housing (ranging from  30%  to 40%) with a 
tenure mix  of  25%  First  Homes  (50%  discount  to market  value),  with the balance  split  70% social 
rent  and 30%  intermediate (52.5%  and 22.5%  of  the total  affordable housing provision respectively).   

8 Table 4.1.1 shows an average GIA per unit of 103 square metres.  This is based on assumed GIAs of 62.5 square metres  
for one bed units; 87.5 square metres for two bed units; 107.5 square metres for three bed units; and 123.75 square metres  
for four  bed units, which are informed by Nationally Described Space Standards.  When these areas are applied to the 
housing mix in Table 4.9.1, the resulting average unit size is 103 square metres. 
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Table 4.1.1: Development typologies tested in the study (all areas are square metre gross internal areas) 

Site Description Site area 
HA 

Units Ave 
GIA 
sqm 
per unit 

Residential 
floorspace 

Retail Super
market 

Office Warehouse 
B8 

C1 
Hotel 

C2 Assembly/ 
leisure 

Community Total 
Gross 
Internal 
Area 

1 
Residential Small site - low 
density 0.16 5 103 517 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 517 

2 
Residential Small site -
medium density 0.16 5 103 517 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 517 

3 
Residential Small site - higher 
density 0.04 5 103 517 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 517 

4 
Residential Small site - low 
density 0.32 10 103 1,034 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,034 

5 
Residential Small site -
medium density 0.32 10 103 1,034 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,034 

6 
Residential Small site - higher 
density 0.09 10 103 1,034 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,034 

7 
Residential Mediun site - low 
density 0.79 25 103 2,585 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,585 

8 
Residential Medium site -
medium density 0.79 25 103 2,585 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,585 

9 
Residential Medium site -
higher density 0.28 25 103 2,585 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,585 

10 
Residential Mediun site - low 
density 1.68 50 103 5,169 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5,169 

11 
Residential Medium site -
medium density 1.68 50 103 5,169 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5,169 

12 
Residential Medium site -
higher density 0.47 50 103 5,169 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5,169 

13 
Residential Large site - low 
density 3.57 100 103 10,339 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10,339 

14 
Residential Large site -
medium density 3.57 100 103 10,339 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10,339 

15 
Residential Large site - high 
density 1.39 100 103 10,339 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10,339 
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Site Description Site area 
HA 

Units Ave 
GIA 
sqm 
per unit 

Residential 
floorspace 

Retail Super
market 

Office Warehouse 
B8 

C1 
Hotel 

C2 Assembly/ 
leisure 

Community Total 
Gross 
Internal 
Area 

16 
Residential Large site - low 
density 8.16 200 103 20,678 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 20,678 

17 
Residential Large site -
medium density 5.71 200 103 20,678 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 20,678 

18 
Strategic scale site - low 
density 25.64 500 103 51,695 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 51,695 

19 
Strategic scale site - medium 
density 19.23 500 103 51,695 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 51,695 

20 
Strategic scale site - low 
density 111.11 2,000 103 206,779 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 206,779 

21 
Strategic scale site - medium 
density 83.33 2,000 103 206,779 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 206,779 

22 
Strategic scale site - low 
density 242.42 4,000 103 413,558 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 413,558 

23 
Strategic scale site - medium 
density with R&D 181.82 4,000 103 413,558 0 0 100,000 0 0 0 0 0 513,558 

24 
Housing for Elderly (C3) - high 
density 0.32 40 73 2,900 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,900 

25 
Housing for Elderly (C3) - high 
density 0.41 60 73 4,350 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4,350 

26 
Housing for Elderly (C2) extra 
care 0.47 70 73 5,075 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5,075 

27 Retail (comparison) 0.25 0 0 4,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4,000 

28 Retail (convenience) 1.00 0 0 0 1,500 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,500 

29 Office 0.50 0 0 0 0 10,000 0 0 0 0 0 10,000 

30 Office 0.75 0 0 0 0 15,000 0 0 0 0 0 15,000 

31 Industrial (40% plot ratio) 1.00 0 0 0 0 0 4,000 0 0 0 0 4,000 

32 
Warehousing/logistics (50% 
plot ratio) 1.00 0 0 0 0 0 5,000 0 0 0 0 5,000 

33 
Warehousing/logistics (60% 
plot ratio) 1.00 0 0 0 0 0 6,000 0 0 0 0 6,000 
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Site Description Site area 
HA 

Units Ave 
GIA 
sqm 
per unit 

Residential 
floorspace 

Retail Super
market 

Office Warehouse 
B8 

C1 
Hotel 

C2 Assembly/ 
leisure 

Community Total 
Gross 
Internal 
Area 

34 
Student housing development 
(medium density) 200 beds 0.30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4,000 0 0 4,000 

35 
Student housing development 
(medium density) 250 beds 0.42 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5,500 0 0 5,500 

36 
Student housing development 
(medium density) 300 beds 0.52 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6,600 0 0 6,600 

37 
Student housing development 
(high density) 200 beds 0.16 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3,600 0 0 3,600 

38 
Student housing development 
(high density) 250 beds 0.20 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4,500 0 0 4,500 

39 
Student housing development 
(high density) 300 beds 0.24 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5,400 0 0 5,400 

40 Hotel (100 rooms) 0.15 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,500 0 0 0 2,500 

41 Hotel (125 room) 0.15 0 0 0 0 0 0 3,438 0 0 0 3,438 

42 Hotel (150 rooms) 0.15 0 0 0 0 0 0 4,500 0 0 0 4,500 

43 Leisure use 0.30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,500 2 1,502 

44 Leisure use 0.30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,500 2 1,502 

45 Leisure use 0.30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,500 2 1,502 

46 Community use 0.17 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,000 2,000 

47 Community use 0.16 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,500 2,500 

48 Community use 0.19 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3,000 3,000 
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4.6 For the purposes of testing potential levels of affordable housing to inform the emerging policy 
approach, our appraisals assume that the rented housing is let at social rents (see Table 4.6.1). 

Table 4.6.1: Affordable housing rents 

Rent type 1 bed 2 bed 3 bed 4 bed 

Social Rents (per week) £96.92 £109.19 £126.88 £139.15 

Social Rents (per annum) £5,040 £5,678 £6,598 £7,236 

4.7 To establish the capital value of the rented units, we have used a discounted cashflow model which 
replicates the approach used by registered providers when preparing bids to acquire new housing 
stock. The model projects the rents over a 40 year period and deducts the estimated voids and bad 
debts, management costs, maintenance costs and allowances for major repairs. The model 
establishes the present value of the net rental income by applying a discount rate (reflecting the cost 
of funds and RP’s risk margin), reflecting the price that can, in principle be paid to acquire the 
completed units from a developer. 

4.8 We value the shared ownership units by firstly establishing the unrestricted market value of each unit 
by reference to comparable evidence of similar units. The value of the initial equity stake sold to the 
purchaser (typically 25%) is the first segment of value. The purchaser will also pay a rent on the 
retained equity at a rate not exceeding 2.75% of the retained equity. The capital value of this rent is 
calculated using a discounted cashflow model. The two elements (initial equity stake sold plus 
capital value of rental income) are added together to establish a total value. 

4.9 Emerging Local Plan policy sets out an expected housing mix in new developments in terms of 
numbers of bedrooms. The housing mix applied to across the affordable tenures is included in Table 
4.9.1. 

Table 4.9.1: Housing mix sought by emerging Local Plan policy 

Tenure 1 bed 2 bed 3 bed 4 bed 

Market housing 5% 13% 47% 35% 

Social rented 17% 38% 33% 12% 

Shared ownership 17% 38% 33% 12% 

4.10 A key issue for development viability is the capital value that each tenure will generate in terms of 
receipt from the acquiring RPs, as this will be one of the inputs that constitutes the Gross 
Development Value of a development. Table 4.10.1 summarises the capital values that each tenure 
generate. 

Table 4.10.1: Capital values of affordable housing (per square metre Net Internal Area) 

Tenure 1 bed 2 bed 3 bed 4 bed Blended 
value9 

Social Rent £2,278 £1,850 £1,789 £1,722 £1,762 

Shared ownership10 £4,292 £4,292 £4,153 £4,014 £3,986 

4.11 The ‘Affordable Homes Programme 2021-2026’ document clearly states that Registered Providers 
will not receive grant funding for any affordable housing provided through planning obligations on 

9 After deduction of RP’s on-costs at 5% of value.  
10 Variable as these are linked to market values – the values shown here are for schemes with unrestricted market values of 
£5,960 per square metre.  Values will vary with unrestricted market value.  
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developer-led developments. Consequently, all our appraisals assume nil grant. Clearly if grant 
funding does become available over the plan period, it should facilitate an increase in the provision 
of affordable housing when developments come forward. 

Rents and yields for commercial development 

4.12 Our assumptions on rents and yields for the retail, office and industrial floorspace are summarised in 
Table 4.12.1. These assumptions are informed by 121 lettings of similar floorspace in the Borough 
recorded by CoStar since July 2022 (attached as Appendix 4) and we have applied the upper 
quartile rent in each area, reflecting higher rents achieved for newly built space. Our appraisals 
assume a 12-month rent-free period for all types of commercial floorspace which reflects normal 
market practice of offering an incentive to incoming tenants. 

Table 4.12.1: Commercial rents (£s per square metre) and yields 

Commercial 
floorspace 

Rent per square 
foot 

Rent per square 
metre 

Investment 
yield 

Rent free period
(months) 

Retail £37 £403 7.00% 12 

Supermarkets £27 £290 5.00% 6 

Offices £30 £330 6.50% 12 

Industrial and 
warehousing 

£15 £165 5.00% 12 

4.13 We have applied a capital value for hotel rooms of £150,000 per room, which reflects recent 
transactions of recently constructed hotels which have been sold in the region recently, including the 
Premier Inn at Maidenhead. This hotel was constructed in 2023 and was transacted in July 2024 at 
circa £130,000 per room. 

4.14 Rents for student housing accommodation owned by University of Reading are typically £214 per 
week (un-catered) for ensuite rooms on a 40 week tenancy period. Unite student accommodation in 
Reading rents at slightly higher rents of £225 per week for an ensuite room and £299 per week for a 
studio (uncatered) with 51 week tenancies for both room types. We have deduced an operational 
cost allowance of £3,500 per room and capitalised the net rent at a 5% yield. 

Construction costs 

4.15 We have sourced build costs from the RICS Building Cost Information Service (BCIS), which is 
based on tenders for actual schemes (see Appendix 5). Base costs (adjusted for local 
circumstances by reference to BICS multiplier) are as follows: 

Table 4.15.1: BCIS build costs 

Type of development BCIS cost Base 
cost 

External 
works 

Total (before
policy costs) 

Houses 810.1 Estate housing generally £1,593 10% £1,752 

Flats – fewer than 6 storeys 816. Flats 3-5 storeys £1,840 10% £2,024 

Flat – 6 or more storeys 816. Flats 6 storeys or above £2,173 10% £2,390 

Retail 345 Shops £1,609 10% £1,770 

Supermarkets 344 Supermarkets generally £1,802 10% £1,982 

Offices 320 Offices generally £2,189 10% £2,408 

B2 / B8 284.1 Warehouses, stores £960 10% £1,056 

Student 856.2 Students’ halls £2,468 10% £2,715 
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Type of development BCIS cost Base 
cost 

External 
works 

Total (before
policy costs) 

Hotels 852 Hotels £2,824 10% £3,106 

4.16 The base costs above are increased by 10% to account for external works (including car parking 
spaces). 

4.17 For strategic scale sites (typologies 18 to 23), we have applied an allowance for greenfield 
infrastructure costs of £29,000 per unit. This is based on the allowance of £17,000 advocated in the 
Local Housing Delivery Group guidance ‘Viability testing local plans: advice for practitioners’ (August 
2012) subject to the change in the BCIS Tender Price Index over the intervening period11. This 
increases the per unit allowance from £17,000 to £29,000. The extent of on-site infrastructure 
required is rarely possible to establish until a developer works up a scheme for a Site and 
consequently there may be differences between the amounts required for individual applications and 
the amount we have tested. 

Net Zero carbon and BREEAM 

4.18 Emerging Policy CE2 indicates that developments should generate as much energy on-site as they 
consume. Policy CE5 requires that developments should minimise embodied carbon through the 
careful selection of materials. Draft research by Currie and Brown, Introba and Etude on behalf of 
the Council indicates that the additional costs of achieving net zero homes is estimated to be 6% to 
7.5% of construction costs, depending on house type. This range is higher than research 
undertaken for London boroughs (‘Delivering Net Zero: An evidence study to support planning 
policies which deliver Net Zero Carbon developments’ (May 2023) by Levitt Bernstein, Introba, 
Inkling, Currie & Brown and Etude which indicates additional capital costs of achieving net zero 
carbon development ranging from 4% to 5% for houses; 4% to 7% or low rise flats; and 3% to 5% for 
mid-rise flats. The study also identifies additional capital costs of 1% to 4% for offices and 4% to 7% 
for industrial development. 

4.19 We have therefore tested a range of costs in our appraisals, as follows (these are applied to both 
domestic and non-domestic uses): 
■ Scenario 1: 5% uplift for net zero carbon; 
■ Scenario 2: 7.5% uplift for net zero carbon. 

Accessibility standards 

4.20 Policy H1 requires that on schemes of 20 or more units, 5% of units are required to meet M4(3) 
standards.  We have tested the impact of applying accessible and adaptable dwellings standards 
(Category 2 and Category 3) at the rates summarised in Table 4.20.1. These costs are based on the 
MHCLG ‘Housing Standards Review: Cost Impacts’ study, but converted into percentages of base 
construction costs (see calculations at Appendix 6) so that they can be applied to contemporary 
costs. 

Table 4.20.1: Costs of accessibility standards (% uplift to base construction costs) 

Standard Flats Houses 

M4(2) accessible and adaptable 1.15% 0.54% 

M4(3) (a) wheelchair user - adaptable 9.28% 10.77% 

M4(3) (b) wheelchair user - accessible 9.47% 23.80% 

4.21 Our appraisals assume that all units are constructed to meet wheelchair accessibility standards 
(Category 2) and that Category 3 applies to 5% of dwellings. M4(3) (a) applies to market housing 

11 BCIS TPI Q3 2012 = 223.  BCIS TPI Q3 2024 = 394.  Change equals +71%.  
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units and M4(3) (b) applies to affordable units. 

Professional fees 

4.22 In addition to base build costs, schemes will incur professional fees, covering design and valuation, 
highways consultants and so on. Our appraisals incorporate a 7% allowance, which is at the middle 
of the range for most schemes. 

Development finance 

4.23 Our appraisals assume that development finance can be secured at a rate of 6.5%, inclusive of 
arrangement and exit fees, reflective of medium funding conditions over the plan period. 

Marketing costs 

4.24 Our appraisals incorporate an allowance of 2.5% for marketing costs, which includes show homes 
and agents’ fees, plus 0.25% for sales legal fees. 

CIL Charging Schedule 

4.25 As noted previously, the Council approved its CIL Charging Schedule on 19 February 2015 and it 
came into effect on 6 April 2015. Table 4.25.1 below summarises the prevailing and indexed rates of 
CIL, using the Annual CIL Rate Summary 2024 (published in December 2023). For C3 residential 
developments, there is a borough-wide zone, but lower rates are set in four Strategic Development 
Locations (‘SDLs’). Different rates apply to sheltered housing, residential institutions and extra care 
housing. There is a nominal rate applied to retail outside existing retail centres. All other uses 
attract a nil rate. The adopted and indexed rates are summarised in Table 2.41.1. 

Table 4.25.1: CIL rates per net additional square metre in the Charging Schedule (indexed 
rates shown in italics) 

Development type Area Adopted 
rate 

Indexed 
rate 

Residential Development 
(excluding Sheltered Housing, 
Extra Care Housing and 
Residential Institutions) 

South of M4 SDL 
South Wokingham SDL 
North Wokingham SDL 
Arborfield SDL 
Rest of Borough 

£300 
£320 
£340 
£365 
£365 

£458.69 
£489.27 
£519.85 
£558.07 
£558.07 

Sheltered housing South of M4 SDL, South Wokingham SDL, 
North Wokingham SDL, Arborfield SDL 
Rest of Borough 

£365 

£150 

£558.07 

£229.34 

Residential institutions and 
Extra Care Housing 

South of M4 SDL, South Wokingham SDL, 
North Wokingham SDL, Arborfield SDL 
Rest of Borough 

£100 

£60 

£152.90 

£91.74 

Retail Existing town/small town/district centres 
Arborfield SDL 
Rest of Borough 

£0 
£0 
£50 

£0 
£0 

£76.45 

All other development types Whole Borough £0 £0 

4.26 The amended CIL Regulations specify that if any part of an existing building is in lawful use for 6 
months within the 36 months prior to the time at which planning permission first permits 
development, all of the existing floorspace will be deducted when determining the amount of 
chargeable floorspace. However, as most sites expected to come forward are greenfield with no 
existing floorspace, we have assumed that there is no deduction for existing floorspace to reflect the 
most likely outcome in terms of CIL liability. In practice, some developments in the settlements will 
have existing floorspace which qualifies and the CIL liability will be reduced to an extent. 
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Section 106 costs 

4.27 To account for residual Section 106 requirements, we have included an allowance of up to £25 per 
square metre for non-residential development and £1,650 per unit for residential schemes of up to 
100 units. For schemes ranging from 101 to 500 units, we have applied a Section 106 allowance of 
£7,500 per unit, reflecting the likely provision of some on-site community infrastructure. For strategic 
schemes (typologies 18 to 23), we have applied an average allowance for on-site community 
infrastructure of £18,000 per dwelling, based on estimated requirements on live developments in the 
Borough. It is important to note that S106 costs are very site specific and the actual amounts will of 
course be subject to site-specific negotiations when schemes are brought forward through the 
development management process. 

4.28 In addition to the allowances above, our appraisals include an allowance for Section 278 works of 
£1,000 per residential unit and £15 per square metre for commercial developments. 

SANG and SAMM 

4.29 Parts of the Borough are within zones of influence around the Thames Basin Heath Special 
Protection Area. A very small part of the Borough (just south of Wheeler’s Copse) is within the 400 
metre zone, while most of the land south of the M4 and A329(M) are within the 5 kilometre and 7 
kilometre zones. In the 400 metre buffer zone, no new development proposing a net increase in 
dwellings is permitted. In the 5 kilometre and 7 kilometre zones, developments will be required to 
make provision for mitigation through SANG and SAMM. The SANG requirement is for 8 hectares of 
SANG per 1,000 new occupants for developments within the 5 kilometre zone and 1.73 to 2.16 
hectares of SANG for developments within the 7 kilometre zone. Developers have the option of 
purchasing SANG within the Rooks Nest Wood SANG at the rates shown in Table 4.30.1. In 
addition, developers are required to contribute towards the ongoing management and monitoring of 
SANG through SAMM payments at the rates shown in Table 4.29.1 (as at 1 June 2024). These 
rates are to increase annually by the rate of CPI. 

Table 4.29.1: Rooks Nest Wood SANG and SAMM rates per unit 

No of 
bedrooms 

SANG SAMM 

Within 5km 5 7 km Within 5km 5 7km 

1 £1,567.98 £423.35 £563 £162 

2 £2,049.59 £553.39 £784 £225 

3 £2,690.93 £726.55 £1,042 £298 

4 £3,546.86 £957.65 £1,225 £352 

5 £4,240.62 £1,144.97 £1,400 £401 

Biodiversity Net Gain 

4.30 The Council’s emerging policy requirement reflects the statutory requirement that developments 
achieve 10% biodiversity net gain. We have reflected the additional costs of achieving a 10% net 
gain by applying an increase in build costs indicated in the 2019 DEFRA report ‘Biodiversity net gain 
and local nature recovery strategies impact assessment’. The Impact Assessment indicates that 
costs on greenfield sites for a 10% biodiversity net gain equate to 0.7% of build costs12. We have 
also tested a 20% biodiversity net gain at an assumed cost of 1.4% of total construction costs. 
Increasing biodiversity in urban areas on sites which have been previously developed has a lower 
cost of 0.1%, as the starting base level of biodiversity is typically very low. 

12 Central Estimate – see Table 20 of DEFRA Impact Assessment 
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Development and sales periods 

4.31 Development and sales periods vary between type of scheme. However, our sales periods are 
based on an assumption of a sales rate of 3-6 units per month (reflecting typical rates of sales in 
developments across the south-east), with an element of off-plan sales reflected in the timing of 
receipts, as well as multiple outlets on the larger development typologies. This is reflective of current 
market conditions, whereas in improved markets, a sales rate of up to 8 units per month might be 
expected. Clearly markets are cyclical and sales periods will vary over the economic cycle and the 
extent to which units are sold off-plan will vary over time. Our programme assumptions assume that 
units in flatted developments are sold over varying periods after completion, which is a conservative 
approach. For housing schemes, our appraisals assume that sales complete 12 months after 
construction commences and tracks construction thereafter. 

Developer’s profit 

4.32 Developer’s profit is closely correlated with the perceived risk of residential development. The 
greater the risk, the greater the required profit level, which helps to mitigate against the risk, but also 
to ensure that the potential rewards are sufficiently attractive for a bank and other equity providers to 
fund a scheme. It is important to emphasise that the level of minimum profit is not necessarily 
determined by developers (although they will have their own view and the Boards of the major 
housebuilders will set targets for minimum profit). 

4.33 The views of the banks which fund development are a relevant consideration; if banks decline an 
application by a developer to borrow to fund a development, it is very unlikely to proceed, as 
developers rarely carry sufficient cash to fund it themselves. Consequently, future movements in 
profit levels will largely be determined by the attitudes of the banks towards development proposals. 
However, they also need to remain competitive and if margins are set at unsustainably high levels, 
new entrants will be attracted into the market which will reduce rates due to competition. 

4.34 Following a significant period of turbulence, including the UK’s departure from the European Union; 
the Coronavirus pandemic; the subsequent spike in commodities pricing; the war in Ukraine; and the 
September 2022 ‘fiscal event’, the market has remained relatively resilient We have adopted a 
profit margin of 17.5% of private GDV for testing purposes, although individual schemes may require 
lower or higher profits, depending on site specific circumstances. For example, schemes of houses 
are relatively low risk in comparison to large flatted developments as the latter tends to be built over 
long periods of time with significant capital lock-up. Profit rates applied to rented housing are set at 
15% of GDV. Profit on commercial development is also set at 15% of GDV. 

4.35 Our assumed return on the affordable housing GDV is 6%. A lower return on the affordable housing 
is appropriate as there is very limited sales risk on these units for the developer; there is often a pre-
sale of the units to an RP prior to commencement. Any risk associated with take up of intermediate 
housing is borne by the acquiring RP, not by the developer. 

Exceptional costs 

4.36 Exceptional costs can be an issue for development viability on previously developed land. These 
costs relate to works that are ‘atypical’, such as remediation of sites in former industrial use and that 
are over and above standard build costs. However, in the absence of detailed site investigations, it 
is not possible to provide a reliable estimate of what exceptional costs might be. Our analysis 
therefore excludes exceptional costs, as to apply a blanket allowance would generate misleading 
results. An ‘average’ level of costs for abnormal ground conditions and some other ‘abnormal’ costs 
is already reflected in BCIS data, as such costs are frequently encountered on sites that form the 
basis of the BCIS data sample. Clearly, when sites come forward through the development 
management process, exceptional costs may need to be taken into account, although we note that 
the PPG indicates that Benchmark Land Value should normally be adjusted to reflect such costs. 

Benchmark land value 

4.37 Benchmark land value, based on the existing use value of sites is a key consideration in the 
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assessment of development economics for testing planning policies and tariffs. Clearly, there is a 
point where the Residual Land Value (what the landowner receives from a developer) that results 
from a scheme may be less than the land’s existing use value. Existing use values can vary 
significantly, depending on the demand for the type of building relative to other areas. Similarly, 
subject to planning permission, the potential development site may be capable of being used in 
different ways – as a hotel rather than residential for example; or at least a different mix of uses. 
Existing use value is effectively the ‘bottom line’ in a financial sense and therefore a key factor in this 
study. 

4.38 We have arrived at a broad judgement on the likely range of benchmark land values. On previously 
developed sites, the calculations assume that the landowner has made a judgement that the existing 
use does not yield an optimum use of the site; for example, it has lower site coverage than 
neighbouring buildings that were developed more recently; or there is a general lack of demand for 
the type of space, resulting in low rental income, high yields and high vacancies (or in some cases 
no occupation at all over a lengthy period), which depresses capital values. We would not expect a 
building which makes optimum use of a site and that is attracting a reasonable rent to come forward 
for development, as residual value may not exceed existing use values in these circumstances. 

4.39 Redevelopment proposals that generate residual land values below existing use values are unlikely 
to be delivered. While any such thresholds are only a guide in ‘normal’ development circumstances, 
it does not imply that individual landowners, in particular financial circumstances, will not bring sites 
forward at a lower return or indeed require a higher return. If proven existing use value justifies a 
higher benchmark than those assumed, then appropriate adjustments may be necessary. As such, 
existing use values should be regarded as benchmarks rather than definitive fixed variables on a 
site. The assumptions underpinning our benchmark land values are set out at Appendix 7 and the 
values themselves are summarised in Table 4.39.1. The bulk of housing land supply in the Borough 
is currently undeveloped greenfield land, typically used for agricultural purposes. 

Table 4.39.1: Benchmark land values (£ millions per hectare) 

Use EUV Premium BLV 
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Secondary offices £2.84 £0.57 £3.41 
Secondary industrial £1.86 £0.37 £2.24 
Undeveloped greenfield land (upper end of range) £0.02 £0.35 £0.37 
Undeveloped greenfield land (lower end of range) £0.03 £0.22 £0.25 

4.40 We have not used ‘alternative use values’ in this study, as we have modelled a wide range of 
development typologies, including commercial schemes (which would, themselves, be the 
‘alternative uses’ that would be tested, resulting in a degree of circularity). Cleary such approaches 
to benchmark land value would also need to meet the four tests identified in paragraph 017 
summarised as follows: 

■ That any alternative use scheme would comply in full with development plan policies; 

■ That it can be demonstrated that the alternative use could be accommodated on the site in 
question; 

■ There is demonstrable market demand for the alternative use; 

■ There is robust justification as to why this alternative use is not being pursued by the landowner. 

4.41 A recent appeal decision13 notes that it is unlikely to be appropriate to use an alternative use value in 
an application scheme viability assessment where the owner has no intention of bringing forward 
such a scheme. Such circumstances might include where a residential developer proposes a 
commercial scheme as an alternative use value. 

13 55-69 Rothbury Road, 22 February 2022, reference PP/M9584/W/20/3258321 

32 



  
          

    
        

      
      

        

      
    

          
 

         

       
       

       
     

       
         

      

         
        

         
        

       

          
      

    

       
   

BNP PARIBAS 
REAL ESTATE 

5 Appraisal outputs 
5.1 The full inputs to and outputs from our appraisals of the various developments are set out in Section 

8 and appendices 9 and 10. We have appraised 48 development typologies, reflecting different 
densities and types of development across the Borough including 6 typologies which reflect the scale 
of identified strategic development sites/areas in the emerging Plan. These sites include both 
residential and non-residential uses, including offices, retail, industrial and community uses for the 
purposes of testing alternative CIL rates to those currently levied in the adopted Charging Schedule. 

5.2 Each appraisal incorporates (where relevant) the following levels of affordable housing in line with 
emerging Local Plan policies, with two alternative tenure mixes: 

■ 0% affordable to 50% affordable; 25% First Homes with the balance split 70% social rent and 
30% Shared Ownership; 

■ 0% affordable to 50% affordable; 70% social rent and 30% Shared Ownership14. 

5.3 For each development typology, we have tested a range of sales values, reflecting the spread 
identified in the previous section. Where the residual land value of a typology exceeds the 
benchmark land value, we show the result shaded green, to indicate that the Scheme is viable. 
Where the residual land value is no more than 10% lower than the benchmark land value (and 
therefore on the margins of being viable), the results are shaded in orange. Where the residual land 
value is either negative or more than 10% lower than the benchmark land value, the result is shaded 
red, to indicate that it is unviable. 

5.4 The 6 strategic development typologies are tested with all residential sales values, but we have 
commented on which results are most relevant (i.e. the values which reflect those currently achieved 
on the ground in each of the locations). These strategic sites are tested against all four benchmark 
land values, but clearly the most relevant is the lowest greenfield benchmark land value and we 
highlight this in the commentary on the results in the next section. 

5.5 For other policy requirements (bio-diversity net gain, electric vehicle charging, operational and 
embodied carbon and SAMM/SANG), we have used selected data from the results to test the impact 
of emerging policies. 

5.6 Finally, all the scenarios are tested with the growth and inflation rates summarised in Table 4.4.1. 
These results are attached at Appendix 10. 

14 Reflecting the Government’s proposed changes to the NPPF which indicate that First Homes will no longer be required.  
Clearly, the Council has the option of retaining a First Homes requirement in its Local Plan, as the proposed changes to the 
NPPF will retain First Homes within the definition of affordable housing.  
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6 Assessment of appraisal results 
6.1 This section sets out the results of our appraisals with the residual land values calculated for scenarios 

with sales values and capital values reflective of market conditions across the Borough. We have 
tested the impact of emerging plan policies to assist the Council in understanding the potential 
cumulative impacts. 

Affordable housing 

6.2 As noted in Section 5, we have tested two tenure scenarios, as follows: 

■ 25% First Homes, with the balance provided as 70% Social Rent and 30% shared ownership; 

■ 70% Social Rent and 30% shared ownership. 

6.3 The Council’s preferred tenure mix for the emerging plan is 25% First Homes with the balance 
provided as 70% Social Rent and 30% shared ownership (which results in a tenure mix of 25 First 
Homes; 52.5% Social Rent; and 22.5% shared ownership). The appraisal results for this tenure mix 
are summarised in tables 6.3.1 to 6.3.9 and Appendix 8. The appraisal results with the alternative 
tenure mix of 70% social rent and 30% shared ownership (i.e. no First Homes) are attached as 
Appendix 9. Each table shows the results with sales values reflecting the Borough-wide range 
(£4,750 per square metre to £5,960 per square metre). The appraisals assume an affordable housing 
unit mix of 17% one beds, 38% two beds, 33% three beds and 12% four beds across all tenures. 

6.4 There are significant differences in the viability of schemes and the level of affordable housing that can 
be viably provided, the most significant factor being the Benchmark Land Value assumed. Schemes 
that are brought forward on previously developed land in the urban areas may not always be able to 
meet the policy targets in the emerging Local Plan. However, the policy sets lower targets for 
previously developed land to reflect the impact of higher benchmark land values. The bulk of land 
supply will be greenfield sites, where the emerging policy targets are readily achievable across the 
Borough. 

6.5 Where sales values are at the lower end of the tested range (£4,750 per square metre), many 
schemes are unviable at zero affordable housing when tested against secondary office benchmark 
land values. This is not an issue caused by policy, but simply a function of the relationship between 
the residual land values generated by development and the existing use value of certain types of 
building. In lower value areas, the extent of uplift above existing use values is significantly lower than 
in higher value areas and consequently there is less scope to meet policy requirements. These results 
indicate that in lower value areas, sites with these benchmark land values are more likely to stay in 
those existing uses, rather than come forward for development. However, when considered against 
secondary industrial and open land benchmark land values, schemes of a range of scales can viably 
meet the full targets in the emerging policy (i.e. 30% on previously developed sites and up to 40% 
affordable housing on greenfield sites) 

6.6 As sales values increase, the extent to which schemes can provide affordable housing increases, but 
to varying degrees, with a range of outcomes at the highest sales values in the range (£5,960 per 
square metre). Even at the highest sales values in the range, the viable level of affordable housing 
does not universally reach 40% when schemes are tested against the highest benchmark land values, 
but the vast majority of typologies are viable at this level. 

6.7 As can be noted from tables 6.7.1 to 6.7.9, there is no uniform level of affordable housing where it can 
be said most schemes are viable. Setting any percentage below the emerging policy targets of 
between 30% and 40% (depending on location) would, in principle, mean that some schemes that 
could have delivered at target levels would no longer be required to do so if the Council adopted lower 
targets. 
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OKING~AM LOCAL PLAN V IABILITY Sa les value £4,750 l)Sm 

BEN CHMARK LANO VALUE 11 (SECON DARY OfflCES) 

I· 

•• 2:iiesiiieiiiiai siiia ii Stte:iiie<iiiiiii<ieiiiii;; 
3: Residential Small sne - higher dens ity (fiats ) 
4 :Residential Small sne- low dens ity 

.. . s.:~..s.~en.tial.~rna.11 sne, : rne:<1.iurn ~en:,ity .. 
6 1 Residential Small sne - higher dens ity 

... T Reside.".)ia.l Medium sne - 1.~.w de.~sity 
8 iResidential Medium sne- medium density 

~J~..s~en.ti~I hl e,diu rn " "" : hi~her d "n"ily 
1 OiResidential Medium sne- low density 

.11 .\.Residential.l,l edium.sne-.medium density ············ 
12 \ Residential Medium sne - higher density (fiats ) 
13: Residential Large sne - low density 
·14·:·i'iesiiieiiiiai·carii:e·;;fi;·~·iiie<iiuiii ciensii;; 
.15 \.Residential. Large .s ,e - .high. density ··· 
16 :Residential Large sne- low density 

.1! .\.~..s.~.e.n.tia.1.L.ar~.e.S.• " .: .rn.e,d.iu.rn .. ~"n." ily ··· . 
18 :strategic sca le sne- low dens ity 

.19 :.strategic .sca le.sne.- .med ium.density ··· 
20 :strategic scale sne- low dens ity 

21 j Strategic sca le s ne- medium density 
22 , Strategic sea le sne - low density 
23,Strategic sca le sne- med ium density w nh R&D 
24 : Housing for Eid'erly (C3) - high density 
25 1 Housing for Elclerly (C3) - high dens ity 
26 :Housing f or Elclerly (C2) extra care 

BEN CHMA RK LANO VALUE Z (SECON DARY INDU STRIA L) 

1 , Residential Small sne - low dens ity 

3 \ Residential Small sne - higher dens ity (fiats ) 

: 5 \Residential Smallsne- medium density 
• 6 \ Residential Small s ne - higher dens ity 
: 7 , Residential l,l ediu m sne - low density 

8 , Residential Medium sne- medium density 

9 : Residential Medium sne - higher density 

11 j Residential Medium sne- medium density 

j 13 ' Residential Large sne - low density 
14 , Residential Large s ne - medium density 

: 15, Residential Large sne- high density 
16 ,Residential Large sne- low density 

j 17 : Residential Large sne- medium density 
18 , Strategic sea le s ne - low density 

: 19 \Strategic scale sne- med ium density 
20 \Strategic scale sne- low density 
21 :strategic sca le sne- med ium density 

ifstrategic scale sne- low density 
: 23:strategic scale sne- med ium density w nh R&O 
• 24 : Housing for Elclerly (C3) - high density 

25 :Housing for Elclerly (C3) - high density 
26 :Housing for Elclerly (C2) extra care 

BEN CHMA RK LANO VALUE 3 (HIGHER GREENFIELD) . . 

j : Descript ion 
1: Residential Small sne - low density 

j 2 :Residentia.l Small sne- medium density 
3: Residential Small sne - higher density (fiats ) 

: 4 j Residential Small sne - low density 
5: Residential Small sne - medium density 

j 6 iResidential Small sne- higher density 
?:Residential Medium sne- low density 

: 10:Residential Medium sne- low density 
11 \Residential l,l edium sne- medium density 

j 12 \ Residential l,l edium sne- higher density (fiats ) 
13, Residential Large sne - low density 

j 14 , Residential Large sne- medium density 
15, Residential Large s ne - high density 

j 16 \Residential Large sne- low density 
17 : Residential Large sne - medium density 

: 18 \Strategic sca le sne- low density 
19 \Strateg ic scale sne- med ium density 

j 20 \Strategic sca le sne- low dens ity 
21 ,strategic sca le sne- med ium density 

j 22 ,Strateg ic sca le sne- low density 
23 ,Strategic sca le sne- med ium density w nh R&D 

j 24 , Housing f or Elclerly (C3) - high density 
25 : Housing for Elclerly (C3) - high density 

:__ 26 : Housing. for ,E lclerly , (C2), extra. care 

BEN CHMARK LA.NO VALUE 4 (LOWER GREENFIELD) 

i Descript ion 

.. ..2 :.Residential. SmaU sne.- .me<lium.density············· 
3 \ Residential Smallsne - higher density (fiats ) 

4: Residential Small sne - low density 
j 5 ,Residential Small sne- medium density 

6 : Residential Smallsne - higher density 

8 : Residential Medium sne- med ium density 

1 o:Residential Medium sne- low density 
i iTi'iesiiieiiiiai hie<iiu ms rte ~ iiie<iiu iii ciensitr 
12 \ Residential Medium sne - higher density (fiats ) 

.14JResidential. Large s ne - . medium density 
15: Residential Large s ne - high d'ensity 
16 ,Residential Large sne- low density 
·11·:·i'iesiiieiiiiai·carii:e ·srte·~·iiie<iiuiii ciensitr··· 
18 \Strateg ic sca le sne- low density 
19 \ Strategic scale s ne- med ium density 
20 \Strategic scale sne- low density 
21 :strategic scale sne- med ium density 

. 22 :.strategic .sea le. sne.- . low .dens ity································· 
23 \Strateg ic scale s ne- med ium density w rrh R&D 

i No of units 

·I I 

95. 
<>~ I 

£370,000 PER HA 

AH tenure Rented 53% 

BNP PARIBAS 
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SO 23% F rst H ms 25% 

.24.\.Housing .f or.Elclerly .CC3). - .high.density ........................................................... ......... . 
25 \ Housing f or Elclerly (C3) - high density 
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Table 6.7.2:  Appraisal  results – 25%  First  Homes,  52.5%  Social  Rent  and  22.5%  Shared  ownership  (sales values  of  £4,901 per square m etre)  
INGHAM LOCAL PLAN VIABILITY Sales v alue £4,901 ?Sm AH tenure Rente<l53% SO 23% Frst Hms 25% 

BENCHMARK LAND VALUE 1 I SECONDARY OFFICES I £3,407,011 PER HA 

l Description jNoof un its 

2, Residential Small s ne - medium dens ity 

{ Residential Small s ne - low dens ity 
5\ Residential Small sne - me<l ium dens ity 

\ 6 \Residential Small sne -high er dens ity 
7, Residential Medium sne - low dens ity 

, 3 \Residential Mediums ne- medium density 
9 \ Residential Medium sne - high er dens ity 

11 ,Residential Medium sne - medium density 

13J~":"iclentia I La rge 5:•e : loYJ <f: n5:ity 
1{ Residential Large sne - medium density 
15, Residential Large sne - high dens ity 
16 \ Residential Large s ne - low dens ity 

.17JResidentia 1. La rge .s•e .-. medium d'ens ity 
13 \ Strategic scale sne - low dens ity 
19 , Strategic sea.le sne - medium dens ity 

: 22: 
2lj 
2 4 , 

25! 

. BENCHMARK LAND. VALUE2. I,SECONDARY. INDU SllRIA L) .. ,. 

\ Description 

5, Residential Small sne - medium density 

, 7\Res idential Mediums ne - low dens ity 

3 \ Residential Medium s ne - medium density 
9 \ Residential Med ium sne - high er dens ity 

·· fof Residential Medium sne - low dens ity 
11 , Residential Med ium sne - medium density 

• 12i Residential Medium sne - high er density (flats ) 

j 13\ Residential Large sne - low dens ity 
14\ Residential Large sne - medium dens ity 

.111; Strategic sea.le sne - low dens ity 
19 \ Strategic sea.le sne - medium dens ity 
20\ Strategic scale sne - low dens ity 
21Tsfraie ci ic scaies~;;;~ iiieciiuiii cieiiSi& 

25\ Hous ing for Elderly (C3) - high dens ity 

26\ Hous ing f or Elderly (C2 ) extra care 

.,BrnCHMARK .LAND ,VALUE. 3 .1 HIGHrn GREENFIELD) ... . 

, j Description 
1 i Residential Small sne - low dens ity 

3, Residential Small sne - high er dens ity ( flats ) 

... 5J~":5iclential ~1T1all 5:•:: 1T1:<fiu1T1 <fen5:ity 
6 \ Residential Small s ne - high er dens ity 

,., T Residential Med ium sne - low dens ity 
3 \ Residential Medium s ne - medium dens ity 

? :~":"icfentia I hi :<f iu Ill 5:ne : ~ig her <f: ns ity 
10\ Residential Medium sne - low dens ity 

i14! 
15, Residential Large sne - high den 
16 , Residential La rge sne - low dens · 
17, Residential Large sne - medium de 

, 13\ Strategic sea.le sne - low density 

19 \ Strategic scale sne - medium dens ity 
20, Strategic scale sne - low dens ity 

? 1J:>(rate 9,i.c. 5:c.al : ':'~:: 1T1:<f iu1T1 <fe".5:ity 
22\ Strategic sea.le sne - low density 

:;'3J:>(r~tegic 5:c.al ~ 5:•~: 1T1:<fiu1T1 <fen.5:ity "' " ~ ~~~ 
24, Hous ing for Elderly (C3) - high dens ity 

.?~.:.~.~.".5:.i."..9. .. )~r.,E, icle.r'r .\~~) .: .. ~.i·~·h··?.~.n.5:ity.,, 
26 \Housing for Elderly (C2) extra care 

BENCHMARK LAND VALUE 4 ILOWER GREENFIELD) 

\Description \Noof un its 
, 1, Residential Small sne - low dens ity 
• 2! Residential Small sne - medium dens ity 
, 3 \ Residential Small s ne- high er density (flats) 

4 \Residential Small s ne - low dens ity 
i 5 \ Residential Small sne- medium dens ity 

6 \ Residential Small s ne - higher density 

.10\Residential Mediums ne - low dens ity 

13 \ Residential Large sne - low dens ity 
14 \ Residential La rge s ne - medium density 
15, Residential Large sne - high dens ity 

17\ Residential Large s ne - medium density 

i 19 , Strategic scale sne - medium dens ity 
20 i Strategic sea.le sne - low dens ity 

i 2 1 \Strategic s cale sne - medium dens ity 
22 \ Strategic s ea.le sne - low density 

, 23,Strategic scale sne - medium density w nh R&D 

2 4 \ Hous ing for Elderly (C3) - high dens ity 

26,Hous ing for Elderly (C2) extra ca re 
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OKINGHA M LOCA L PLAN VIA BILITY Sa les value £5,053 J>Sm 

BEN CHMARK LAND VALUE 1 (SECON DARY OFFICES) 

I Descript ion ···· ····· · ···· ······ · ··· ······ · ··· ······ · ··· ······ · ··· ·· ···· · ··· ·· ···· · ··· ·· ···· · ··· ·:·No ·o.,- i i"i,H:S···· 

2° Residential Small s tte- medium density 

j { Residential Small s tte- low density 
5\Residential Small s tte- medium density 

! 6 \Residential Small s tte - higher density 
• 7 \Residential t,l ediums tte - low density 

t;Residential Med ium s tte- medium density 
9\ Residential Medium s tte- higher density 

11J~e,,idential t,l e<liurn " •e: rne<!iurn d~n,;il}' 
12) Residential Med ium s tte- higher density [ fiats) 
13\Residential Large s tte- low density 
14 j Residential Large s tte - medium density 

16 !Residential Large s tte- low density 

! 18 j Strategic scale s tte - low density 
19 \ Strategic s cale s tte - medium density 

j 20 ! Strategic scale s tte - low density 
21 \Strategic scale s tte - medium density 

j 22\ Strategic scale s tte - low density 
23!Strategic scale s tte- medium density w tth R&D 
2{ Housing for Elderly [CJ) - high density 
25\ Housing for Elderly [C3) - high density 

BEN CHMA RK LAND VALUE 2 (SECON DARY INDUSTRIAL) 

\_Description ___________________________________________________ _ 
·····1 \ Residential Small s tte- low density 

.. ..2 !,Residential. Sma 
: J i Residential Small s tte- higher density [ fiats) 

4 j Residential Small s tte- low density 
\ 5\Residential Small s tte- medium density 

6 !Residential Small s tte- higher density 
j 7 !Residential hl ediums tte- low density 

8 \Residential Med ium s tte- medium density 
j 9 \Residential hl ediums tte- highe r density 

10\Residential t,l ediums tte- low density 

13\Residential Large s tte- low density 
14 j Residential Large s tte - medium density 
15\ Residential Large s tte - high density 
16 \ Residential Large s tte - low density 
17) Residential Large s tte - medium density 
18 \ Strategic scale s tte - low density 
19 \ Strategic scale s tte - medium density 

\ 21 )Strateg ic scalestte- medium density 
·····22tstrategic scale s tte - low density 

! 23 \Strategic scale s tte- medium density w tth R&D 
24! Housing for Elderly (C3) - high density 
25; Housing for Elderly [C3) - high density 
26 \Housing for Elderly [C2 ) extra care 

BEN CHMARK LAND VALUE 3 (HIGHER GREENFIELD) 

\ Description 
j Residen)ial Small s ne.~ lo:-., d~.nsity 

2\ Residential Small s tte - medium density 

.... 3 \.Residential. SmaHs ne.- .highNdensity. [ fiats> ... 
{ Residential Small s tte- low density 

! 6 \Residential Small s tte- higher density 
7 \Residential t,l ediums tte- low density 

15\ Residential Large s •~ .. - h.i,~h ~~nsity 
16 \Residential Large s tte - low density 

18 ! Strategic scale s tte - low density 
19 ! Strategic scale s tte - medium density 
20 \ Strategic scale s tte - low density 
21 j Strategic sea.le site - medium dens· 

j 22; Strategic scale s tte - low density 
23 j Strategic scale site - medium dens· 

\ 2{ Housing for Elderly [C3) - high dens· 

25\ 
L 26 ! 

, BEN CHMARK LAND VALUE 4 (LOWER GREENFIELD) 

, Description 
·····1 I Residential Small s tte- low density 

.... 2: Residential Small s ne.~ m.,,{! iu':' density 
3 \Residential Small s tte - higher density (fiats) 
4 \Residential Small s tte- low density 
5 \ Residential Small s tte- medium density 

.. .. 6 \.Residential. SmaHs ne.- .higher.density··· 
7\Residential t,l ed ium s tte- low density 

j 9 \Residential Med iumstte- higher density 
10\Residential hl ediums tte- low density 

! 11 \Residential Med ium s tte- medium density 

j 13! Residential Large s tte - low density 
14\ Residential Large s tte - medium density 

.16 !.Residential.Large. s tte - .low.density ....... . 
17\ Residential Large s tte - medium density 

I 18 \ Strategic sca le s tte- low density 
,. ·19 : Strai'e'g';c·s ;:;.:ie srte ~ rnediu m density 

.20 :.strategic scale.s ne.- .low .density········· 
21 \Strateg ic sea.le s tte- medium density 

23 \Strategic sca le s tte- medium density w tth R&D 

j No of un its 

A H tenure Rented 53% 
£3,407,011 PER HA 

BLV 00/4 AH 

L ................. ... ...... 

I~ 
I 

BNP PARIBAS 
REAL ESTATE 

SO 23% F rst H ms 25% 

iillj' '.' 

25\ Housing for Elderly (C3) - high density 
26 \Housing for Elderly [C2) extra care 
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Table 6.7.3: Appraisal results – 25% First Homes, 52.5% Social Rent and 22.5% Shared ownership (sales values of £5,053 per square metre) 



               
IN GHAM LOCAL PLAN VIABILITY Sales value £5,204 J>Sm 

BENCHMARK LAND VALUE 1 (SECONIJARY OfflCES) 

j Description 
; Residential Small see - low <lens ity 

2 \ Residential Small s ee - medium dens ity 
l \R 
4 j Residential Small s ee - low <lens ity 

.... 5 \.Residential. Small_ see.- .medium.dens ity··· 
6 \ Residential Small s ee - high er dens ity 

; 1l;Residential La rge see- low density 

; 15i Residential Large see - high dens ity 
j 16 \Residential Large see- low dens ity 
•• 1t1Re.iikiiinfia1Ca,iiesi e~ iiie<iiii iii iieiisii;; 

: 20 \ Strategic scale see - low dens ity 2, 
21; Strategic scale see - medium dens ity ···························· ··········································i ; 

BENCHMARK LAND VALUE 2 (SECONIJARY INDUSTRIAL) 

i Descript ion 

.... 2 :.Residentia 1. Sma II_ s ee. - . medium. dens ity··· 

4 j Residential Small s ee - low <lens ity 
5 \ Residential Small s ee - medium dens ity 

.... 6 \.Residentia 1. Small_ see. - . high er. dens ity···· 

13 \Residential Large see- low dens ity 

15 \ Residential Large see - high dens ity 
16 \ Residential Large see - low dens ity 
17 j Residential Large see - medium dens ity 
18 \Strategic scale see- low dens ity 
19 \ Strategic scale see - medium dens ity 
20 \ Strategic sca le see - low dens ity 
21: Strategic sea.le see - me<lium dens ity 

.BENCHMARK LAND VALU E 3 (HIGHER GREENFIELD) 

19 \ Strategic s cale see - me<lium density 
20 j Strategic scale see - low dens ity ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• •• •••• •• ···········································i : 

.21.:.strategic scale.see.- .me<lium.dens ity 2, 
22 j Strategic sea.le see - low density •••••••••••••••••••• •• •••• •• ···········································;( 

4, ............................................................................... 
24 I Hous ing for Elderly [Cl ) - high dens ity 

26 \Hous ing for Elderly (C2) extra care 

BENCHMARK LAND VALUE 4 (LOWER GREENFIELD) 

j 1liResidential Large see- low dens ity 
1f Reskieniia1 ca,iie iiI .~ iiie<iiii iii iieiisii;; 

j 151 Residential Large see - high density 

16 \Residential Large see- low dens ity 

: 19 \ Strategic scale see - me<lium dens ity 
20!Strategic scale see - low density •••• •••••••• •• ••••••••• •• ••••••••• •••••••••••• ••••••••• ······i ; 
21: Strategic scale see - me<lium density 
22 :strategic scale see - low dens ity 

A H tenure 

£2,236,265 PER HA 

£247,000 PER HA 
.... ·····•···•···•·•·•··· .. -· .-·-· ····· ············· .. ,·-······ 

Rented 53% 

BNP PARIBAS 
REAL ESTATE 

SO 23% Frst Hms 25% 

26 1Hous ing for Elderly [C2) extra care 
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Table 6.7.4: Appraisal results – 25% First Homes, 52.5% Social Rent and 22.5% Shared ownership (sales values of £5,204 per square metre) 



                
INGHAM LOCAL PLAN VIABIILITY Sales v alue l:5,355 ?Sm 

BENCHMARK LAND VALUE 1 (SECONDARY OFFICES) 

19 \ Strategic scale s rte- medium density 
2 0\ Strategic sca le s rte - low density 

I _21 _:_strategic _scale_s rte_- _mediu m_density __ _ 
22\ Strategic scale s rte- low density 

2.i : Housing for Elderly (C3) - high density 
25: Housing fo r Elderly (C3) - high density 
26: Housing fo r Elderly (C2 ) extra ca re 

BENCHMARK LAND VALUE 2 (SECONDARY INDUSTRIAL! 

16 : Residential Large s rte - low density 

_ 13\_Strategic _sca le_s rte_- _low _density ___ ____ ____ _ 
19 : Strategic scale s rte- medium density 

: 2 0' Strategic sca le s rte- low density 
'"""'2"i : Strat,igic scaie"s"rte ~--mediu m d0ens"ity 

BENCHMARK LAND VALUE 3 (HIGHER GREENFIELD) 

j .i :Residential Small s rte- low density 
5: Residential Small s rte- medium density 

: 6 :Residential Small s rte - high er density 
1 : Residential Medium s rte - low density 
3 : Residential Medium s rte- medium density 

____ 9 :_Residential_ Medium _srte -_ higher density __ _ 
1 0 j Residential Medium s rte- low density 
11 : Residential Medium s rte- medium density 
12 \Residential Mediums rte- higher density ( flats) 
13\ Residential Large s rte - low density 
1 
_ 15\_Residential_Large _s rte - _high_ density __ _ 
16 \ Residential Large s rte - low density 

ffR 
13: Strategic sca le s rte- low density 

24 :Housing fo r Elderly (C3) - high density 

:___ 26\ Housing_ fo r _Elderly_ (C2)_ extra_ ca re __ _ 

................. . 

BENCHMARK LAND VALUE 4 (LOWER GREENFIELD) 

: Description 
: 1: Residential Small s rte - low density 

2\ Residential Small s rte- medium density 

4 \Residential Small s rte- low density 

' 6 !Residential Small s rte- hi~her density 

15\ Residential Large s rte - high density 
16 \ Residential Large s rte - low density 
17\ Residential Large s rte - medium density 
13 \ Strategic scale s rte- low density 
19 :strategic sca le s rte- medium density 

A H tenu re 

£3,407,0111 PER HA 

£2,236,265 PER HA 

£370,000 PER HA 

Rented 53% 

BNP PARIBAS 
REAL ESTATE 

SO 23% Frst Hms 25% 

Table 6.7.5: Appraisal results – 25% First Homes, 52.5% Social Rent and 22.5% Shared ownership (sales values of £5,355 per square metre) 
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KIN GHAM LOCAL PLAN VIA BI LITY Sales value £5,506 ?Sm 

BENCHMARK LAND VALUE 11 (SECONDA.RY OFFICES ), 

j Description 
; Residential Small s tte - low density 

2 iResidential Small s tte- medium density 

3 \R 

\ 13 \Strategic sea.le s tte- low density 
19 \ Strategic sca le s tte - medium density 
20 !Strategic sca le s tte- low density 

:if!strategic:'sca.le s tte - medium density 
j 22 i Strategic scale s tte - low density 
··2• 

BEN CHMARK LAND VALUE 2 (SECONDARY INDUSTRIAL) 

! 1 j Residential Small s tte - low density 
2 \ Residential Small s tte - medium density 

4 j Residential Small s tte - low density 

22 j Strategic sc 
23! 

BEN CHMARK LAND VALUE 3 (HIGHER GREENFIELD) 

j Description 
! Residential Small s tte - low density 

2 \ Residential Small s tte - medium density 
3!R 

15i Residential Large stte - high density 
16 iResidential Large stte- low density 

! 13 j Strategic sea.le s tte - low density 
19 \ Strategic scale s tte - me<l ium density 
20 \ Strategic sea.le s tte - low density 
21 j Strategic sca le s tte - me<l ium density 

j 22 i Strategic sea le s tte - low dens ity 

23! 
j 24 ! Housing for Elderly (C3) - high 

25 ! Housing for Elderly (C3) - high density 

L__ 26 i Housing. for .Elderly. (C2). extra,. ca re ... 

BENCHMARK LAND VALUE 4 (LOWER GREENFIELD) 

A H tenu re 
£3,407,011 PER HA 

£247,000 PER HA 

: 0escriii1foii······················································································ •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• •• •••• •• •• •••••••••••••••••• ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• r s% A H 

\ 1 ; Residential Small s tte - low density 
2 ! Residential Small s tte - medium density 

4 i Residential Small s tte - low density 

\ 5 \Residential Small s tte- medium density 
6 \ Residential Small s tte - higher density 
7!Residential Medium stte- low density 

.... 3 \.Residential.Medium .srre. - . medium density 
j 9 ! Residential Medium stte - higher density 

.1 O\.ResidentialM edium stte - low density 
11 i Residential 

1 

15! Residential Large stte - high density 
16 !Residential Large s tte - low density 

17 i Residential La rge stte - medium density 
13 !Strategic sca le s tte- low density 
19 ! Strategic sea.le s tte - me<l ium density 
20 ! Strategic sca le s tte - low density 
21 j Strategic scale s tte - me<l ium density 

Rented 53% 

BNP PARIBAS 
REAL ESTATE 

SO 23% Frst Hms 25% 

24 \ Housing for Elderly (C3) - high 
25 \ Housing for Elderly (C3) - high density 

.26 \.Housing .for. Elderly .CC2) .extra, .car• ... 

40 

Table 6.7.6: Appraisal results – 25% First Homes, 52.5% Social Rent and 22.5% Shared ownership (sales values of £5,506 per square metre) 



                
INGHAM LOCAL PLAN VIABILJITY Sales v alue £5,658 psm 

BENCHMARK LAND VALUE 1 (SECON DARY OFFICES I 

! ! Description 
········1;fi:esii:ieniia1 siiiii1isrte : iow ·· 

2 : Res idential Small s rte - medium dens ity 

! 4 ! Res idential Small s rte - low dens ity 
········srfi:es ii:ienfia1·siiiii11srte·:· iiieiiiuiii iiensiiy ··· 
: 6 ° Residential Small s rte - high er dens ity 
••••••• 1ffi:es ii:ieniia1 hieiiiuiii siiii : iowdenslty ···· 

11 1 Res idential Medium site- med ium den 
12 : 
13 ! Res idential Large s rt e - low dens ity 

! 14 ! Res idential Large s rt e - medium dens ity 
·····1 sffi:es ii:ieniiii1La,ge sle: high 
: 16 : Res idential Large s rt e - low density 
·····11'fi:esii:ieniia1Ta,iie sle : iiieiiiuiii density 
! 18 ! Strategic scale srte- low dens ity 
·····1i!Tsfriiiiiiiic·scii.1esrte·:·iiieiiiuiii iiiinslty ··· 
! 20! Strategic scale s rte- low density 
····21·rstriiiii9,;:;·scii.1e·s:rte:·iiieiiiuiii iiiinslty 

, BENCHMARK LAND VALUE 2 (SECONDARY INDU STRIA L) 

! 15! Res idential Large s rt e - high dens ity 
·····1srfi:es ii:iiini iii1La,iie si e: iow density ··· 
: 17 ! Res idential Large s rt e - medium dens ity 

1arstriiiiiiiic sea 1e srte : 1,w <iiinslty 

20 ! Strategic s cale s rte - low dens ity 
21 ! Strategic scale s rte - medium dens ity 

BENCHMARK LAND VALUE 3 (HIGHER GREENFIELD) 

, BENCHMARK LAND VALUE 4 (LOWER GREENFIELD) 

1,Description ...................... .......... ........ .. ...... .. 
..... i ! Res idential Small s rte - low dens ity 

2 ! Res idential Small s rte - med ium dens ity 5 : 
3! 5 ! 

.14JResidential. Large .s rt e - . medium dens ity 
15 ! Res idential Large s rt e - high dens ity 
16 : Res idential Large s rt e - low dens ity 
17: Res idential Large s rt e - medium dens ity 
18 : Strategic s cale s rte- low dens ity 
19 : Strategic s cale s rte - medium density 

AH tenure 
£3,.407,0 11 PER HA 

£247,000 PER HA 

Rented 53% 

BNP PARIBAS 
REAL ESTATE 

50 23% Frst Hms 25% 

Table 6.7.7: Appraisal results – 25% First Homes, 52.5% Social Rent and 22.5% Shared ownership (sales values of £5,658 per square metre) 
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OKING~AM LOCAL PLAN VIA BI LITY Sa les value £5,809 J>Sm 

BENCHMA RK LAND VALUE 1 (SECON DA RY OFFICES) 

i Descript ion 
!Residential Small s tte- low density ! £540,795 

2Tiiesiiieiii iai smaii Stte ~me<iium<ieiiSiiy 5 ; £540,795 

3\Residential Small stte-h igher density ( fiats ) 5 i £151,423 
f iiesicieiiiiai smii ii Stte ~ iow <ieiiSiiy 10 ; £1,os1,591 
5!ResidentiaI Small stte- mediumdensity 10 i £1,081,591 
6 ! Residentiai Small stte ~··higher density 10 i £302,845 
7 !Residential Medium s tte - low density 25 ! £2,703,977 
sTiiesiiieiii iai ii e<iium s:rt;; ~ medium iieris ,fy 25 ; £2,103,977 

.. ? :.~.~ ·icf·"·"-i i~.1 .. ,~.""'.i.~ rn s.~" :~i~~.,r ~"'~s.ry 25 £953,963 
1 0iResidential Medium s tte - low density 50 i £5,726,069 

1.1 :.~~icf" ".i i~1,~e<1i~rn s.~" : rn.e<1i~.rn .. ?.,e~5.itl' .............. 50 : £5,726,069 
12 ! Residential Medium s tte - higher density (fiats ) 50 i £1,603,299 
13! Residential Large s tte - low density 100 ! £12,167,896 
i 4Tiiesiiieiii iai Lii,~esrte ~me<iiumiieiis,fy 100 : £12,167,896 

1~J~~icf"".i i~l ~~r~e,"~":~i~~ ?"~"it)' 100 £4,731,960 
16 ! Residential Large s tte - low density 20 0 i £27,812,333 

1! J~~icfenti~I Large5.tte : rne<liurn d" n5.it)' 200 i £19,468,633 
18 iStrateg ic sca le s tte- low density 500 i £87,359,253 

1? :.!>trategic,s~a l"""": 1T1e<liu1T1~en5.it)' 500 ! £65,519,439 
20\ Strategic sca le s tte - low dens ity 2,000 ! £378,556,761 
21 ! Strateg ic .. s,ca le s tte- lTled ium density 2,000 £283,917,571 
22 !Strategic scale s tte- low density 4,00 0 i £825,942,024 
.23 !_Strategic.sca le.stte.-.medium.density.w tth .R&D ... ! 4,000 £619,456,518 
24 i Housing for Elderly (CJ) - high density 40 i £1,090,243 
25 ! Housing for Elderly (C3) - high density 60 £1,409,798 
:i61ii iiuSiiiiifo, Eicie,ir ci:ii exfra ca, . •••••••••••••• ••••••••••••• •• •••••••••••••••••• ••••••••••••••• •••••••••• • • fo : £1,589,938 

BEN CHMARK.LAND.VALUE .2.(SECON DA RY.IN DUSTRIAL) 

! Descript ion 'No of unit s 
1 l iiesiiieiii iai smaii Stte: iow <ieiiSiiy £354,963 

.... 2 !Residenti~I Small s tte .: .. medium density.... 5 i £354,963 
3; Residential Small stte - higher density ( fiats) 5 i £99,390 
4 i Residential Small s tte - low density 1 0 i £709,925 
5Tiiesici eiii iai smaii s tte ~ me<iium <ieiiSiiy 1 o : £709,925 
6 \Residential Small s tte - higher density 10 i £198,779 
Tiiesiiieiii iai ii e<iiuiii s rte ~1iiw <ieiis11y •••• ••••• ••••••• •• •• •• •••••• • ••••••••• •• ••••••••• •• •••••••••• • 25 ·: £1,m ,813 

~: ~~ldential f~e<liurn 5.tte : me<liurnd,en5.it)' 25 i £1,774,813 
9 ; Residential Medium s tte - higher density 25 ! £626,154 

.1 .. 0!Reside,nti~:' Medi.~.rn .. S.~.".- I~.".'. de.~.S. it)' .... 50 i £3,758,428 
11 ! Residential Medium s tte - medium dens ity 50 ... \ £3,758,428 

1? :.~~.icfe, ".ti~I .. r~e<1i.~rn 5.tte,:h igher ~,e~5.itl' J~at5.l .. 50 £1,052,360 
13 i Residential Large s tte - low density .. , ........ ............ ............... ..... i"oo ... i £7,986,660 

14 ! Residenti~I Large s tte .. :.med.i.um .?.ensity 100 ! £7,986,660 
15! Residential Large s tte - high density 100 i £3,105,923 
16 !Residential Largestte - low density 200 ; £18,255,223 
11TiieSiiieiii iai Lii,~esrte ~rrie<iiuiii <ieiis11y 200 : £12,n s ,656 
18 \ Strateg ic sca le s tte - low density 500 ' 
i iiTsfrii1e·111c·scii'ieStte~ me<iiiim<ieiiSiiy • 500 i £43,oo5,o92 

20!Strategicscalestte- low density .... .............. ...... .... .. L .... .... .......................... .. .. .. 2,000 i £248,473,865 
21 !Strateg ic scale s tte- medium density 2,000 i £186,355,399 

22 !Strategic scalestte- low density .. .. .. .. .. .. ............ ...... .... ...!. .... .. .. .... ............................. 4,000 i £542,124,796 
23\Strategicsca lestte- medium density w tth R&D 4,000 i £406,593,597 

? 4J~ou5.in~fo r ~lderl)' J~3) : hi~h?,en5.ry 40 ! £715,605 
25 !Housing fo r Elderly (C3) - high density • • • • • • • ·50· ·: £925,351 

i ~~icfenti~I ~mall stt ,e : I~"' ~en;5it)' 
2 ! Resid·ential Sma II s tte - medium density 

Ji~~icfenti~I ~mall stt,e: hi~h,er ~en5.it)' ( fiat5.) 
4 ! Residential Small stte - low density 

.. 5:.~~ldential ~mall stt,e: 1T1e<lium~en5.it)' 
6 ! Residential Small s tte - higher density 
7 i Residential Medium s tte - low density 

10 i 

10 i 
25 i 

sTResicieiii iai ii e<iiu iii s rte ~ rrie<iiu iii iieris,fy 25 : 

.. ? :.~~ldenti~I IJe<liurn ,sne : higher ?"nsity 25 i 
1 0! Res idential Medium s tte - low density 50 ! 

11 :.~~ldential f~e<liurn ,stte : me<!iurn den,sit)' ·········· ! 50 ! 
12 ! Residential Medium s tte - higher density (fiats ) ............ .. .. .... .................................. .. .. 50 ... i 

£293,651 
£293,651 
£103,600 
£621,849 
£621,849 
£174,11 8 

: 14; Residentia.l Large s tte - medium density .... .. .. .. .. ................ .. .. .... .. .............................. .. . i"ii'o" i £1,321,429 

15! Residential Large s tte - high density 100 £513,889 
16Tiiesiiieiii iai LB,11esrte~ 1iiw iieiiS11y ••••••••••••• •••••••••••• •• •••••• ••••••••••• ••••••••••••••• 200 ·: £3,020,4os 

1!: ~~ldential Large5.tte : me<liurn doen5.it)' 200 i £2,11 4,286 
18 \ Strategic sca le s tte - low density 500 ! £9,487,179 

1~ \~trategic l>~a l"""":: 1T1e<lium~en5.it)' 500 i £7,11 5,385 
20\Strategicsca lestte- low density 2,000 ! £41,111 ,111 

21 :.!>trateg ic5.?• l"sttoe:1T1"? ium~e~5.itl' ............................ ! .......................................... 2,000 .i ...... ....... £30,833,333 
22 ! Strategic sea le s tte - low density 

? 3:.!>trategic ,-~a l"""": ITle<lium~en,sit)' w tth R&D 
24 i Housing fo r Elderly (C3) - high density 
25 \Housing fo r Elderly (C3) - high density 

4,000 i 
4,000 i 

40 i 
60 i 

:i6Tii iiuSinii for Eicieiir ci:ii exfra car• 10 ; 

BEN CHMA RK. LAND.VALUE 4. (LOWER .GREENFIELD) £247,000 PER HA 

'BLV 
!.~-~-~ -~~-P.!~-~~---· ···· ···· ···· ····· ···· ···· ··········· ········· ·· · .. ... i ! Residential Small stte - low dens ity • 5 1 £39,206 

3; Residential Small stte - higher density ( fiats ) 

4 ! ~~icfenti~I ~mall i;n,e : I~"' ~en,sit)' 
5 i Resid·entia I Sma II sne - medium density 

.... ~.:.~~icfenti~I ~ma ll stt" : hi~h:r.~en5.itl' .. 
7 ! Residential f,1edium s tte - low density 
8 \Residential Medium s tte- medium dens ity 

11 !Resid ential Mediums tte- medium density 
12 ! Resid ential Medium s tte - higher density (fiats ) 

1 5 i Residential Large s tte - high density 

17 i Residential Large s tte - medium density 

19 \Strategic sca le s tte- medium density 

j 21 i Strategic sca le s tte - medium density 
22 ! Strategic scale s tte - low dens ity 

5 i £10,978 
10 i £78,413 

·········································· ···· · 1o· ·: £78,413 

10 .i. ..... . ..... £21.,956 
25 i 
25 , 

50 i 
50 i 

100 i 

20 0 i 

500 i 

2,00 0 
4,000 i 

£196,032 
£196,032 

£69,160 

£415,126 
£116,235 
£882,143 

£343,056 

£1,411 ,429 

£4,750,000 

£20,583,333 
£59,878,788 

AH tenure Rente<l 53% 

I I I 

I I 

II I 

D I 

I I 

D I 

D I 

D I 

D I 

D I 

I I 

BNP PARIBAS 
REAL ESTATE 

SO 23% Frst Hms 25% 

I II 

4,000 i £44,909,091 
40 .?4.\.~ou5.ing .fo r .. ~lderl)' .(~3) .: .high.?":n.5.it)' i £79,040 

25 !Housing fo r Elderly (C3) - high dens ity . . .. .... . , • • • • • • • ·6ci' ·: £102,207 ~ 
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Table 6.7.8: Appraisal results – 25% First Homes, 52.5% Social Rent and 22.5% Shared ownership (sales values of £5,809 per square metre) 



                
OKINGHAM LOCAL PLAN VIA BILITY Sa les value £5,960 psm 
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SO 23% Frst Hms 25% 

Table 6.7.9: Appraisal results – 25% First Homes, 52.5% Social Rent and 22.5% Shared ownership (sales values of £5,960 per square metre) 
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6.8 There is therefore a clear choice between two potential options. The first is to adopt a relatively low 
target that most schemes could viably deliver, but this would have two disadvantages; firstly, schemes 
that could have delivered more than the reduced target will no longer be required to do so; and 
secondly, even if the target is reduced, it is likely that some viability testing of individual schemes 
would still be required for those schemes that cannot viably deliver even the reduced percentage 
target. The second option is the emerging Local Plan policy, which sets relatively challenging 
affordable housing targets which are subject to a degree of tailoring to reflect existing use and area, 
but also explicitly accepts that some schemes may provide lower percentages, based on scheme-
specific viability factors. This option would maximise delivery of affordable housing by seeking the 
highest possible percentage on individual sites, in comparison to a reduced target tailored to the ‘least 
viable’ sites. Clearly evidence on viability needs to be considered alongside evidence of housing need 
and given the likelihood that a reduced target would deliver a lower overall affordable housing output, 
the weight of combined evidence on need and viability points to support for the targets in the emerging 
plan. 

6.9 Our appraisals also test the impact of different approaches to tenure mixes. The emerging policy 
indicates that the Council will seek a tenure mix of 25% First Homes, 52.5% social rent and 22.5% 
shared ownership and the appraisal outputs reflecting this mix are provided at tables 6.7.1 to 6.7.9 
and Appendix 8. We have also tested an alternative tenure mix which removes the First Homes15 

requirement of 70% social rent and 30% shared ownership (attached as Appendix 9). These 
appraisals indicate marginally lower residual land values in comparison with the outputs reflecting the 
tenure mix in the emerging Plan, due to the overall lower percentage of intermediate housing. When 
taking First Homes and Shared Ownership together, the emerging plan policy tenure mix is 52.5% 
social rent and 48.5% intermediate. 

6.10 Clearly, including higher proportions of First Homes and shared ownership (which both generate 
higher values than social rented housing) will improve viability to a degree and this may be an option 
for the Council to consider on specific applications when viability is under pressure. However, the 
difference the tenure split makes on overall scheme viability declines as private sales values increase 
and at the highest sales values in the Borough range, varying the tenure mix has a lower impact than 
varying the overall percentage of affordable housing. 

Affordable housing payments in lieu 

6.11 The emerging policy seeks affordable housing on-site from schemes providing 5 or more units. There 
may be circumstances where the Council may accept that payments in lieu would be a more 
appropriate option instead of on-site provision (e.g. in a flatted scheme). 

6.12 Our appraisals test the provision of affordable housing on-site and the outputs are incorporated within 
tables 6.7.1 to 6.7.9. Typologies 1 to 3 are all schemes providing 5 units and the appraisals indicate 
that in most cases, the emerging policy will be financially viable at the relevant levels for different site 
types. Typology 3 (a flatted scheme) is slightly less viable than the two other 5 unit typologies, due to 
its higher build costs. Nevertheless, the overall outcome is broadly similar to larger sites. 

6.13 Should the Council decide that it is appropriate to opt for a payment in lieu in an individual case, there 
are three main approaches to calculating payments in lieu. The first is to run a hypothetical appraisal 
of the scheme incorporating the required level of affordable housing provided as on-site units, which is 
then compared to an appraisal of the same scheme, but with all units provided as private housing. 
The difference between the two residual land values would equate to the payment in lieu, leaving the 
Applicant no better and no worse off in comparison to on-site delivery. 

6.14 The second approach is to adopt a formulaic approach to calculating a payment in lieu which does not 
require any appraisals of the development proposal. The formula determines the uplift in value arising 
from the affordable housing not being physically provided on-site, in the same way as the first 
approach, but the calculations are more high level. The formula would be as follows: 

15 The draft NPPF issued for consultation in August 2024 removes the requirement for First Homes but retains this tenure within 
the definition of affordable housing.  If this amendment is eventually adopted, First Homes will no longer a mandatory 
requirement within local plan policies.  
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Formula for calculating payments in lieu 

X = ((A – B) x C) – ((A x C) x D) where 

X = the Payment in lieu 

A = The market value of a square metre of floorspace in the development 

B = The value of affordable housing per square metre of floorspace (reflecting the blend between 
affordable rent and shared ownership 

C = the number of square metres that would be required on-site to meet the 10% or 20% target. 

D = Additional developer costs (the difference between the profit applied to market housing and 
affordable housing; and marketing costs on private housing16) 

6.15 If it is established to the Council’s satisfaction that a development proposal could not viably provide the 
required percentage of units as affordable, a (lower) agreed affordable housing percentage would be 
used when calculating the formula above. For example, the payment in lieu for a 5 unit development 
would typically require 2 units (40%) to be provided as affordable housing to meet the policy target. If 
it is agreed that only (say) 20% affordable housing could be viably provided on site, then the 
calculation would be based on an assumption of 1 unit of affordable housing. 

6.16 The third approach is a tariff based system, in which a flat rate fee is charged per unit provided on the 
development. The tariff would need to be established, most likely using the first approach outlined 
above (i.e. a comparison of residuals), but then discounted below the maximum potential rate to allow 
for site specific differences in costs and benchmark land value. This type of approach is more 
straightforward to operate, but inevitably results in lower overall income than a more nuanced 
approach would raise. 

Impact of other emerging Local Plan policies 

6.17 We have assessed the viability of other emerging Local Plan policies individually so that the Council 
can delineate between the impacts of each policy. These appraisals all assume provision of 35% 
affordable housing (25% First Homes, 52.5% social rented and 22.5% shared ownership) as a mid 
point between the various targets. Clearly, as noted above, there may be scenarios where these 
targets are unachievable and these are shown in the results of our assessments by either (a) a 
negative residual land value or (b) a residual land value that is positive, but nevertheless lower than 
the benchmark land value applied. In practice, if such situations emerged on live applications, there 
are several potential solutions, including applying CIL exceptional circumstances relief; CIL in Kind; 
provision of grant funding; or variations to the affordable housing tenure or overall percentage; to 
achieve a viable position. 

6.18 It is therefore important to focus not necessarily on whether schemes are ‘viable’ (shown with green 
shading) or ‘unviable’ (shown with red shading) in the tables, but on the degree of change in residual 
land value after the policy is applied. Where the starting ‘pre-policy’ residual land value is already low, 
the impact of a draft policy may be disproportionately large. This situation is prevalent in the areas 
with lower value price points. In these situations, it is also important to note that small changes to CIL 
(e.g. greater offsets for existing floorspace) or reductions in affordable housing will have an equally 
disproportionate positive impact on residual land values to offset policy costs, if these policy costs 
cannot be absorbed through a reduction to land value. 

6.19 The tables show a ‘baseline’ residual land value for each typology (i.e. policy off), tested at each of the 
nine price points, ranging from A (£4,750 per square metre) to I (£5,960 per square metre). For each 
policy, we have provided the residual land value resulting from factoring in the additional costs 
associated with the necessary measures to comply. 

16 Developer’s profit it typically applied at between 17-20% of GDV on private housing and 6% on the affordable housing, so the 
increased profit arising from converting a unit from private to affordable housing would be 11% to 14% (i.e. 17% or 20% less 
6%). 

45 



 

         
            

         
         

          
         

        
        

     
             

        
        

         
 

           
             

          
       

 

          
               

       
           

    

  

       
    

       
             

         
           

    
         

      
          

       
           

            
        

        

BNP PARIBAS 
REAL ESTATE 

Biodiversity Net Gain 

6.20 Table 6.20.1 summarises the results of our testing of the impact of the emerging requirement for a 
10% Biodiversity Net Gain. As noted in Section 4, we have incorporated a cost allowance of 0.7% of 
build costs, in line with the DEFRA Impact Assessment, which achieves 10% biodiversity net gain. 
The impact on the residual land value of each scenario varies, but the impact is typically a reduction of 
circa 3%. We have also tested the impact of a 20% biodiversity net gain and the typical reduction of 
residual land value is marginally higher at circa 5% (see Table 6.20.2). The impact can be more 
significant when the starting residual land value is very low and is therefore unlikely to either prevent 
schemes coming forward, or to have a significant impact on the percentages of affordable housing that 
can be provided. 

Electric Vehicle Charging 

6.21 Policy C5 requires that developments incorporate electric vehicle charging points. We have tested the 
impact this has, assuming that each residential unit will have access to a parking space. The cost of 
installing an electrical vehicle charging point at the time of construction is relatively modest at circa 
£500 per space, although this increases if charging points are installed retrospectively. Given the 
increasing use of electric vehicles, developers will wish to install charging points to ensure that their 
units are marketable. 

6.22 The impact of this requirement on the residual land value outputs from our appraisals is modest, with a 
typical reduction of circa 1.3% of residual land value. This is unlikely to have any material impact on 
the viability of developments in the Borough. The outputs of our appraisals are summarised in Table 
6.22.1. 

Accessibility 

6.23 Policy H1 requires that residential schemes providing 20 or more units should provide 5% of units to 
M4(3) standard. Our appraisals assume that all other units meet M4(2) standards. The impact of this 
requirement on the residual land values generated by our appraisals is summarised in Table 6.23.1. 
This shows that the requirement has a modest downwards impact on residual land values, with a 
typical reduction of circa 3.8%. 

Net Zero Carbon – on-site approach 

6.24 We have tested the viability implications of a policy approach seeking to implement a range of options 
to achieve net zero carbon development in line with the UK’s long term ambition to become carbon 
neutral. As noted in Section 4, we have tested two scenarios, reflecting the range of costs identified 
by the research carried out by the Council and by other specialist firms on behalf of other authorities. 

6.25 Scenario 1 and 2 test the range of costs for on-site carbon reduction. Scenario 1 applies a 5% cost 
uplift and Scenario 2 applies a 7.5% uplift. The residual land values for these two scenarios are 
summarised in Table 6.25.1 (Scenario 1) and Table 6.25.2 (Scenario 2). Table 6.25.3 provides a 
summary of the change in residual land values for schemes assuming a price point of £5,355 per 
square metre (the middle of the Borough-wide range) which indicates that the reduction in residual 
land values is typically circa 15% for Scenario 1 and circa 22% for Scenario 2, but with higher 
reductions on larger schemes and some mixed use developments. Where schemes are on the 
margins of viability, and developers are unable to pass back the cost of NZC to landowners through a 
lower land price, it is possible that developers will seek to offset the additional cost by reducing the 
provision of affordable housing. However, the costs of achieving net zero carbon are expected to fall 
over time as technologies evolve and improve. 
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Table 6.20.1: Biodiversity Net Gain (10%) 
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Table 6.20.1: Biodiversity Net Gain (10%) (continued) 
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Table 6.20.2: Biodiversity Net Gain (20%) 
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Table 6.20.2: Biodiversity Net Gain (20%) (continued) 
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Table 6.22.1: Electric Vehicle Charging 

51 



   

Residen1ial Small site - medium density 

! ...... ~ -~~~~~.1.i.~_1 __ ~-~-~-1_1 __ ~~-~-::: .. ~.i.?~h•~r~d~• n~s~ily~---~--~~-~.c..c...-~= 
7 Residen1ial Medium site - low den.~~ --

BNP PARIBAS 
REAL ESTATE 

5 

Table 6.22.1: Electric Vehicle Charging (continued) 
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Table 6.23.1: Accessibility requirements 
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Table 6.23.1: Accessibility requirements (continued) 
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Table 6.24.1: Net Zero Carbon – Scenario 1 (5% cost uplift) 

55 



      

Residen1ial Small site - medium density 

! ...... ~ -~~~~~.1.i.~_1 __ ~-~-~-1_1 __ ~~-~-::: .. ~.i.?~h•~r~d~• n~s~ily~---~--~~-~.c..c...-~= 
7 Residen1ial Medium site - low den.~~ --

BNP PARIBAS 
REAL ESTATE 

5 

Table 6.24.1: Net Zero Carbon – Scenario 1 (5% cost uplift) – continued 
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Table 6.24.2: Net Zero Carbon – Scenario 2 (7.5% cost uplift) 
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Table 6.24.2: Net Zero Carbon – Scenario 2 (7.5% cost uplift) - continued 
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Table 6.24.3: Percentage change in residual land values with NZC (Scenario 1 – 5% cost uplift) 

Description No of 
units 

Site area 
ha 

Baseline 
residual value 

£ m 

Residual 
value 

reflecting
NZC (5% 

cost uplift) 

% change 

1 Residential Small site - low density 5 0.16 £0.427 £0.382 10.49% 

2 Residential Small site - medium density 5 0.16 £0.435 £0.390 10.31% 

3 Residential Small site - higher density (flats) 5 0.04 £0.063 £0.011 82.39% 

4 Residential Small site - low density 10 0.32 £0.854 £0.764 10.49% 

5 Residential Small site - medium density 10 0.32 £0.869 £0.780 10.31% 

6 Residential Small site - higher density 10 0.09 £0.126 £0.022 82.39% 

7 Residential Medium site - low density 25 0.79 £2.135 £1.911 10.49% 

8 Residential Medium site - medium density 25 0.79 £1.797 £1.566 12.85% 

9 Residential Medium site - higher density 25 0.28 £1.291 £1.050 18.65% 

10 Residential Medium site - low density 50 1.68 £4.185 £3.751 10.37% 

11 Residential Medium site - medium density 50 1.68 £4.258 £3.824 10.19% 

12 Residential Medium site - higher density (flats) 50 0.47 £0.305 -£0.206 167.70% 

13 Residential Large site - low density 100 3.57 £8.179 £7.312 10.60% 

14 Residential Large site - medium density 100 3.57 £8.325 £7.458 10.41% 

15 Residential Large site - high density 100 1.39 £6.221 £5.314 14.59% 

16 Residential Large site - low density 200 8.16 £15.101 £13.451 10.93% 

17 Residential Large site - medium density 200 5.71 £12.597 £10.882 13.61% 

18 Strategic scale site - low density 500 25.64 £19.479 £15.426 20.81% 

19 Strategic scale site - medium density 500 19.23 £16.746 £12.630 24.58% 

20 Strategic scale site - low density 2,000 111.11 £70.221 £55.361 21.16% 

21 Strategic scale site - medium density 2,000 83.33 £60.172 £45.077 25.09% 

22 Strategic scale site - low density 4,000 242.42 £116.462 £90.926 21.93% 

23 Strategic scale site - medium density with R&D 4,000 181.82 £108.378 £70.377 35.06% 

24 Housing for Elderly (C3) - high density 40 0.32 -£0.923 -£1.207 30.78% 

25 Housing for Elderly (C3) - high density 60 0.41 -£1.428 -£1.853 29.83% 

26 Housing for Elderly (C2) extra care 70 0.47 -£1.715 -£2.211 28.94% 
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Cumulative impact of emerging policies 

6.26 In addition to testing the emerging policies individually in the sections above, we have also tested the 
cumulative impact assuming 40% affordable housing (25% First Homes, 52.5% social rent and 22.5% 
shared ownership). This reflects the higher end of the 30% and 40% range that the emerging Local 
Plan seeks in various parts of the Borough. 

6.27 The outputs of these appraisals are summarised in tables 6.27.1 to 6.27.9, reflecting the Borough-wide 
range of sales values starting from £4,750 per square metre and increasing to £5,960 per square 
metre. 

6.28 Given that most sites in the Borough are expected to come forward on greenfield, the outputs indicate 
that most developments should be able to viably absorb the cumulative impact of the emerging Local 
Plan policies. In a small number of cases (when the lowest range of sales values is applied), the 
starting residual land values (i.e. factoring in the affordable housing requirement at 40% but not the 
other policies) are already below the benchmark land values. In these cases, the affordable housing 
requirement (either tenure mix or overall percentage) may need to be adjusted at the development 
management stage. 
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Table 6.27.1: Cumulative impact of emerging policies (sales values of £4,750 per square metre) 
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Table 6.27.2: Cumulative impact of emerging policies (sales values of £4,901 per square metre) 
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Table 6.27.3: Cumulative impact of emerging policies (sales values of £5,053 per square metre) 
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Table 6.27.4: Cumulative impact of emerging policies (sales values of £5,204 per square metre) 
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Table 6.27.5: Cumulative impact of emerging policies (sales values of £5,355 per square metre) 
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Table 6.27.6: Cumulative impact of emerging policies (sales values of £5,506 per square metre) 
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Table 6.27.7: Cumulative impact of emerging policies (sales values of £5,658 per square metre) 
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Table 6.27.8: Cumulative impact of emerging policies (sales values of £5,809 per square metre) 
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Table 6.27.9: Cumulative impact of emerging policies (sales values of £5,960 per square metre) 
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7 Strategic sites 
7.1 Typologies 18 to 23 are reflective of the strategic sites that the Council expects to come forward over 

the emerging plan period. These are intended to reflect the major developments identified in policies 
SS11 to SS13. 

7.2 Policy SS11 (Arborfield Green Strategic Development Location) identifies an area for the development 
of 3,047 residential units, although these will come forward on a number of separate sites. The bulk of 
these units (2,137 dwellings or 87% of the total) will come forward on schemes that have already 
secured planning permission. 

7.3 Similarly, Policy SS12 (South Wokingham Strategic Development Location) identifies the delivery of 
sites accommodating 2,975 residential units, 1,875 units of which are on sites with planning 
permission. 1,100 residential units are expected to come forward on a site south of Waterloo Road, 
which will be required to provide a new one-form entry primary school. 

7.4 Policy SS13 (Loddon Valley Garden Village) envisages the delivery of circa 4,000 residential units plus 
circa 100,000 square metres of research and development floorspace. The scheme will require two 3-
form entry primary schools and an 8-form secondary school. Community Infrastructure requirements 
for this site have been discussed with the landowners, resulting in an identified cost of £18,000 per 
residential unit, comprising the following: 

Table 7.4.1: Loddon Valley community infrastructure requirements 

Description Landowner s cost estimate 

Primary Education 3 form entry (x 2) £22,509,835 

Secondary school £28,287,283 

Early Years Provision - within new primary schools (x 2) £1,700,982 

Adult and Community Learning £2,779,523 

SEND Provision £3,112,208 

New GP provision £3,208,793 

Multi use community centres inc. voluntary/youth/café/leisure/ 
etc 

£2,564,888 

Ambulance £1,541,079 

Fire £1,541,079 

Total £67,245,671 

Total dwellings 3,750 

Per dwelling £17,932 

7.5 Loddon Valley and the two strategic development locations are located to the south of the M4, where 
residential sales values are in a range from £5,053 to £5,355 per square metre. All three areas are 
predominantly greenfield, resulting a low benchmark land values, which will aid viability of 
developments coming forward. Given the strategic nature of the sites and the extensive infrastructure 
requirements, it would be appropriate to consider the viability of developments coming forward against 
the ’lower greenfield’ Benchmark Land Value of £247,000 per gross hectare. 

7.6 The relevant appraisal outputs are therefore summarised in tables 7.6.1 to 7.6.6 below. The sites are 
tested with varying sales values within the range £5,053 to £5,355 per square metre17. For each 
value, we have shown the residual land value outputs assuming CIL is paid and with a nil CIL liability 
(which could also be taken to reflect a situation where exceptional circumstances relief is applied, or 

17 Given that the bulk of sales data referred to at paragraph 4.2 relates to sales of existing properties and therefore not 
reflective of a new build premium, this range is likely to be conservative.  
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£6,333,333 
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£27,444,444 
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£44,909,091 

i 10% AH 

. . . 

. . . 

Residual land values 
20% AH \25% AH j30% AH 35% AH 
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45% AH \50% AH 

. . . . . . . 
...... Emmi° .. 

tfeiiduai""ian·d·values 
• !f 5%'A'if • • 20,rA'ir ···25,r,.-.r·· ·30%··AH 

..... 1111 . . . . . . . . 
•••.... Dilml. . 

Residual land values 
• M AH ···25,r,.-.r·· ·30%··AH 

where the Council has agreed to a partial or full CIL in kind). 

Table 7.6.1: Strategic sites appraisal outputs (sales values of £5,053 per square metre) 

Table 7.6.2: Strategic sites appraisal outputs (sales values of £5,053 per square metre) nil CIL 

Table 7.6.3: Strategic sites appraisal outputs (sales values of £5,204 per square metre) 

Table 7.6.4: Strategic sites appraisal outputs (sales values of £5,204 per square metre) nil CIL 

Table 7.6.5: Strategic sites appraisal outputs (sales values of £5,355 per square metre) 

Table 7.6.6: Strategic sites appraisal outputs (sales values of £5,355 per square metre) nil CIL 

7.7 The appraisal results indicate that the strategic sites/development locations are likely to be viable over 
the plan period at the levels of affordable housing sought by Policy H3 and policies SS11 to SS13. 
Given the extensive on-site community infrastructure we have assumed will be delivered and potential 
additional requirements for contributions towards off-site works, including highways, if there are 
viability issues when applications are brought forward, the Council has the option of accepting a 
reduced affordable housing requirement (or an alternative affordable tenure mix); or deploying CIL 
exceptional circumstances relief or CIL in kind, reflecting the provision of infrastructure on-site. 
Another option is to undertake a review of the Charging Schedule and nil rate the strategic 
development locations and Loddon Garden Village on the basis that they are providing all the required 
community infrastructure on-site. This option appears to be less desirable than CIL in-kind or 
exceptional circumstances relief, as the Council would miss out on the potential for additional funds 
towards borough-wide infrastructure if strategic development sites can viably pay CIL as well as 
delivering infrastructure on-site. 
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8 Potential alternative CIL rates testing 
8.1 We have considered the extent to which developments in the Borough might be able to viably absorb 

higher rates of CIL to those in the adopted Charging Schedule (subject to indexation). The current CIL 
rates for 2024 are summarised in Table 8.1.1. 

Table 8.1.1: Adopted CIL rates with indexation 

Development type Area Adopted 
rate 

Indexed 
rate 

Residential Development (excluding 
Sheltered Housing, Extra Care 
Housing and Residential Institutions) 

South of M4 SDL 
South Wokingham SDL 
North Wokingham SDL 
Arborfield SDL 
Rest of Borough 

£300 
£320 
£340 
£365 
£365 

£458.69 
£489.27 
£519.85 
£558.07 
£558.07 

Sheltered housing South of M4 SDL, South Wokingham SDL, 
North Wokingham SDL, Arborfield SDL 
Rest of Borough 

£365 

£150 

£558.07 

£229.34 

Residential institutions and Extra 
Care Housing 

South of M4 SDL, South Wokingham SDL, 
North Wokingham SDL, Arborfield SDL 
Rest of Borough 

£100 

£60 

£152.90 

£91.74 

Retail Existing town/small town/district centres 
Arborfield SDL 
Rest of Borough 

£0 
£0 

£50 

£0 
£0 

£76.45 

All other development types Whole Borough £0 £0 

8.2 In considering the potential for alternative CIL rates, it is vital that the appraisals incorporate all of the 
emerging policies. We have therefore factored in all of the policies outlined in Section 6 (EVC, BNG of 
20%, Accessibility, NZC (Scenario 1) and affordable housing tenure mix of 25% First Homes, 52.5% 
social rent and 22.5% shared ownership). 

8.3 With regards to affordable housing, clearly Policy H3 can be applied with a degree of flexibility to 
address site-specific viability issues. However, we understand that 21% of all dwellings completed in 
the five years 2018/19 to 2022/23 were affordable18. The total dwellings completed will include 
schemes which are not required to provide affordable housing, so the percentage delivered as 
affordable will be slightly higher. We have focused on the appraisal outputs incorporating the 
percentage of affordable housing required by emerging Policy H3. 

8.4 In order to establish any additional capacity for developments to absorb higher levels of CIL, we have 
removed the existing CIL from our appraisals and calculated the amount by which each residual land 
value exceeds the relevant benchmark land value for each development typology. Where the residual 
land value exceeds the benchmark land value, we have converted the identified surplus into a per 
square metre rate. These per square metre rates indicate the maximum level at which CIL could, in 
principle, be set for each development typology The PPG on CIL requires that, in setting rates, 
charging authorities do not set rates that are at the margins of viability and a ‘buffer’ or ‘margin’ should 
be applied to allow for (a) changing market conditions and (b) differences between the modelling that 
informs the rates and site-specific conditions (that may only become apparent when an application is 
submitted). 

8.5 The outputs of the testing described in paragraph 8.4 are summarised in tables 8.5.1 to 8.5.9 (and 
also at Appendix 11), for each value point in the Borough-wide range of £4,750 to £5,960 per square 
metre. The most relevant outputs are those at which the percentage of affordable housing required by 
emerging Policy H3 are met – these are shown shaded in green and reflect the differential percentage 
for previously developed land (the first two sets of outputs, reflecting existing secondary offices and 
secondary industrial) and greenfield sites (the last two sets of outputs in each table). 

18 Based on Wokingham Borough Council monitoring.  

72 



        
s vakle U ,750psm 

~----~ ----- - -RiiS"iCiiiii'"lii'nd··va,~,.~,--- -------~ 
"Bi.V jar.AH '5%AH j 10%AH . 15"1. AH .20% AH ·.25%AH IJl>%-~H ' l5%AH ':«rt.AH j45% AH i50% Atl 

_50_1_; t.540,795! 
507 (540,7951 

· oe ,cnption 

_ccccccccc_t-cccccc~1.~~ ?1:~}~f-!t====t:====t:=====t====t=====t:====t:====t:====t:====t====t===:t: 
••• ••• ···:l:tt~tl-:-:-1t-:-ttf.'.~-:.~.~rt!ttly~cccccccccc_-"cccccc_=i::·:~: • --~~};~;:t====t:===t:t=====:====:=====t====t====t:====t:====t====t===:t: .................... 7Ti'feiidli'iiii.ii"'iied'~'iii"Si'e··:··io'W"de'.nii:y i ,'536 ••••• £2)'0:(ii'fii 

••••• ••• ·srReSideii"i"iiifiiediu'rii'Sie·~"mediuiri·ci'lffi·uy ·e2;,o·i,977!t====t===t:t=====:====:=====t====t====t====t====t====t===:t 
••• ••• """9Ti'i'iiS"i:ieiiil5i"'iie;I ~'iii"S"ie··:·'ii';;,iief'"deii'siy '&..:J,963; 

101Residentl51 Mediumsle - low do:nsty . ... ~}~:;::f---+---+--+---+-----+----+----+---+---+----+--+-----, 

-~-'-~!.'.'.. 
=--------------!::: 

( 1,60J,299j 

£12,167,896ie-----+--+-e---+-----+------+--+----+--+----+--+--~ 

-· (·~n~n:1--
--"c:?'nH:ffil:>---+----+--+--+--------+--+----+--+----+--+--~ 

£19,468,6l3i 
• "fijf:'j'~)fi!';Ji>-----+----+--+--+-- ---+------+------' 

£65,519,09! 
£378,556,761 j 

--~ :~H;l1--+---- ---+-----+-------------- --- -~ 

fii"i"g',"4S6;-ii1s: 

i ,i :IQ·• 2.ZJO: 
2,2ll 2,2JQ : 

--·--i.2l2 2,2l2 ; 
. .. 'flit .. . ... i'Jii' 

2,JJI 2,J.38 ) 
2 ,3'8. 2,M8. 

407 417 
"4iii":""""'"'-ii2 •-·-

2,llll ; 2,l38 \ 
2 ,3', 

407 : 
"'"-tic: 

2,2 :i.t; 2,2Jt; i ,i :io"' 
2,2»; 2,2ll; 2,2» 

J ~ .... j .. : .... }~ .. f. ' g; 

' l;}~f~:t==:::'.'.::t==:::'.~t===='.:::==:::'.'.::J=====t====t====t====t====t====t===:t 
£57.~ 0.123: 

.. J~-~'.~:t====t===:t=====t:====t:=====t====t====t====t====t====t===:t 
"fiaii'.;'3KS'i399:+--+--+-+---+-----+------+--+-----,----,---+--+--~ • f54i ,'i'2{796i 
(.f06,S93,S97l 

£71\ 605;" 
(925,351:+--~-~~ - - +--~----+--

"f~i-i~l,._·""_' ~ c.,_-=---,--=+-~c+-~= -~+-~=-~-,-~=- =+-~'""" ... "'"fi,23S:265;, . 
£1,118,1321 

01i ,1n! · 

~ ~:------------_-_-_-_-_-_-_-~-t~~;-_-_-_-'"':!'~1!Jil::::==:::====:::=====:::====:::============..,+---ccc~cccc~-+ccc~-+ccc~--
~ ---------- - -iii··· ·~·-iiii"iiiiii'4~ .. ~ .. ~ .. ~---~--,---~--

:.(if"' ·1i iAi ..... Hft °A'ii....... .·.~·.1,~·.·~11 ·.·~ ·-·~•.. Yiiii°J(i,i .. ...... I:iii.AH ·•:if'ifA'ii" •.-.·A:ti""· i4iii''Aii "}iiii.iAH' 
"~j'i Ml ' .f'im +41 ·4·j:z ' Jif'i 2157 ; 223' "i'_':iii: _; 
Ni . _s._,~_i 111 44 ~1~ ; 282 '! lJ7j 11.f! 

'" ... .., 
4111 ' 

... ...... .. ..... ,i -, 

'" -

071,0I0' 145 145 ' 145 141 
.. ·.-.~t~/~~~L." .. ! .. !.~ 172 ' .. "i i i .. • • T72""' 

t J71,0I0 j 1to .. . . 'i"iQ"'a""" 1N 
,:·11 \ 0tO: · l ,4i7 ·• 2;:iff! ·--·-.. --i,-1,1 l ,-t, ·r " • 

( 1:.-t,2215; 2.• • 2,4!1i 2,0 ' 2.•• 

==-----~cc._ __ t~113,1'4; .. l ,473 .. .. ... ?:.~.?.~ .. .' 2,-t73 l ,-t73 ~::~r ~:~-: ~ :~ ~:: : ~:~ 
tii,721°j ----i,410 2,-t!I0 2,~0 2.- · 
t H ,!1110! Ito 5i0 ~0 
05,5101 
£",M0i 

( 111,0IO! 
£111,0IOl 

•a.; '514' .,. 
&JO 

.,. 
"' 

145 · 145: 145 141: Hli 

172 .. . !..1.?.J 172 17l : . _1,!~j 

1.l: .. ::·."· i:!: : . l ,:: . 2,!!'~ : ... 2:lth-··-·"2:l~ .. ; 
" "Z:,aj ·i , . ...... ' 2,461 2 ,8 a 2,4111 ; 2, •• ; 

l ,473 ; 
, , .. 
l ,47l 
2,a) ,., 

014 ,., 

2,-t731 ... ..... ~:i!..t'. ... ' 
2,-..:.t'"! 2 ,<4n4 
2,-t73: 2.~1l° · 

2,-t7Ji 

z::1 • 2,: 

l ,IOI ---~~~::!,._! ·-----------------+-------+----+--
2)i01 . . .. "··0 1:-,12, 

4-41 ' lie ' llll 
415 .. 4'fo"i' • i&J 

" 111"' 

2478 
2,-t12 i 2,442.; 
2, •• ! 2,.n, 2 , .... 

2,471 i 2,-trt ~-".7'1 .i 
2,C5 j 2,~ 2 ,485 2,'5 - ··· -~I.S .. ~ ,ffl 

611 i tiil7 -·- 117 ·111 !.if" 

·~ :l : : ;;'a;;'=~------------- ~-----,,,,;,4;1-.01c-~'--"-- -=-~~-~=-,--~+-~=--- = -,-~=-=-'-~'-

~~::~:~:>-i -----'-------------+------+--+----+-­

.. {~-)~>-: -----'----------'----+-------'-- --'---'--­
( .. ,ll~l 

BNP PARIBAS 
REAL ESTATE 

Table 8.5.1: Maximum CIL rates (residential value area A - £4,750 per square metre) 
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Table 8.5.2: Maximum CIL rates (residential value area B - £4,901 per square metre) 
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Table 8.5.3: Maximum CIL rates (residential value area C - £5,053 per square metre) 
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Table 8.5.4: Maximum CIL rates (residential value area D - £5,204 per square metre) 
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Table 8.5.5: Maximum CIL rates (residential value area E - £5,355 per square metre) 
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Table 8.5.6: Maximum CIL rates (residential value area F - £5,506 per square metre) 
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Table 8.5.7: Maximum CIL rates (residential value area G - £5,658 per square metre) 
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Table 8.5.8: Maximum CIL rates (residential value area H - £5,809 per square metre) 
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Table 8.5.9: Maximum CIL rates (residential value area I - £5,960 per square metre) 
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8.6 As can be noted throughout the outputs, there is limited additional capacity for residential CIL rates to 
be increased above their existing (indexed) levels, particularly on sites brought forward on previously 
developed land. On greenfield sites, there are some cases where the maximum CIL rates established 
by our testing are a little higher than the indexed rates. For example, Table 8.5.9 summarises the 
results for the highest sales value in the range (£5,960 per square metre) and the maximum rates 
(assuming 40% affordable housing) range from £13 to £817 per square metre, compared to the 
indexed rate of £557 per square metre. The indexed rate is 68% of the maximum potential rate and 
the remaining headroom is likely to be the minimum that an Examiner would consider reasonable, 
leaving no scope for an increase to residential rates at the current time. 

8.7 Student housing is currently caught by the rate for “residential institutions” and charged at an indexed 
rate of £91.74 to £152.90 per square metre. Our appraisal outputs indicate that student housing let on 
market rents could absorb higher CIL rates. However, it is unclear whether there is likely to be any 
student housing developed in the Borough other than provision by the University of Reading, which is 
likely to charge sub-market rents (which would limit the surplus available for CIL). 

8.8 Retail development on greenfield sites could absorb higher CIL rates than the indexed rates in the 
adopted Charging Schedule. However, there would be no capacity for charging CIL on previously 
developed land. If the Council were to review the Charging Schedule to increase the CIL on retail on 
greenfield sites, it is likely to come under pressure to reduce the adopted CIL rate to remove 
previously developed land from within its scope. Furthermore, it is our understanding that the 
emerging plan will seek to focus new retail provision within the existing centres, so retail development 
on greenfield sites is likely to be limited, other than that proposed as part of mixed-use strategic scale 
developments. 

8.9 Hotel developments are nil rated in the existing Charging Schedule and our appraisals indicate that 
they could absorb a maximum CIL rate in the region of £478 per square metre. After a buffer is 
applied, this would need to reduce to circa £300 per square metre. If hotels are not expected to form a 
significant source of new development in the Borough in the near future, it is unlikely that applying a 
rate would yield a meaningful amount of additional revenue. 

8.10 Industrial and logistics developments are also currently nil rated, but our appraisals indicate that a 
maximum rate in the region of £160 per square metre could be applied on industrial developments 
brought forward on greenfield sites. Industrial developments on previously developed land would not 
be able to viably support any CIL. After a buffer is applied, the maximum rate on greenfield sites 
would need to reduce to circa £95 per square metre. Again, the Council would need to consider the 
extent to which additional income from industrial development on greenfield sites would generate 
sufficient additional income to warrant a review of the Charging Schedule. 

8.11 Leisure uses and community uses would not be able to viably make any contributions through CIL. 

Conclusions on CIL 

8.12 On balance, given that it is unlikely that residential rates can currently be changed, the additional 
income that may be raised through altering rates on other uses is likely to be insufficient to warrant a 
review of the Charging Schedule at this time. 

82 



   
        

         
       

       
           

    
    

       

     
        

         
      

            
       

      
        

       
          

        

         
         

          
        

         
        

       

       
           

          
         

  

     
         

         
              

            

         
           

            
      

       
     

        
        

      
          
           

   

BNP PARIBAS 
REAL ESTATE 

9 Conclusions and recommendations 
9.1 The NPPF states that “Plans should set out the contributions expected in association with particular 

sites and types of development. This should include setting out the levels and types of affordable 
housing provision required, along with other infrastructure (such as that needed for education, health, 
transport, green and digital infrastructure). Such policies should not undermine the delivery of the 
plan”. This report and its supporting appendices test the ability of development typologies in 
Wokingham Borough to support emerging Local Plan policies while making contributions to 
infrastructure that will support growth through CIL and planning obligations. 

9.2 We have tested the impact of the main emerging policies which may have an impact on viability: 

9.3 Affordable housing: We have appraised residential schemes with a range of affordable housing from 
0% to 50%, which covers the differential percentages sought by emerging Policy H3 (30% on 
previously developed sites in major settlements (Earley, Green Park, Shinfield (north of M4), Twyford, 
Winnersh, Wokingham and Woodley and 40% affordable housing on greenfield sites in these areas; 
and 40% (regardless of whether sites are previously developed or greenfield) in all other settlements. 
In the Loddon Valley Garden Village Strategic Development Location, the emerging plan seeks 40% 
affordable housing. In the Arborfield Green and South Wokingham Strategic Development Locations, 
the emerging plan seeks 35% affordable housing. While there is a range of viable percentages, 
depending on sales values, type of scheme and benchmark land value, the emerging policy 
requirement can be achieved in most scenarios. A limited amount of scheme-specific testing may be 
required at the development management stage, particularly on sites brought forward on previously 
developed land. 

9.4 The Council’s preferred tenure mix is 25% First Homes, with the balance provided 70% social rent and 
30% shared ownership. The government’s proposed changes to the NPPF removes the requirement 
for First Homes, although this tenure will remain within the NPPF definition of affordable housing. If 
the Council were minded to remove the First Homes requirement, our appraisals of an affordable 
housing requirement with 70% social rent and 30% shared ownership show marginally lower residual 
land values due to the shift towards lower value tenures. However, the overall outcome would remain 
broadly similar to the outputs using the tenure mix in the Policy as currently drafted. 

9.5 Biodiversity Net gain: emerging Policy NE2 requires that developments achieve a 10% biodiversity 
net gain, reflecting statutory requirements introduced in November 2023. A 10% biodiversity net gain 
results in a modest reduction in residual land values of circa 3% which is not of sufficient magnitude to 
prevent schemes coming forward. Policy SS13 identifies a requirement for a 20% biodiversity net gain 
in Loddon Garden Village which can be viably accommodated. 

9.6 Electric Vehicle Charging: emerging Policy C5 requires that developments are to incorporate electric 
vehicle charging. Use of electric cars is increasing and developers are likely to face demand for 
electric vehicle charging from purchasers. The emerging Policy therefore reflects occupier trends that 
developers will need to meet in any event. That said, the impact of the policy requirement is typically 
1.3% of residual land value, which is not of sufficient magnitude to prevent schemes coming forward. 

9.7 Accessibility requirements: emerging Policy H1 requires that 5% of units in residential 
developments meet Part M4(3) of the building regulations in relation to wheelchair accessibility. This 
requirement has a modest impact on viability of circa 3.8% on average, which is not sufficient to 
prevent schemes coming forward. 

9.8 Net Zero Carbon (on-site solutions): the Council’s emerging policy seeks that developments should 
aim to achieve net zero operational and embodied carbon through on-site solutions and careful 
selection of materials. The cost of achieving net zero carbon in developments varies and we have 
tested two scenarios which reflect the range of cost estimates (scenario 1 models a 5% increase in 
costs and scenario 2 models a 10% increase in costs). When scenario 1 costs are applied, the impact 
on residual land values is around 15% on average. With the higher scenarios 2 costs, the residual 
land values fall by an average of 22%. As more developers start to use on-site technologies, the costs 
are likely to fall over the plan period. 
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9.9 When the emerging policies are tested on a cumulative basis, and having regard to the Borough’s 
housing land supply being predominantly greenfield sites, developments in the Borough will be able to 
absorb the cumulative impact of the emerging policies in most cases. 

9.10 Strategic sites: We have tested development typologies which are reflective of the major strategic 
sites that the emerging Local Plan identifies. We have incorporated estimates for infrastructure costs, 
insofar as these have been established at this early stage. Our appraisals indicate that the strategic 
sites are viable and deliverable, although some flexibility on the timing and/or percentage of affordable 
housing may be required in the short term. Alternative funding sources, most likely from Homes 
England, may be available to address short term viability issues to assist in ensuring compliance with 
emerging Local Plan policies. Alternatively, the Council could consider deploying CIL in kind if viability 
issues emerge at the development management stage, given the extensive on-site provision of 
community infrastructure. This is likely to be a preferable option to reviewing the Charging Schedule 
and adopting lower CIL rates, as this will take more time and is a more inflexible approach than CIL in 
kind, the latter being discretionary. 

9.11 CIL: The outputs of our testing indicate that residential CIL rates are broadly at the maximum level that 
can be viably sustained alongside the policies in the emerging Local Plan. There is potential that CIL 
rates on certain non-residential uses could be increased, the additional income that this would yield 
may not justify the expense and officer time involved in a review and associated examination 
processes. 

Additional observations 

9.12 Viability measured in present value terms is only one of several factors that determine whether a site 
is developed. Developers need to maintain a throughput of sites to ensure their staff are utilised and 
they can continue to generate returns for their shareholders. Consequently, small adjustments to 
residual land values resulting from changes in policy can be absorbed in most all circumstances by 
developers taking a commercial view on the impact. However, in most cases the impact on land value 
is sufficiently modest that this can be passed onto the landowner at the bid stage without adversely 
impacting on the supply of land for development. 

9.13 In considering the outputs of the appraisals, it is important to recognise that some developments will 
be unviable regardless of the Council's requirements. In these cases, the value of the existing building 
will be higher than a redevelopment opportunity over the medium term. However, this situation should 
not be taken as an indication of the viability (or otherwise) of the Council's policies and requirements. 

9.14 It is critical that developers do not over-pay for sites such that the value generated by developments is 
paid to the landowner, rather than being used to provide affordable housing and to meet other 
planning policy requirements. The Council should work closely with developers to ensure that 
landowners' expectations of land value are appropriately framed by the local policy context. There 
may be instances when viability issues emerge on individual developments, even when the land has 
been purchased at an appropriate price (e.g. due to extensive decontamination requirements). In 
these cases, some flexibility may be required subject to submission of a robust site-specific viability 
assessment. 
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	1 Summary
	1.1 This report tests the ability of developments in Wokingham Borough to accommodate emerging policies in the Draft Wokingham Borough Local Plan: Proposed Submission Plan alongside prevailing rates of Community Infrastructure Levy (‘CIL’) in the Coun...
	1.2 The study takes account of the impact of the Council’s planning requirements, in line with the requirements of the National Planning Policy Framework (‘NPPF’); the National Planning Practice Guidance (‘PPG’), the RICS Guidance Note ‘Assessing viab...
	Methodology
	1.3 The study methodology compares the residual land values of a range of development typologies and a sample of identified strategic sites reflecting the types of developments expected to come forward in the Borough over the life of the emerging Loca...
	1.4 The study utilises the residual land value method of calculating the value of each development.  This method is used by developers when determining how much to bid for land and involves calculating the value of the completed scheme and deducting d...
	1.5 The housing and commercial property markets are inherently cyclical and the Council is testing the viability of potential development sites at a time when the market has experienced a period of volatility following the coronavirus pandemic in 2020...
	1.6 This sensitivity analysis is indicative only, but is intended to assist the Council in understanding the viability of potential development sites on a high level basis, both in today’s terms but also in the future.  In any area, differences betwee...
	Key findings
	1.7 The key findings of the study are as follows:

	2 Introduction
	2.1 The Council has commissioned this study to consider the ability of developments to accommodate emerging Local Plan policies alongside prevailing rates of CIL in the adopted Charging Schedule, subject to indexation and potential alternative rates o...
	2.2 In terms of methodology, we adopted standard residual valuation approaches to test the viability of development typologies, with particular reference to the impact on viability of the Council’s emerging planning policies alongside adopted rates of...
	2.3 The purpose of this viability study is to assist the Council in understanding changes to the capacity of schemes to absorb emerging policy requirements.  The study will form part of the Council’s evidence base for its emerging Local Plan and any f...
	2.4 As an area wide study this assessment makes overall judgements as to viability of development within the Borough of Wokingham and does not account for individual site circumstances which can only be established when work on detailed planning appli...
	2.5 This position is recognised within Section 2 of the Local Housing Delivery Group guidance0F , which identifies the purpose and role of viability assessments within plan-making. This identifies that: “The role of the test is not to give a precise a...
	Economic and housing market context
	2.6 Since early 2020, the global economy has been subject to a degree of turbulence arising from the consequences of the Covid-19 pandemic; subsequent supply chain and labour market issues; and steep increases in energy prices resulting from Russia’s ...
	2.7 Despite the impact of these events, the UK housing market outperformed expectations between 2020 and mid 2022 and has subsequently remained resilient despite increasing costs of borrowing.
	2.8 In its June 2024 House Price Index release, Nationwide reported that UK house prices increased by 0.2% month-on-month in June, after having increased by 0.4% month-on-month in May 2024 and falling by 0.4% month-on-month in April 2024.  As a result...
	2.9 Nationwide is not forecasting significant growth in 2024 and indicates that significant change is unlikely until interest rates start to fall and affordability improves; “housing market activity has been broadly flat over the last year with the to...
	2.10 Halifax report a slightly less optimistic picture in its June 2024 release, with a month-on-month fall of -0.2% and annual growth of 1.6% (unchanged from the previous month).
	2.11 Commenting on the modest month-on-month fall, Amanda Bryden (Head of Mortgages, Halifax Mortgages) observed that the continued stability in house prices – rising by just 0.4% so far this year – reflects a market that remains subdued, though overa...
	2.12 Halifax points to ongoing affordability constraints for both first time buyers and existing mortgage holders who need to refinance at the end of fixed term deals.  Providing the Bank of England reduces the base rate in the short term, Halifax exp...
	2.13 In their May 2024 Housing Market Update, Savills reflect improvements in market sentiment in response to falling mortgage rates, which has triggered an increase in demand from potential buyers.
	2.14 Savills note that “greater demand will be unlocked by a drop in mortgage rates, with all eyes on the Bank of England and an anticipated base rate cut which Oxford Economics expect in August”.  Savills now expect that UK house prices will increase...
	2.15 Forecasts for house price growth indicate that values for the UK as a whole are expected to increase over the next five years. Savills forecast an increase of 21.6% across the UK as a whole over the period 2024 to 2028 (up from 17.9% in their Nov...
	2.16 House prices in the Borough of Wokingham have followed recent national trends, with values increasing rapidly between the beginning to 2014 and early 2017, and then remaining flat until 2020, when there was a further increase following the first ...
	2.17 The future trajectory of house prices is currently uncertain, although Savills’ most recent housing market forecast issued in May 2024 is that values in ‘mainstream’ south-east England markets are expected to increase by 1.5% in 2024; 3.0% in 202...
	2.18 To a degree, there are variations in sales values between different parts of Wokingham, as shown in Figure 2.18.1.
	Figure 2.18.1: Sales values in Wokingham (approx. £s per square metre)
	2.19 As can be noted in Figure 2.18.1, values in the north of the Borough (Sonning, Twyford, Crazies Hill, Whistley Green) are highest, with significantly lower values in the south (Wokingham, Finchampstead, Spencers Wood, Arborfield, Swallowfield and...
	Private rented sector market context
	2.20 The proportion of the UK population living in privately renting housing has more than doubled between 1990 and 2023.  In 1990, 9.3% of the population were living in privately rented homes and this increased to 19.1% in 2023.  This increase largel...
	2.21 Perceived softening of the housing for sale market has prompted some developers to seek bulk sales to PRS operators, with significant flows of investment capital into the sector2F .  Investment yields have remained stable in south east prime mark...
	2.22 The PRS market is still immature and as a consequence there is little data available on management costs and returns that would assist potential entrants into the market.  However, viability assessments of schemes brought forward to date confirm ...
	2.23 A reduced profit margin helps to compensate (to some degree) for the slightly lower capital values derived from a discounted cashflow model of a PRS operator.  PRS units typically transact at discounts of circa 10% to 15% of market value on the b...
	2.24 On larger developments, PRS can help to diversify the scheme so that the Developer is less reliant on build to sell units.  Building a range of tenures will enable developers to continue to develop schemes through the economic cycle, with varying...
	National Policy Context
	The National Planning Policy Framework

	2.25 In February 2019, the government published a revised NPPF, with subsequent updates in 2021 and 2023, and revised PPG, with subsequent updates in May and September 2019.
	2.26 Paragraph 34 of the NPPF states that “Plans should set out the contributions expected from development. This should include setting out the levels and types of affordable housing provision required, along with other infrastructure (such as that n...
	2.27 Paragraph 58 of the NPPF suggests that “Where up-to-date policies have set out the contributions expected from development, planning applications that comply with them should be assumed to be viable. It is up to the applicant to demonstrate wheth...
	2.28 In urban areas, the fine grain pattern of types of development and varying existing use values make it difficult to realistically test a sufficient number of typologies to reflect every conceivable scheme that might come forward over the plan per...
	2.29 The 2019 PPG indicates that viability testing of plans should be based on existing use value plus a landowner premium.  The revised PPG also expresses a preference for plan makers to test the viability of planning obligations and affordable housi...
	2.30 As of April 2015 (or the adoption of a CIL Charging Schedule by a charging authority, whichever was the sooner), the S106/planning obligations system’ i.e. the use of ‘pooled’ S106 obligations, was limited to a maximum of five S106 agreements.  H...
	2.31 It is worth noting that some site specific S106 obligations remain available for negotiation, however these are restricted to site specific mitigation that meet the three tests set out at Regulation 122 of the CIL Regulations (as amended) and at ...
	2.32 The CIL regulations state that in setting a charge, local authorities must strike “an appropriate balance” between revenue maximisation on the one hand and the potentially adverse impact upon the viability of development on the other.  The regula...
	2.33 From September 2019 onwards, the previous two stage consultation was amended to require a single consultation with stakeholders.  Following consultation, a charging schedule must be submitted for independent examination.
	2.34 The payment of CIL becomes mandatory on all new buildings and extensions to buildings with a gross internal floorspace over 100 square metres (or any new dwelling, regardless of floor area) once a charging schedule has been adopted.  The CIL regu...
	2.35 The exemption would be available for 12 months, after which time viability of the scheme concerned would need to be reviewed if the scheme has not commenced.  To be eligible for exemption, regulation 55 states that the Applicant must enter into a...
	2.36 CIL Regulation 40 includes a vacancy period test for calculating CIL liability so that vacant floorspace can be offset in certain circumstances. That is where a building that contains a part which has not been in lawful use for a continuous perio...
	2.37 The CIL regulations enable local authorities to set differential rates (including zero rates) for different zones within which development would take place and also for different types of development.  The CIL Guidance set out in the PPG (paragra...
	2.38 The 2010 CIL regulations set out clear timescales for payment of CIL, which are varied according to the size of the payment, which by implication is linked to the size of the scheme.  The 2011 amendments to the regulations allowed charging author...
	2.39 Regulation 73 enables charging authorities to secure physical infrastructure on a development site, or land, in lieu (or ‘in kind’) of a Developer’s CIL liability.  The PPG (paragraph 133) notes that “there may be circumstances where the charging...
	2.40 Revised regulations came into effect on 1 September 2019 which introduced the following changes:
	Adopted CIL Charging Schedule

	2.41 The Council approved its CIL Charging Schedule on 19 February 2015 and it came into effect on 6 April 2015.  Table 2.41.1 below summarises the prevailing and indexed rates of CIL, using the Annual CIL Rate Summary 2024 (published in December 2023...
	Table 2.41.1: CIL rates per net additional square metre in the Charging Schedule (indexed rates shown in italics)
	Infrastructure Levy
	2.42 The Levelling Up and Regeneration Act (‘LURA’) includes provisions for a new ‘Infrastructure Levy’ (‘IL’) which – if adopted - will replace section 106 obligations (including affordable housing) and CIL. The LURA does not provide details on how t...
	2.43 In essence, the IL will be structured so that developers pay a percentage of GDV as a levy, which they will use to fund infrastructure.  Authorities will be able to use some of the levy to fund the delivery of affordable housing by requiring deve...
	2.44 The technical consultation indicates that the IL will be determined by individual LPAs and can vary between types of development and types of site.  In essence, the costs of development are calculated using a typology approach (including land cos...
	Figure 2.44.1: Calculating IL
	2.45 LPAs would be expected to run a number of typologies to test the likely viability of a range of developments and set an IL percentage of GDV tariff, or range of tariffs.
	2.46 The previous government indicated that it expected the IL to deliver the same or greater levels of benefits (in terms of affordable housing and contributions towards infrastructure) than the existing system.  This proposition is problematic.  The...
	2.47 Systems for securing contributions towards affordable housing and infrastructure can be simple, or they can optimise delivery, but it is difficult for them to achieve both objectives.  As IL will be fixed, it will need to set at a level that can ...
	2.48 The risk of adopting a uniform tariff with no flexibility is that it will render some schemes unviable.  CIL has worked in practice, as other planning requirements are negotiable.  In contrast, IL has no flexibility to address site-specific circu...
	2.49 In setting IL, local authorities will need to identify a rate (or set of rates) that all schemes within its area can viably accommodate.  If the IL is set at the wrong rate or rates, the consequence is that some schemes will be rendered unviable....
	2.50 The lack of flexibility in the proposals will inevitably drive down levels of affordable housing delivery towards the least viable scenario.  Planning authorities in urban areas need to pilot the IL to demonstrate the adverse impact it will have ...
	2.51 The response to the technical consultation on the IL resulted in unanimously negative feedback and would have been subject to further consultation on the principle. The previous government accepted an amendment to the (then) LURB which would resu...
	Local Policy context
	2.52 There are numerous policy requirements that are now embedded in base build costs (i.e. secure by design, lifetime homes, landscaping, amenity space, internal space standards, car parking, waste storage, tree preservation and protection etc).  The...
	2.53 In order to assess the ability of schemes to absorb emerging plan policies, it is also necessary to factor in the pre-existing requirements in the adopted policies as well as the adopted CIL rates.  The affordable housing policy is tested at vari...
	2.54 The Council undertook an initial Issues and Options consultation in August and September 2016, followed by a further consultation (‘Homes for the Future’) in which it invited views on areas of land which had been promoted for development.  The Co...
	Development context
	2.55 Wokingham is a borough covering 17,892 hectares (178 square kilometres), extending from Woodley, Early, Shinfield and Wargrave in the west.  The Borough is bisected by the M4 and A329(M) which run east-west between Wokingham and Earley.  The Boro...
	2.56 The Borough accommodates a range of services-based companies, including the IT, communications and pharmaceutical sectors, including Microsoft, Oracle, Pepsico and Johnson & Johnson.   There are circa 88,000 people in employment in the Borough wi...
	2.57 The Borough’s main town centre is Wokingham, which has seen significant regeneration over recent years, resulting in diversification of uses and increased footfall.  There are also district centres in the other settlements, providing more for day...
	2.58 According to the 2021 Census, the Borough has a housing stock of 71,523 dwellings, predominantly in the form of detached and semi-detached houses.  78% of the Borough’s residents are owner occupiers, either outright or with a mortgage.  Average h...
	2.59 Recent housing delivery in the Borough’s four Strategic Development Locations (‘SDLs’) has resulted in provision of circa £1 billion in new supporting infrastructure, largely funded through CIL and Section 106 obligations.  This new infrastructur...

	3 Methodology and appraisal approach
	3.1 Our methodology follows standard development appraisal conventions, using locally-based sites and assumptions that reflect local market and planning policy circumstances.  The study is therefore specific to Wokingham and tests the Council’s emergi...
	Approach to testing development viability
	3.2 Appraisal models can be summarised via the following diagram.  The total scheme value is calculated, as represented by the left hand bar.  This includes the sales receipts from the private housing (the hatched portion) and the payment from a Regis...
	Figure 3.2.1: Components of a residual valuation
	3.3 The Residual Land Value is normally a key variable in determining whether a scheme will proceed.  If a proposal generates sufficient positive land value (in excess of existing use value, discussed later), it will be implemented.  If not, the propo...
	3.4 Issues with establishing key appraisal variables are summarised as follows:
	3.5 Ultimately, the landowner will make a decision on implementing a project on the basis of return and the potential for market change, and whether alternative developments might yield a higher value.  The landowner’s ‘bottom line’ will be achieving ...
	3.6 Clearly, however, landowners have expectations of the value of their land which often exceed the value of the existing use.  Ultimately, if landowners’ reasonable expectations are not met, they will not voluntarily sell their land and (unless a Lo...
	Viability benchmark
	3.7 In 2019 (with re-issues in 2021 and 2023), the government published a revised NPPF, which indicates at paragraph 34 that “Plans should set out the contributions expected from development. This should include setting out the levels and types of aff...
	3.8 The Local Housing Delivery Group published guidance6F  in June 2012 which provides guidance on testing viability of Local Plan policies.  The guidance notes that “consideration of an appropriate Threshold Land Value [or viability benchmark] needs ...
	3.9 It is important to stress, therefore, that there is no single threshold land value at which land will come forward for development.  The decision to bring land forward will depend on the type of owner and, in particular, whether the owner occupies...
	3.10 Relying upon historic transactions to inform benchmark land values is a fundamentally flawed approach, as offers for these sites will have been framed in the context of current planning policy requirements.  Consequently, an exercise using these ...
	3.11 Commentators frequently make reference to ‘market testing’ of benchmark land values and advocating the use of benchmarks that are based on the prices that sites have been bought and sold for.  There are significant weaknesses in this approach whi...
	3.12 These issues are evident from a recent BNP Paribas Real Estate review of evidence submitted in viability assessments where the differences between the value ascribed to developments by applicants and the amounts the sites were purchased for by th...
	Figure 3.12.1: Comparison of residual values to existing use value and price paid for site
	3.13 For the reasons set out above, the approach of using current use values is a more reliable indicator of viability than using market values or prices paid for sites, as advocated by certain observers.  Our assessment follows this approach, as set ...
	3.14 The PPG indicates that planning authorities should adopt benchmark land values based on existing use values.  It then goes on to suggest that the premium above existing use value can be informed by land transactions.  This would in effect simply ...

	4  Appraisal assumptions
	4.1 We have appraised 48 development typologies across the borough, these include a range of typologies which were formulated in consultation with the Council, informed by past development types and current pipeline sites, to reflect the development e...
	4.2 Residential values in the area reflect national trends in recent years but do of course vary to a degree between different sub-markets within Wokingham Borough, as noted in Section 2.  We have considered comparable evidence of second hand and new ...
	4.3 We have also tested the impact of the provision of private units as rented by discounting the market value for these units by 10%, which reflects the discount we have seen on live developments when units are provided as Private Rented Sector stock...
	4.4 As noted earlier in the report, Savills predict that sales values will increase over the medium term (i.e. the next five years).  Whilst this predicted growth cannot be guaranteed, we have run a series of sensitivity analyses assuming growth in sa...
	Table 4.4.1: Growth scenario
	Affordable housing tenure and values
	4.5 The emerging Local Plan indicates that the Council will require schemes capable of providing 5 or more units to provide varying proportions of affordable housing (ranging from 30% to 40%) with a tenure mix of 25% First Homes (50% discount to marke...
	4.6 For the purposes of testing potential levels of affordable housing to inform the emerging policy approach, our appraisals assume that the rented housing is let at social rents (see Table 4.6.1).
	Table 4.6.1: Affordable housing rents
	4.7 To establish the capital value of the rented units, we have used a discounted cashflow model which replicates the approach used by registered providers when preparing bids to acquire new housing stock.  The model projects the rents over a 40 year ...
	4.8 We value the shared ownership units by firstly establishing the unrestricted market value of each unit by reference to comparable evidence of similar units.  The value of the initial equity stake sold to the purchaser (typically 25%) is the first ...
	4.9 Emerging Local Plan policy sets out an expected housing mix in new developments in terms of numbers of bedrooms.  The housing mix applied to across the affordable tenures is included in Table 4.9.1.
	Table 4.9.1: Housing mix sought by emerging Local Plan policy
	4.10 A key issue for development viability is the capital value that each tenure will generate in terms of receipt from the acquiring RPs, as this will be one of the inputs that constitutes the Gross Development Value of a development.  Table 4.10.1 s...
	Table 4.10.1: Capital values of affordable housing (per square metre Net Internal Area)
	4.11 The ‘Affordable Homes Programme 2021-2026’ document clearly states that Registered Providers will not receive grant funding for any affordable housing provided through planning obligations on developer-led developments. Consequently, all our appr...
	Rents and yields for commercial development
	4.12 Our assumptions on rents and yields for the retail, office and industrial floorspace are summarised in Table 4.12.1. These assumptions are informed by 121 lettings of similar floorspace in the Borough recorded by CoStar since July 2022 (attached ...
	4.13 We have applied a capital value for hotel rooms of £150,000 per room, which reflects recent transactions of recently constructed hotels which have been sold in the region recently, including the Premier Inn at Maidenhead.  This hotel was construc...
	4.14 Rents for student housing accommodation owned by University of Reading are typically £214 per week (un-catered) for ensuite rooms on a 40 week tenancy period.  Unite student accommodation in Reading rents at slightly higher rents of £225 per week...
	Construction costs
	4.15 We have sourced build costs from the RICS Building Cost Information Service (BCIS), which is based on tenders for actual schemes (see Appendix 5).  Base costs (adjusted for local circumstances by reference to BICS multiplier) are as follows:
	4.16 The base costs above are increased by 10% to account for external works (including car parking spaces).
	4.17 For strategic scale sites (typologies 18 to 23), we have applied an allowance for greenfield infrastructure costs of £29,000 per unit.  This is based on the allowance of £17,000 advocated in the Local Housing Delivery Group guidance ‘Viability te...
	Net Zero carbon and BREEAM
	4.18 Emerging Policy CE2 indicates that developments should generate as much energy on-site as they consume.  Policy CE5 requires that developments should minimise embodied carbon through the careful selection of materials.  Draft research by Currie a...
	4.19 We have therefore tested a range of costs in our appraisals, as follows (these are applied to both domestic and non-domestic uses):
	Accessibility standards
	4.20 Policy H1 requires that on schemes of 20 or more units, 5% of units are required to meet M4(3) standards.  We have tested the impact of applying accessible and adaptable dwellings standards (Category 2 and Category 3) at the rates summarised in T...
	Table 4.20.1:  Costs of accessibility standards (% uplift to base construction costs)
	4.21 Our appraisals assume that all units are constructed to meet wheelchair accessibility standards (Category 2) and that Category 3 applies to 5% of dwellings.  M4(3) (a) applies to market housing units and M4(3) (b) applies to affordable units.
	4.22 In addition to base build costs, schemes will incur professional fees, covering design and valuation, highways consultants and so on.  Our appraisals incorporate a 7% allowance, which is at the middle of the range for most schemes.
	4.23 Our appraisals assume that development finance can be secured at a rate of 6.5%, inclusive of arrangement and exit fees, reflective of medium funding conditions over the plan period.
	4.24 Our appraisals incorporate an allowance of 2.5% for marketing costs, which includes show homes and agents’ fees, plus 0.25% for sales legal fees.
	CIL Charging Schedule

	4.25 As noted previously, the Council approved its CIL Charging Schedule on 19 February 2015 and it came into effect on 6 April 2015.  Table 4.25.1 below summarises the prevailing and indexed rates of CIL, using the Annual CIL Rate Summary 2024 (publi...
	Table 4.25.1: CIL rates per net additional square metre in the Charging Schedule (indexed rates shown in italics)
	4.26 The amended CIL Regulations specify that if any part of an existing building is in lawful use for 6 months within the 36 months prior to the time at which planning permission first permits development, all of the existing floorspace will be deduc...
	4.27 To account for residual Section 106 requirements, we have included an allowance of up to £25 per square metre for non-residential development and £1,650 per unit for residential schemes of up to 100 units. For schemes ranging from 101 to 500 unit...
	4.28 In addition to the allowances above, our appraisals include an allowance for Section 278 works of £1,000 per residential unit and £15 per square metre for commercial developments.
	SANG and SAMM

	4.29 Parts of the Borough are within zones of influence around the Thames Basin Heath Special Protection Area.  A very small part of the Borough (just south of Wheeler’s Copse) is within the 400 metre zone, while most of the land south of the M4 and A...
	Table 4.29.1: Rooks Nest Wood SANG and SAMM rates per unit
	4.30 The Council’s emerging policy requirement reflects the statutory requirement that developments achieve 10% biodiversity net gain.  We have reflected the additional costs of achieving a 10% net gain by applying an increase in build costs indicated...
	4.31 Development and sales periods vary between type of scheme.  However, our sales periods are based on an assumption of a sales rate of 3-6 units per month (reflecting typical rates of sales in developments across the south-east), with an element of...
	Developer’s profit
	4.32 Developer’s profit is closely correlated with the perceived risk of residential development.  The greater the risk, the greater the required profit level, which helps to mitigate against the risk, but also to ensure that the potential rewards are...
	4.33 The views of the banks which fund development are a relevant consideration; if banks decline an application by a developer to borrow to fund a development, it is very unlikely to proceed, as developers rarely carry sufficient cash to fund it them...
	4.34 Following a significant period of turbulence, including the UK’s departure from the European Union; the Coronavirus pandemic; the subsequent spike in commodities pricing; the war in Ukraine; and the September 2022 ‘fiscal event’, the market has r...
	4.35 Our assumed return on the affordable housing GDV is 6%.  A lower return on the affordable housing is appropriate as there is very limited sales risk on these units for the developer; there is often a pre-sale of the units to an RP prior to commen...
	Exceptional costs
	4.36 Exceptional costs can be an issue for development viability on previously developed land.  These costs relate to works that are ‘atypical’, such as remediation of sites in former industrial use and that are over and above standard build costs.  H...
	Benchmark land value
	4.37 Benchmark land value, based on the existing use value of sites is a key consideration in the assessment of development economics for testing planning policies and tariffs. Clearly, there is a point where the Residual Land Value (what the landowne...
	4.38 We have arrived at a broad judgement on the likely range of benchmark land values. On previously developed sites, the calculations assume that the landowner has made a judgement that the existing use does not yield an optimum use of the site; for...
	4.39 Redevelopment proposals that generate residual land values below existing use values are unlikely to be delivered. While any such thresholds are only a guide in ‘normal’ development circumstances, it does not imply that individual landowners, in ...
	4.40 We have not used ‘alternative use values’ in this study, as we have modelled a wide range of development typologies, including commercial schemes (which would, themselves, be the ‘alternative uses’ that would be tested, resulting in a degree of c...
	4.41 A recent appeal decision12F  notes that it is unlikely to be appropriate to use an alternative use value in an application scheme viability assessment where the owner has no intention of bringing forward such a scheme.  Such circumstances might i...

	5 Appraisal outputs
	5.1 The full inputs to and outputs from our appraisals of the various developments are set out in Section 8 and appendices 9 and 10.  We have appraised 48 development typologies, reflecting different densities and types of development across the Borou...
	5.2 Each appraisal incorporates (where relevant) the following levels of affordable housing in line with emerging Local Plan policies, with two alternative tenure mixes:
	5.3 For each development typology, we have tested a range of sales values, reflecting the spread identified in the previous section.  Where the residual land value of a typology exceeds the benchmark land value, we show the result shaded green, to ind...
	5.4 The 6 strategic development typologies are tested with all residential sales values, but we have commented on which results are most relevant (i.e. the values which reflect those currently achieved on the ground in each of the locations).  These s...
	5.5 For other policy requirements (bio-diversity net gain, electric vehicle charging, operational and embodied carbon and SAMM/SANG), we have used selected data from the results to test the impact of emerging policies.
	5.6 Finally, all the scenarios are tested with the growth and inflation rates summarised in Table 4.4.1.  These results are attached at Appendix 10.

	6 Assessment of appraisal results
	6.1 This section sets out the results of our appraisals with the residual land values calculated for scenarios with sales values and capital values reflective of market conditions across the Borough.  We have tested the impact of emerging plan policie...
	6.2 As noted in Section 5, we have tested two tenure scenarios, as follows:
	6.3 The Council’s preferred tenure mix for the emerging plan is 25% First Homes with the balance provided as 70% Social Rent and 30% shared ownership (which results in a tenure mix of 25 First Homes; 52.5% Social Rent; and 22.5% shared ownership).  Th...
	6.4 There are significant differences in the viability of schemes and the level of affordable housing that can be viably provided, the most significant factor being the Benchmark Land Value assumed.  Schemes that are brought forward on previously deve...
	6.5 Where sales values are at the lower end of the tested range (£4,750 per square metre), many schemes are unviable at zero affordable housing when tested against secondary office benchmark land values.  This is not an issue caused by policy, but sim...
	6.6 As sales values increase, the extent to which schemes can provide affordable housing increases, but to varying degrees, with a range of outcomes at the highest sales values in the range (£5,960 per square metre). Even at the highest sales values i...
	6.7 As can be noted from tables 6.7.1 to 6.7.9, there is no uniform level of affordable housing where it can be said most schemes are viable.  Setting any percentage below the emerging policy targets of between 30% and 40% (depending on location) woul...
	6.8 There is therefore a clear choice between two potential options.  The first is to adopt a relatively low target that most schemes could viably deliver, but this would have two disadvantages; firstly, schemes that could have delivered more than the...
	6.9 Our appraisals also test the impact of different approaches to tenure mixes.  The emerging policy indicates that the Council will seek a tenure mix of 25% First Homes, 52.5% social rent and 22.5% shared ownership and the appraisal outputs reflecti...
	6.10 Clearly, including higher proportions of First Homes and shared ownership (which both generate higher values than social rented housing) will improve viability to a degree and this may be an option for the Council to consider on specific applicat...
	Affordable housing payments in lieu
	6.11 The emerging policy seeks affordable housing on-site from schemes providing 5 or more units.  There may be circumstances where the Council may accept that payments in lieu would be a more appropriate option instead of on-site provision (e.g. in a...
	6.12 Our appraisals test the provision of affordable housing on-site and the outputs are incorporated within tables 6.7.1 to 6.7.9.  Typologies 1 to 3 are all schemes providing 5 units and the appraisals indicate that in most cases, the emerging polic...
	6.13 Should the Council decide that it is appropriate to opt for a payment in lieu in an individual case, there are three main approaches to calculating payments in lieu.  The first is to run a hypothetical appraisal of the scheme incorporating the re...
	6.14 The second approach is to adopt a formulaic approach to calculating a payment in lieu which does not require any appraisals of the development proposal.  The formula determines the uplift in value arising from the affordable housing not being phy...
	6.15 If it is established to the Council’s satisfaction that a development proposal could not viably provide the required percentage of units as affordable, a (lower) agreed affordable housing percentage would be used when calculating the formula abov...
	6.16 The third approach is a tariff based system, in which a flat rate fee is charged per unit provided on the development.  The tariff would need to be established, most likely using the first approach outlined above (i.e. a comparison of residuals),...
	Impact of other emerging Local Plan policies
	6.17 We have assessed the viability of other emerging Local Plan policies individually so that the Council can delineate between the impacts of each policy.  These appraisals all assume provision of 35% affordable housing (25% First Homes, 52.5% socia...
	6.18 It is therefore important to focus not necessarily on whether schemes are ‘viable’ (shown with green shading) or ‘unviable’ (shown with red shading) in the tables, but on the degree of change in residual land value after the policy is applied. Wh...
	6.19 The tables show a ‘baseline’ residual land value for each typology (i.e. policy off), tested at each of the nine price points, ranging from A (£4,750 per square metre) to I (£5,960 per square metre).  For each policy, we have provided the residua...
	Biodiversity Net Gain
	6.20 Table 6.20.1 summarises the results of our testing of the impact of the emerging requirement for a 10% Biodiversity Net Gain.  As noted in Section 4, we have incorporated a cost allowance of 0.7% of build costs, in line with the DEFRA Impact Asse...
	Electric Vehicle Charging
	6.21 Policy C5 requires that developments incorporate electric vehicle charging points.  We have tested the impact this has, assuming that each residential unit will have access to a parking space. The cost of installing an electrical vehicle charging...
	6.22 The impact of this requirement on the residual land value outputs from our appraisals is modest, with a typical reduction of circa 1.3% of residual land value.  This is unlikely to have any material impact on the viability of developments in the ...
	Accessibility
	6.23 Policy H1 requires that residential schemes providing 20 or more units should provide 5% of units to M4(3) standard.  Our appraisals assume that all other units meet M4(2) standards.  The impact of this requirement on the residual land values gen...
	Net Zero Carbon – on-site approach
	6.24 We have tested the viability implications of a policy approach seeking to implement a range of options to achieve net zero carbon development in line with the UK’s long term ambition to become carbon neutral.  As noted in Section 4, we have teste...
	6.25 Scenario 1 and 2 test the range of costs for on-site carbon reduction.  Scenario 1 applies a 5% cost uplift and Scenario 2 applies a 7.5% uplift.   The residual land values for these two scenarios are summarised in Table 6.25.1 (Scenario 1) and T...
	Table 6.20.1: Biodiversity Net Gain (10%)
	Table 6.20.1: Biodiversity Net Gain (10%) (continued)
	Table 6.20.2: Biodiversity Net Gain (20%)
	Table 6.20.2: Biodiversity Net Gain (20%) (continued)
	Table 6.24.3: Percentage change in residual land values with NZC (Scenario 1 – 5% cost uplift)
	Cumulative impact of emerging policies
	6.26 In addition to testing the emerging policies individually in the sections above, we have also tested the cumulative impact assuming 40% affordable housing (25% First Homes, 52.5% social rent and 22.5% shared ownership).  This reflects the higher ...
	6.27 The outputs of these appraisals are summarised in tables 6.27.1 to 6.27.9, reflecting the Borough-wide range of sales values starting from £4,750 per square metre and increasing to £5,960 per square metre.
	6.28 Given that most sites in the Borough are expected to come forward on greenfield, the outputs indicate that most developments should be able to viably absorb the cumulative impact of the emerging Local Plan policies.  In a small number of cases (w...

	7 Strategic sites
	7.1 Typologies 18 to 23 are reflective of the strategic sites that the Council expects to come forward over the emerging plan period.  These are intended to reflect the major developments identified in policies SS11 to SS13.
	7.2 Policy SS11 (Arborfield Green Strategic Development Location) identifies an area for the development of 3,047 residential units, although these will come forward on a number of separate sites.  The bulk of these units (2,137 dwellings or 87% of th...
	7.3 Similarly, Policy SS12 (South Wokingham Strategic Development Location) identifies the delivery of sites accommodating 2,975 residential units, 1,875 units of which are on sites with planning permission.  1,100 residential units are expected to co...
	7.4 Policy SS13 (Loddon Valley Garden Village) envisages the delivery of circa 4,000 residential units plus circa 100,000 square metres of research and development floorspace.  The scheme will require two 3-form entry primary schools and an 8-form sec...
	Table 7.4.1: Loddon Valley community infrastructure requirements
	7.5 Loddon Valley and the two strategic development locations are located to the south of the M4, where residential sales values are in a range from £5,053 to £5,355 per square metre.  All three areas are predominantly greenfield, resulting a low benc...
	7.6 The relevant appraisal outputs are therefore summarised in tables 7.6.1 to 7.6.6 below.  The sites are tested with varying sales values within the range £5,053 to £5,355 per square metre16F .  For each value, we have shown the residual land value ...
	Table 7.6.1: Strategic sites appraisal outputs (sales values of £5,053 per square metre)
	Table 7.6.2: Strategic sites appraisal outputs (sales values of £5,053 per square metre) nil CIL
	Table 7.6.3: Strategic sites appraisal outputs (sales values of £5,204 per square metre)
	Table 7.6.4: Strategic sites appraisal outputs (sales values of £5,204 per square metre) nil CIL
	Table 7.6.5: Strategic sites appraisal outputs (sales values of £5,355 per square metre)
	Table 7.6.6: Strategic sites appraisal outputs (sales values of £5,355 per square metre) nil CIL
	7.7 The appraisal results indicate that the strategic sites/development locations are likely to be viable over the plan period at the levels of affordable housing sought by Policy H3 and policies SS11 to SS13.  Given the extensive on-site community in...

	8 Potential alternative CIL rates testing
	8.1 We have considered the extent to which developments in the Borough might be able to viably absorb higher rates of CIL to those in the adopted Charging Schedule (subject to indexation).  The current CIL rates for 2024 are summarised in Table 8.1.1.
	Table 8.1.1: Adopted CIL rates with indexation
	8.2 In considering the potential for alternative CIL rates, it is vital that the appraisals incorporate all of the emerging policies.  We have therefore factored in all of the policies outlined in Section 6 (EVC, BNG of 20%, Accessibility, NZC (Scenar...
	8.3 With regards to affordable housing, clearly Policy H3 can be applied with a degree of flexibility to address site-specific viability issues.  However, we understand that 21% of all dwellings completed in the five years 2018/19 to 2022/23 were affo...
	8.4 In order to establish any additional capacity for developments to absorb higher levels of CIL, we have removed the existing CIL from our appraisals and calculated the amount by which each residual land value exceeds the relevant benchmark land val...
	8.5 The outputs of the testing described in paragraph 8.4 are summarised in tables 8.5.1 to 8.5.9 (and also at Appendix 11), for each value point in the Borough-wide range of £4,750 to £5,960 per square metre.  The most relevant outputs are those at w...
	8.6 As can be noted throughout the outputs, there is limited additional capacity for residential CIL rates to be increased above their existing (indexed) levels, particularly on sites brought forward on previously developed land.  On greenfield sites,...
	8.7 Student housing is currently caught by the rate for “residential institutions” and charged at an indexed rate of £91.74 to £152.90 per square metre.  Our appraisal outputs indicate that student housing let on market rents could absorb higher CIL r...
	8.8 Retail development on greenfield sites could absorb higher CIL rates than the indexed rates in the adopted Charging Schedule.  However, there would be no capacity for charging CIL on previously developed land.  If the Council were to review the Ch...
	8.9 Hotel developments are nil rated in the existing Charging Schedule and our appraisals indicate that they could absorb a maximum CIL rate in the region of £478 per square metre.  After a buffer is applied, this would need to reduce to circa £300 pe...
	8.10 Industrial and logistics developments are also currently nil rated, but our appraisals indicate that a maximum rate in the region of £160 per square metre could be applied on industrial developments brought forward on greenfield sites.  Industria...
	8.11 Leisure uses and community uses would not be able to viably make any contributions through CIL.
	Conclusions on CIL
	8.12 On balance, given that it is unlikely that residential rates can currently be changed, the additional income that may be raised through altering rates on other uses is likely to be insufficient to warrant a review of the Charging Schedule at this...

	9 Conclusions and recommendations
	9.1 The NPPF states that “Plans should set out the contributions expected in association with particular sites and types of development. This should include setting out the levels and types of affordable housing provision required, along with other in...
	9.2 We have tested the impact of the main emerging policies which may have an impact on viability:
	9.3 Affordable housing: We have appraised residential schemes with a range of affordable housing from 0% to 50%, which covers the differential percentages sought by emerging Policy H3 (30% on previously developed sites in major settlements (Earley, Gr...
	9.4 The Council’s preferred tenure mix is 25% First Homes, with the balance provided 70% social rent and 30% shared ownership.  The government’s proposed changes to the NPPF removes the requirement for First Homes, although this tenure will remain wit...
	9.5 Biodiversity Net gain:  emerging Policy NE2 requires that developments achieve a 10% biodiversity net gain, reflecting statutory requirements introduced in November 2023.  A 10% biodiversity net gain results in a modest reduction in residual land ...
	9.6 Electric Vehicle Charging: emerging Policy C5 requires that developments are to incorporate electric vehicle charging.  Use of electric cars is increasing and developers are likely to face demand for electric vehicle charging from purchasers.  The...
	9.7 Accessibility requirements: emerging Policy H1 requires that 5% of units in residential developments meet Part M4(3) of the building regulations in relation to wheelchair accessibility.  This requirement has a modest impact on viability of circa 3...
	9.8 Net Zero Carbon (on-site solutions): the Council’s emerging policy seeks that developments should aim to achieve net zero operational and embodied carbon through on-site solutions and careful selection of materials.  The cost of achieving net zero...
	9.9 When the emerging policies are tested on a cumulative basis, and having regard to the Borough’s housing land supply being predominantly greenfield sites, developments in the Borough will be able to absorb the cumulative impact of the emerging poli...
	9.10 Strategic sites: We have tested development typologies which are reflective of the major strategic sites that the emerging Local Plan identifies.  We have incorporated estimates for infrastructure costs, insofar as these have been established at ...
	9.11 CIL: The outputs of our testing indicate that residential CIL rates are broadly at the maximum level that can be viably sustained alongside the policies in the emerging Local Plan.  There is potential that CIL rates on certain non-residential use...
	Additional observations

	9.12 Viability measured in present value terms is only one of several factors that determine whether a site is developed.  Developers need to maintain a throughput of sites to ensure their staff are utilised and they can continue to generate returns f...
	9.13 In considering the outputs of the appraisals, it is important to recognise that some developments will be unviable regardless of the Council's requirements.  In these cases, the value of the existing building will be higher than a redevelopment o...
	9.14 It is critical that developers do not over-pay for sites such that the value generated by developments is paid to the landowner, rather than being used to provide affordable housing and to meet other planning policy requirements.  The Council sho...


