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LIMITATION 

URS Corporation Limited (URS) has prepared this Report for the sole use of Thurrock Council in 

accordance with the Agreement under which our services were performed. No other warranty, 

expressed or implied, is made as to the professional advice included in this Report or any other 

services provided by us. This Report may not be relied upon by any other party without the prior and 

express written agreement of URS.  

The conclusions and recommendations contained in this Report are based upon information provided 

by others and upon the assumption that all relevant information has been provided by those parties 

from whom it has been requested. Information obtained from third parties has not been independently 

verified by URS, unless otherwise stated in the Report. 
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1 Introduction 

1.1 Background 

1.1.1 The Department of Communities and Local Government (DCLG) has introduced the 
Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) and associated guidance. Relevant documents 
include: 

� The Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations March 2010 and amendment 
regulations 2011 

� Community Infrastructure Levy Guidance Charge Setting and Charging Schedule 
Procedures, March 2010 

� The Community Infrastructure Levy An Overview, May 2011. 

1.1.2 Planning Policy Statement (PPS3) sets out the national planning policy framework for 
delivering the Government’s housing objectives. Local Planning Authorities are required 
by PPS3 (para 29) to set an overall (i.e. plan wide) target for the amount of affordable 
housing to be provided. PPS3 explains that affordable housing targets and any thresholds 
proposed should reflect an assessment of the likely economic viability of land for housing 
taking into account risks to delivery and draw on informed assessments of the likely levels 
of finance available for affordable housing, including public subsidy and the level of 
developer contribution that can reasonably be secured. This includes a consideration of  

� separate targets for social-rented and intermediate affordable housing; 

� size and type of affordable housing; 

� range of circumstances in which affordable housing is required – including minimum 
site size threshold 

� approach to seeking developer contributions, and; 

� affordable housing in rural communities. 

1.2 The Brief 

1.2.1 Thurrock Council commissioned URS to provide an update on the previous housing 
viability modelling undertaken by Tribal and issued in February 2010 in order to provide 
guidance on a CIL charging schedule and to investigate the rationale for a split charging 
schedule with different rates for high/medium and low demand areas within the authority 
area.  

1.2.2 Thurrock Council has asked URS to use the following assumptions: 

� No social housing grant being available. (the expectation set out in the 2011-15 
Affordable Homes Programme Framework) 

� No S106 developer contributions (as the great majority would be replaced by CIL. 
There may be some site specific non-infrastructure mitigation measures that will have 
to be the subject of S106 but it will not be possible to make any assumptions about 
these, and it would not be appropriate for these to have any effect on the general 
findings about CIL charges. This similarly applies with regard to the requirements of 
Council’s submitted policy PMD14 which requires payments in certain circumstances 
towards a Carbon Offset Fund).  
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� All affordable housing will be provided as an ‘affordable rent’ product at 80% of market 
rent. 

� The mix of affordable housing will be as set out in Policy CSTP2 of Core Strategy for 
all scheme sizes, i.e. 

1 bed – 40% 
2 bed – 35% 
3 bed – 15% 
4 bed – 10% 

� The affordable housing element of development proposals will be exempt from paying 
CIL (as regulations stipulate).  

� That there will be an element of developers profit on the cost of CIL. 

� All dwellings (market and social) built to Code for Sustainable Homes level 4. 

1.3 Outputs 

1.3.1 The key outputs from this commission are: 

� An analysis of the impact of varying levels of affordable housing and CIL tariffs on 
scheme viability for a range of sites with a variety of characteristics. 

� The identification of a range of policy options based on the modelling and analysis 
which will support the Council’s LDF process and CIL charging schedule. 

1.3.2 This report: 

� Details the approach taken to establish economic viability. 

� Presents the findings from the economic viability analysis. 

� Makes recommendations on policy options and next steps. 
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2 Approach 

2.1 Overview 

2.1.1 In order to test and assess the economic viability of varying CIL tariffs and affordable 
housing targets and thresholds on a range of residential development site types, sizes 
and locations across the borough the HCA Economic Appraisal Tool (EAT) was used. 
Sitting behind the model is a series of assumptions that drive the model outputs.   

2.1.2 The basic structure and purpose of the model is to calculate a Residual Land Value 
(RLV). That RLV is then compared against ‘benchmark’ land values. These benchmark 
land values must be selected to reflect the expectations of land owners with regard to 
value, and are generally based upon existing or alternative use values for the sites in 
question. These may be agricultural, residential or business/industrial values. The 
comparison of the RLV dropping out of the model against the market benchmarks is some 
measure of the likelihood of the landowner releasing the land at this price, and thus of the 
capacity of the sites to provide a particular level of affordable housing.  

2.1.3 The RLV calculation starts with the production of a figure for sales income from the 
completed development – this is made up of income from private housing for sale, 
together with the expected income if any that a developer would receive from an RSL for 
the affordable housing. From this the costs of construction, infrastructure and 
contributions, fees, interest on borrowing and developers profit are deducted, leaving a 
figure which the developer could pay for land. This is the RLV. 

2.1.4 A key part of the assessment is establishing benchmark site values, in a period where a 
settled view on land values is quite difficult to establish. Our views are based on Tribal’s 
previous analysis, other available recent research and evidence from local agents. It is 
clear that land values have fallen substantially since 2007. The benchmarks adopted 
reflect current much reduced expectations of land value.  

2.1.5 In  total 16 sites have been modelled each of which represent a ‘typology’ in terms of its 
characteristics – demand area, density, size, and whether it is brownfield or greenfield. 
The HCA Economic Appraisal Tool (EAT) produces a residual land value (RLV) which is  

2.2 Assumptions 

2.2.1 The assumptions that drive the model are a mixture of a number of fixed and a number of 
flexible assumptions. The fixed assumptions relate to assumptions such as: inflation; 
interest/cost of finance; S106 payments; build cost per square metre by unit type; 
marketing costs; and developer profit. The flexible assumptions relate to those which may 
vary on a site by site basis. All the assumptions are detailed in Appendix B. 

2.2.2 The key assumptions we have made include: 

■ Phasing (as per Tribal model) – the length of development period is based upon site size 
(i.e. small sites 15 months; medium sized sites 27 months; and large sites 39 months). 

■ Unit mix – We have assumed 16 typologies of sites based upon location and size. These 
are a combination of small/medium/large; greenfield/brownfield and low and high housing 
market demand areas.  

■ Benchmark site values – the following values are based on historic evidence taking into 
account the fall in land prices since 2007: 

� Sites in higher value areas - £800,000 per hectare 
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� Sites in lower value areas - £300,000 per hectare 

■ CIL/ Development tariff costs. For the purposes of modelling the sites we have tested a 
standard cost of £2,500, £5,000 and £10,000 per unit. The £5,000 rate equates to the 
Discounted Standard Charge set out in the Thurrock Thames Gateway Development 
Corporation Planning Obligations Strategy

1
. Subsequent modelling work uses a square 

metre CIL tariff rate. 

■ Site abnormal costs (as per Tribal model) – these vary depending on whether the site is 
brownfield or greenfield. We have used £75,000 per hectare for contamination costs and 
£120,000 per hectare for dereliction costs on brownfield sites, and £3,000 - £8,000 per 
unit for abnormal infrastructure costs on greenfield sites.  

■ Code for Sustainable Homes - we have assumed that all units developed on the sites will 
be built to a minimum of Sustainable Homes Code 4 standard. Using the DCLG analysis 
of percentage cost increases on base costs we have weighted the average percentage 
increase for each development site based on the type of housing. 

■ Build costs – based on BCIS costs updated from the previous modelling. 

■ Sales values used in the model are based on latest market data. These range from 
£2,109 – £2,297 per sq m in low demand areas to £2,540 – £3,171 per sq m in medium / 
high demand areas.  

2.3 Analysis 

2.3.1 In order to understand the impacts on viability of different levels of CIL and affordable 
housing provision we undertook analysis of impacts on a range of sites included in the 
previous analysis. Details of 16 sample sites were used as they were considered to be 
representative of the range of housing sites across the borough, including a range of 
locations, sizes and housing market areas.  

2.3.2 The analysis broke down the residential site types to which any policy may be applied by 
the following categories: 

■ Site type  

� Greenfield 
� Brownfield (previously developed land). 

■ Site size  

� Small – 15 – 49 units 
� Medium – 50 – 199 units 
� Large – 200 – 499 units 
� Super – 500+ 

■ Housing market demand  

� High/medium market demand 
� Low market demand 

2.3.3 This analysis was used to test the schemes with 0%, 15%, 25% and 35% affordable 
housing. By comparing the residual land value of the sites against a benchmark land 
value it was possible to analyse the appropriateness and deliverability of the policy across 
the range of site types. 

                                                      

1
 Thurrock Thames Gateway Development Corporation Planning Obligations Strategy April 2010 



 

5 

2.3.4 Using this approach offers the potential to establish if there are patterns relating to the 
ability of particular site locations, sizes and densities to deliver affordable housing at 
certain proportions.  

2.3.5 This analysis enables the identification of whether any of these factors (location, size, 
housing market area) on their own particularly impact upon viability - and if so which, and 
what is the scale of the impact - or if particular categories of sites created by combinations 
of those factors impact upon viability (e.g. small sized, low density, inner urban sites). 

2.3.6 Figure 2-1 shows the housing sites that have been tested as part of this study and the 
house price postcode areas in which they are located.  
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Figure 2-1 Thurrock 2010 House Price Mapping and Modelled Sites  
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3 Key Findings 

3.1 Benchmark Land Values 

3.1.1 Demand is the main determinant of site value as it sets the finished sales values for 
private sale units and affects the value of shared ownership affordable housing units. 
Tribal devised a set of benchmarks to assist analysis based on the available information 
on existing and historic values. These values were set at rates per hectare for low 
demand/value areas (£300,000 per ha) and medium/higher demand area (£800,000 per 
ha).  

3.1.2 These figures were tested with local agents in April 2011 to assess there relevance in the 
current market. This research suggested the values were still useful and relevant 
benchmarks.  

3.1.3 The setting of benchmark values is not an exact science, and the upper benchmark could 
be within the band £800,000 to £1 million, depending on the market strength of the site. 
There is a large difference between average sales values between the two areas and in 
many cases it is questionable whether residential development would come forward in low 
demand areas under current market conditions. It is also recognised that some sites will 
have a higher existing use value (EUV) or alternative use value (AUV).  

3.2 Viability and Affordable Housing Provision 

3.2.1 Appendix A shows a summary of the modelling results. The update to the modelling 
tested 16 sites with varying levels of affordable housing (0%, 15%, 25% and 35%). The 
modelling has been carried out on the assumption that Social Housing Grant would be 
unavailable as per the project brief. This has a significant impact on viability.  

3.2.2 Our findings are that, in general 

� The majority of sites do not achieve benchmark values at both 25% and 35% 
affordable housing provision even when tariff values are lowered. Even at 15% levels 
only a quarter of sites are viable and return values above the benchmark level. 

� Just over half of the sites featured achieve benchmark values at 0% affordable 
housing.  

3.2.3 More detailed analysis shows that: 

� Most sites in low demand areas fail to achieve benchmark land values even with 0% 
affordable housing. However, large brownfield sites (200-500 units) in low demand 
areas and values exceeds benchmark land values at 0%. No sites in the low demand 
areas meet the benchmark land values at 35% affordable housing.  

� In high demand areas it is small greenfield and large brownfield sites that demonstrate 
viability at higher levels of affordable housing provision (15%-25%). At a £5,000 per 
unit tariff level it is only the small greenfield site that achieves a benchmark value for 
35%affordable housing. 

� Super sites even in high demand areas do not achieve benchmark values for any level 
of affordable housing but are viable at the 0% level. 
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Figure 3-1 RLV on Small Sites / CIL @£2,500 per Unit 
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Figure 3-2: RLV on Medium Sites / CIL @£2,500 per Unit 

RLV (£/Ha) - Medium Sites (50 - 200 units)  CIL@£2500 per unit

0%

0%

0%

15%

15%

25%

25%

0%

15%

15%

25%

25%

35%

35%

High value benchmark

Low  value benchmark

-2,500,000 

-2,000,000 

-1,500,000 

-1,000,000 

-500,000 

0

500,000

1,000,000

1,500,000

High Demand, Brownfield

(SCH03)

Low Demand, Brownfield

(GRI05)

High Demand, Greenfield

(OCK09)

Low Demand, Greenfield

(AVE07)

£/Ha

 

 

 



 

9 

Figure 3-3: RLV on Large Sites / CIL @£2,500 per Unit 
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Figure 3-4: RLV on Super-Sized Sites / CIL @£2,500 per Unit 

RLV (£/Ha) - Super Sites (500+units)  CIL@£2500 per unit
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Figure 3-5 RLV on Small Sites / CIL @£5,000 per Unit 

RLV (£/Ha) - Small Sites (0 - 50 units) CIL @ £5000 per unit
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Figure 3-6: RLV on Medium Sites / CIL @£5,000 per Unit 

RLV (£/Ha) - Medium Sites (50 - 200 units)  CIL@£5000 per unit
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Figure 3-7: RLV on Large Sites / CIL @£5,000 per Unit 

RLV (£/Ha) - Large Sites (200- 500 units)  CIL@£5000 per unit
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Figure 3-8: RLV on Super-sized Sites / CIL @£5,000 per Unit 

RLV (£/Ha) - Super Sites (500+units)  CIL@£5000 per unit
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Figure 3-9 RLV on Small Sites / CIL @£10,000per Unit 

RLV (£/Ha) - Small Sites (0 - 50 units) CIL @ £10,000 per unit

0%

0%

0%

15%

15%

25%

25%

0%

15%

15%
25%

25%

35%
35%

High value benchmark

Low  value benchmark

-2,000,000 

-1,500,000 

-1,000,000 

-500,000 

0

500,000

1,000,000

1,500,000

2,000,000

2,500,000

3,000,000

High Demand, Brownfield

(GRI16)

Low Demand, Brownfield

(GTH12)

High Demand, Greenfield

(COF01)

Low Demand, Greenfield

(COF14)

£/Ha

 

Figure 3-10: RLV on Medium Sites / CIL @£10,000 per Unit 

RLV (£/Ha) - Medium Sites (50 - 200 units)  CIL@£10000 per unit
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Figure 3-11: RLV on Large Sites / CIL @£10,000 per Unit 

RLV (£/Ha) - Large Sites (200- 500 units)  CIL@£10,000 per unit
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Figure 3-12: RLV on Super-sized Sites / CIL @£10,000 per Unit 

RLV (£/Ha) - Super Sites (500+units)  CIL@£10,000 per unit
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3.2.4 The matrices attached as Appendix A show more detailed results of the analysis. They 
compare the residual land value for the sites against the benchmark valuation. For each 
site we have included residual and benchmark values for the site and at a per hectare 
level on the given site. The matrices show site value analysis, value per hectare analysis 
and value per unit analysis, respectively. The traffic light coding indicates sites that fall 
above or below the equivalent benchmark land values.  

3.3 Viability and CIL Tariff Levels 

3.3.1 Additional testing has been carried out to consider the impact of varying tariff levels on the 
Residual Land Values of a selection of sites.  

3.3.2 A standard tariff assumption of £5,000 per unit has been applied in the modelling. Two 
alternative scenarios of £2,500 and £10,000 per unit tariff levels have also been tested to 
assess the impact of decreasing/increasing the tariff on the resulting Residual Land 
Values. For modelling purposes this has been applied as a habitable room rate based on 
an average unit size of 2.94 habitable rooms per unit. 

3.3.3 The detailed results are set out in Appendix A. The findings show that 

� At the higher tariff rate (£10,000 per unit) all sites in low demand areas are unviable 
when the affordable housing element is introduced. These sites do not meet the 
benchmark values at the high tariff level with the exception of two medium and small 
scale greenfield sites which hit benchmarks where no affordable housing is provided. 
This demonstrates the significant impact of having no social housing grant within the 
model assumptions.  

� None of the medium/high demand sites meet benchmark targets at the highest tariff 
level and the policy target for affordable housing of 35%. Even when the tariff level is 
dropped to £2,500 per dwelling there is only one site where a 35% affordable housing 
level delivers a residual land value that meets the benchmark target.  

� At the £2,500 tariff level there are a larger number of medium/high demand sites that 
are viable but again in most cases these struggle to achieve even a 15% provision of 
affordable housing.  

3.3.4 Further modelling with CIL included as a per metre rate (as is required by CIL regulations) 
for a wider range of CIL tariff levels was then undertaken.  

3.4 Changing market conditions 

3.4.1 Following the initial analysis parts of the modelling were re-run to reflect a positive change 
in market conditions to understand how viability is affected across all sites whilst keeping 
CIL at the £2500 level and affordable housing provision at 15%.  

3.4.2 A point midway between the peak of the market (Fourth quarter 2007) and the current 
position was set to inform the assumptions on capital values for housing and benchmark 
values for land. As noted the scenario with a15% affordable housing and a CIL tariff of 
£2500 per property was re-run for all the sites using these updated assumptions (see 
below). 

3.4.3 The remodelling exercise was to reflect improving conditions and for reference a mid point 
between the current market position and the top of the market in 2007 has been 
assumed. Based on the change in average values from late 2007 to the current position 
there has been a 12% fall in prices. In order to reflect the mid point the capital values 
have therefore been increased by 6% on the current position.  
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3.4.4 Recent Land registry data for Thurrock shows a slight increase in sales values over the 
past two years from a low in April 2009. Sales volumes however have remained almost 
static in this period and are significantly reduced at around one third of peak 2007 market 
volumes.   

3.4.5 The benchmark land values in both the original work and the update by URS sit at 
£300,000 per hectare for low demand areas and £800,000 per hectare for medium/high 
demand areas. These benchmarks have been tested with local agents to assess their 
applicability and realism in the current market and having received confirmation that this is 
the case has been used in the recent update.  

3.4.6 Data from the Valuation Office Agency shows that the price trend in land values has been 
flat for the past few years. In addition the original Tribal analysis suggests that bulk land 
values are likely to take longer to return to peak 2007 levels compared to house prices 
and so we have assumed that benchmark values will remain at their current levels for the 
re-run exercise. 

3.4.7 Having re-run the modelling for the 15% affordable housing/£2500 CIL scenario and 
updated the assumptions it is clear from the table overleaf that the number of schemes 
becoming viable/close to viable has increased from one quarter of the sites based on 
current market conditions up to half of the sixteen sites in the analysis based on a 
recovery to a “mid-market position”.  

3.4.8 Whilst there is no clear delineation in the viability of schemes based on their location in 
low or medium/high demand areas, the analysis provides further evidence to support a 
split CIL tariff in that it shows that improvements in market conditions are more likely to 
make schemes in med/high demand areas viable. 

3.4.9 The analysis also shows that residual land values (RLV) for both high and low demand 
super sites do not reach benchmark levels. However for both super sites in high demand 
areas RLVs are approaching the benchmark level at this mid market point and would 
likely become viable with a marginal increase in housing values. Having said this, prices 
of bulk land are also likely to improve, albeit at a slower rate than housing values, and this 
will also impact on viability.  

3.4.10 For the re-run exercise the CIL rates have been converted from a per dwelling rate to a 
square metre rate (see right hand column on table 3.1 overleaf.  

3.5 Producing a square metre CIL rate 

3.5.1 The original housing viability work by Tribal and the initial update work have been 
produced on a per dwelling basis. CIL within a draft charging schedule has to be identified 
as a per square metre rate. As noted above the first step in the process of converting the 
results was undertaken for the 15% affordable housing scenario with CIL set at £2500 per 
dwelling this produced a range of rates between £38 and £42 per square metre. 

3.5.2 CIL needs to be expressed as a square metre rate which is charged on the gross 
internal area of net new development. The Economic Appraisal tool used in the original 
modelling and in the update provides net internal figures so a conversion factor also had 
to be applied to give a gross internal figure.  

3.5.3 Using the £38 per square metre rate from table 3.1, as a starting point for the equivalent 
£2500 per dwelling rate, a series of different CIL rates (£10,19, 38, 76 and £152 per 
square metre) were tested for the current and mid-market scenarios re-run using a 15% 
affordable housing rate to test the impact on viability of the different sites. The results of 
these re-runs are included in appendix a (figures A10 &A11).  
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Table 3.1: Comparison of residual land values for 15% affordable housing/CIL @£2500 per 
property scenario at current and mid market positions 

Site Size 
Former 

Use Demand Site no. 
RLV* 

current  

RLV 
assumed 

mid 
market 
point 

Benchmark 
land value 

CIL rate      
£ per 

square 
metre  

Low  GTH12 -106,395 -28,403 109,200  £42.0 
Brownfield 

High GRI16 -169,703 68,048 344,000  £40.0 

Low COF14 390,944 621,186 276,000  £38.2 

Small 

Greenfield 

High COF01 2,371,931 2,794,599 984,000  £37.4 

           

Low  GRI05 
-

1,106,298 -836,001 177,000  
£39.8 

Brownfield 

High SCH03 -207,545 543,461 616,000  £40.1 

Low AVE07 2,205,829 3,424,124 1,470,000  £38.0 

Medium 

Greenfield 

High OCK09 920,417 1,324,080 1,208,000  £40.9 

           

Low  WTS30 319,746 1,510,523 750,000  £40.4 

Brownfield 

High LTB08 
12,649,38

1 15,057,807 7,488,000  
£38.0 

Low EAT08 366,705 2,069,177 2,482,500  £40.1 

Large 

Greenfield 

High STC01 5,341,145 7,328,076 6,560,000  £40.2 

          

Low  LTR10 
-

2,938,865 115,368 2,385,000 
£40.5 

Brownfield 

High OCK03 8,357,293 13,801,033 14,160,000  £40.3 

Low ORS22 
-

3,791,614 -3,521 5,407,500  
£40.4 

Super 

Greenfield 

High HOM01 7,554,525 12,010,525 14,320,000  £40.3 
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3.6 Historic S106 Contributions 

3.6.1 As part of the process of reviewing viability and potential tariffs Thurrock Council have 
carried out a review of historic S106 contributions. These are for housing schemes where 
no affordable housing was involved. They cover obligations where payments have been 
made rather than agreements prior to development so are more likely to be a reasonable 
reflection of viability. Key points from the analysis are as follows: 

� Contributions vary from around £20/m sq to £60/m sq over the period since 2002/03, 
with a general trend upwards over time. Contributions since 2006/07 have all been 
over £30/m sq.  

� A rate of £30/m sq at an assumed average dwelling size of 82 m sq equates to a 
payment of £2,460 per dwelling. 

� Education payments are the most significant historic contributions. The formula for 
calculating these contributions has increased twice over the last five to six years.  

� Some elements of payments represent on-site payments intended to continue to be 
paid by S106 under CIL guidance. The analysis has not separated out these elements 
due to the difficulties of interrogating the data.  

3.7 Policy Implications 

3.7.1 It is clear from our analysis that if policies on affordable housing and CIL are not to 
excessively affect viability then levels of affordable housing and/or CIL rates need to be 
set at low and/or zero rates.  

3.7.2 Our recommendations are as follows. 

� To set two housing market CIL charging areas – one for medium/high housing market 
demand/land values and one for low demand/land values as shown in Figure 2-1. 

� To set the CIL charging value at £38 per metre squared in medium/high demand areas 
and at £0 in low demand areas. 

3.7.3 This work also should be considered in the context of other work being carried out for 
Thurrock Council on commercial CIL tariffs and of latest DCLG guidance on CIL charging 
schedules. For example if the CIL tariff is set at the lower level then care is needed to 
define the CIL tariff to allow appropriate S106 payments for on-site infrastructure.  

3.8 Next Steps 

3.8.1 The next steps in preparing a draft CIL charging schedule include: 

� Conversion of the scenario results to see how they translate into actual numbers of 
new dwellings that can be delivered. Sites where planning permission has already 
been granted should be discounted given the likelihood that they will not be subject to 
CIL. 

� Carry out additional analysis on how to distinguish between on-site S106 infrastructure 
and CIL infrastructure to allow a distinction to be made and to avoid being prohibited 
form collecting relevant S106 infrastructure payments because relevant infrastructure 
is defined as CIL infrastructure. 
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� Forecast infrastructure revenues from CIL and S106 under various CIL infrastructure 
definition scenarios and expected S106 payments to assess which combination will be 
most beneficial for the Council while still retaining an appropriate viability threshold. 

� Compare forecast revenues against infrastructure requirements. We anticipate this will 
still show a shortfall in revenues. If this is the case, then consider what other 
mechanisms may be available to fill the shortfall. Examples include Tax Increment 
Finance (TIF), Regional Growth Fund (RGF), HCA programmes and Infrastructure 
Funds. 

� Draw conclusions on appropriate policies and tariffs on CIL and S106 for residential 
development. 

� Review whether the commercial tariff work covers all remaining land uses, including 
sui generous, and if not then consider whether to carry out extra work and/or whether 
the council believes DCLG is being overly cautious in its March 2010 guidance, paras 
34-40, which we understand is prompted by concerns over EU State Aid requirements.  

� Combine our paper and the commercial tariff paper in to one consistent background 
document to support the draft Charging Schedule.  
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Appendix A – Modelling Outputs 
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Figure A1 Summary: Site Value Analysis – CIL @ £2500 per dwelling 

Site Size Former Use Demand Site no. Area (ha) Units Density Density (units per ha) 0% Aff 15% 25% 35% 0% Aff 30% Aff 35% Aff

Low GTH12 0.364 15 Medium 41.21 78,001 -106,395 -151,675 -181,475 109,200 -31,199 -215,595 -260,875 

High GRI16 0.43 47 High 109.30 155,931 -169,703 -237,609 -507,545 344,000 -188,069 -513,703 -581,609 

Low COF14 0.92 34 Low 36.96 855,408 390,944 126,064 -92,582 276,000 579,408 114,944 -149,936 

High COF01 1.23 46 Low 37.40 3,343,259 2,371,931 1,694,860 1,108,075 984,000 2,359,259 1,387,931 710,860

Low GRI05 0.59 66 High 111.86 -950,412 -1,106,298 -1,241,905 -1,281,944 177,000 -1,127,412 -1,283,298 -1,418,905 

High SCH03 0.77 153 High 198.70 553,555 -207,545 -792,235 -1,233,839 616,000 -62,445 -823,545 -1,408,235 

Low AVE07 4.90 184 Low 37.55 4,619,096 2,205,829 889,424 -584,192 1,470,000 3,149,096 735,829 -580,576 

High OCK09 1.51 66 Medium 43.71 1,812,297 920,417 526,435 42,806 1,208,000 604,297 -287,583 -681,565 

Low WTS30 2.50 233 Medium 93.20 2,205,819 319,746 -865,290 -2,074,222 750,000 1,455,819 -430,254 -1,615,290 

High LTB08 9.36 281 Low 30.02 18,808,450 12,649,381 8,879,389 5,646,299 7,488,000 11,320,450 5,161,381 1,391,389

Low EAT08 8.28 331 Medium 40.00 2,941,636 366,705 -1,033,608 -3,055,774 2,482,500 459,136 -2,115,795 -3,516,108 

High STC01 8.20 328 Medium 40.00 9,148,782 5,341,145 2,933,131 556,113 6,560,000 2,588,782 -1,218,855 -3,626,869 

Low LTR10 7.95 583 Medium 73.33 2,139,356 -2,938,865 -5,933,773 -8,883,085 2,385,000 -245,644 -5,323,865 -8,318,773 

High OCK03 17.70 876 Medium 49.49 19,097,611 8,357,293 1,777,559 -4,734,948 14,160,000 4,937,611 -5,802,707 -12,382,441 

Low ORS22 18.03 721 Medium 40.00 2,357,252 -3,791,614 -7,527,601 -3,791,614 5,407,500 -3,050,248 -9,199,114 -12,935,101 

High HOM01 17.90 716 Medium 40.00 16,193,774 7,554,525 2,051,277 -3,111,731 14,320,000 1,873,774 -6,765,475 -12,268,723 

Large

Brownfield

Greenfield

Site Typologies

Small

Brownfield

Greenfield

Medium

Brownfield

Greenfield

Site Details Difference
Benchmark

RLV

Super

Brownfield

Greenfield
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Figure A2 Summary: Site Value Analysis – CIL @ £5000 per dwelling 

Site Size Former Use Demand Site no. Area (ha) Units Density Density (units per ha) 0% Aff 15% 25% 35% 0% Aff 30% Aff 35% Aff

Low GTH12 0.364 15 Medium 41.21 32,921 -142,920 -182,788 -207,628 109,200 -76,279 -252,120 -291,988 

High GRI16 0.43 47 High 109.30 53,990 -256,353 -315,085 -574,826 344,000 -290,010 -600,353 -659,085 

Low COF14 0.92 34 Low 36.96 740,304 299,978 50,068 -155,912 276,000 464,304 23,978 -225,932 

High COF01 1.23 46 Low 37.40 3,187,529 2,248,860 1,592,041 1,022,393 984,000 2,203,529 1,264,860 608,041

Low GRI05 0.59 66 High 111.86 -1,088,478 -1,223,656 -1,346,837 -1,373,069 177,000 -1,265,478 -1,400,656 -1,523,837 

High SCH03 0.77 153 High 198.70 233,491 -479,602 -1,035,486 -1,445,083 616,000 -382,509 -1,095,602 -1,651,486 

Low AVE07 4.90 184 Low 37.55 4,018,229 1,731,031 486,747 -914,748 1,470,000 2,548,229 261,031 -983,253 

High OCK09 1.51 66 Medium 43.71 1,620,978 765,417 394,398 -68,182 1,208,000 412,978 -442,583 -813,602 

Low WTS30 2.50 233 Medium 93.20 1,554,261 -208,015 -1,314,865 -2,452,125 750,000 804,261 -958,015 -2,064,865 

High LTB08 9.36 281 Low 30.02 17,923,200 11,950,033 8,295,124 5,159,411 7,488,000 10,435,200 4,462,033 807,124

Low EAT08 8.28 331 Medium 40.00 2,016,032 -383,034 -1,672,274 -3,592,624 2,482,500 -466,468 -2,865,534 -4,154,774 

High STC01 8.20 328 Medium 40.00 8,231,898 4,598,202 2,300,254 24,129 6,560,000 1,671,898 -1,961,798 -4,259,746 

Low LTR10 7.95 583 Medium 73.33 449,033 -4,308,027 -7,100,096 -9,863,473 2,385,000 -1,935,967 -6,693,027 -9,485,096 

High OCK03 17.70 876 Medium 49.49 16,557,777 6,300,027 25,073 -6,208,052 14,160,000 2,397,777 -7,859,973 -14,134,927 

Low ORS22 18.03 721 Medium 40.00 266,818 -5,484,866 -8,970,001 -5,484,866 5,407,500 -5,140,682 -10,892,366 -14,377,501 

High HOM01 17.90 716 Medium 40.00 14,118,211 5,873,015 618,880 -4,315,775 14,320,000 -201,789 -8,446,985 -13,701,120 

Large

Brownfield

Greenfield

Site Typologies

Small

Brownfield

Greenfield

Medium

Brownfield

Greenfield

Site Details Difference
Benchmark

RLV

Super

Brownfield

Greenfield
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Figure A3 Summary: Site Value Analysis – CIL @ £10,000 per dwelling 

Site Size Former Use Demand Site no. Area (ha) Units Density Density (units per ha) 0% Aff 15% 25% 35% 0% Aff 30% Aff 35% Aff

Low GTH12 0.364 15 Medium 41.21 -57,346 -216,056 -245,089 -259,997 109,200 -166,546 -325,256 -354,289 

High GRI16 0.43 47 High 109.30 -150,136 -429,862 -470,222 -709,551 344,000 -494,136 -773,862 -814,222 

Low COF14 0.92 34 Low 36.96 509,819 117,830 -102,107 -282,724 276,000 233,819 -158,170 -378,107 

High COF01 1.23 46 Low 37.40 2,875,697 2,002,424 1,386,158 850,824 984,000 1,891,697 1,018,424 402,158

Low GRI05 0.59 66 High 111.86 -1,364,941 -1,458,654 -1,556,952 -1,555,538 177,000 -1,541,941 -1,635,654 -1,733,952 

High SCH03 0.77 153 High 198.70 -407,405 -1,024,369 -1,522,572 -1,868,078 616,000 -1,023,405 -1,640,369 -2,138,572 

Low AVE07 4.90 184 Low 37.55 2,815,052 780,294 -319,574 -1,576,654 1,470,000 1,345,052 -689,706 -1,789,574 

High OCK09 1.51 66 Medium 43.71 1,237,882 455,046 130,008 -290,423 1,208,000 29,882 -752,954 -1,077,992 

Low WTS30 2.50 233 Medium 93.20 249,580 -1,264,807 -2,215,094 -3,208,840 750,000 -500,420 -2,014,807 -2,965,094 

High LTB08 9.36 281 Low 30.02 16,150,572 10,549,657 7,125,190 4,184,466 7,488,000 8,662,572 3,061,657 -362,810 

Low EAT08 8.28 331 Medium 40.00 162,602 -1,884,313 -2,951,141 -4,667,614 2,482,500 -2,319,898 -4,366,813 -5,433,641 

High STC01 8.20 328 Medium 40.00 6,395,928 3,110,530 1,032,978 -1,041,118 6,560,000 -164,072 -3,449,470 -5,527,022 

Low LTR10 7.95 583 Medium 73.33 -2,935,674 -7,049,639 -9,435,544 -11,826,603 2,385,000 -5,320,674 -9,434,639 -11,820,544 

High OCK03 17.70 876 Medium 49.49 11,472,008 2,180,555 -3,484,107 -9,157,798 14,160,000 -2,687,992 -11,979,445 -17,644,107 

Low ORS22 18.03 721 Medium 40.00 -3,919,072 -8,875,436 -11,858,264 -8,875,436 5,407,500 -9,326,572 -14,282,936 -17,265,764 

High HOM01 17.90 716 Medium 40.00 9,962,100 2,505,958 -2,249,354 -6,726,754 14,320,000 -4,357,900 -11,814,042 -16,569,354 

Super

Brownfield

Greenfield

Site Details Difference
Benchmark

RLV

Large

Brownfield

Greenfield

Site Typologies

Small

Brownfield

Greenfield

Medium

Brownfield

Greenfield
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Figure A4 Summary: Value per hectare analysis - CIL@ £2500 per dwelling 

Site Size Former Use Demand Site no. Area (ha) Units Density Density (units per ha) 0% Aff 15% Aff 25% Aff 35% Aff 0% Aff 30% Aff 35% Aff

Low GTH12 0.364 15 Medium 41.21 214,287 -292,295 -416,689 -498,557 300,000 -85,713 -592,295 -716,689 

High GRI16 0.43 47 High 109.30 362,630 -394,658 -552,579 -1,180,337 800,000 -437,370 -1,194,658 -1,352,579 

Low COF14 0.92 34 Low 36.96 929,792 424,939 137,026 -100,633 300,000 629,792 124,939 -162,974 

High COF01 1.23 46 Low 37.40 2,718,096 1,928,399 1,377,935 900,874 800,000 1,918,096 1,128,399 577,935

Low GRI05 0.59 66 High 111.86 -1,610,867 -1,875,082 -2,104,923 -2,172,787 300,000 -1,910,867 -2,175,082 -2,404,923 

High SCH03 0.77 153 High 198.70 718,903 -269,539 -1,028,877 -1,602,388 800,000 -81,097 -1,069,539 -1,828,877 

Low AVE07 4.90 184 Low 37.55 942,673 450,169 181,515 -119,223 300,000 642,673 150,169 -118,485 

High OCK09 1.51 66 Medium 43.71 1,200,197 609,548 348,632 28,348 800,000 400,197 -190,452 -451,368 

Low WTS30 2.50 233 Medium 93.20 882,328 127,899 -346,116 -829,689 300,000 582,328 -172,101 -646,116 

High LTB08 9.36 281 Low 30.02 2,272,925 1,351,430 948,653 603,237 800,000 1,472,925 551,430 148,653

Low EAT08 8.28 331 Medium 40.00 355,485 44,315 -124,907 -369,278 300,000 55,485 -255,685 -424,907 

High STC01 8.20 328 Medium 40.00 1,115,705 651,359 357,699 67,819 800,000 315,705 -148,641 -442,301 

Low LTR10 7.95 583 Medium 73.33 269,101 -369,669 -746,387 -1,117,369 300,000 -30,899 -669,669 -1,046,387 

High OCK03 17.70 876 Medium 49.49 1,078,961 472,163 100,427 -267,511 800,000 278,961 -327,837 -699,573 

Low ORS22 18.03 721 Medium 40.00 130,777 -210,353 -417,620 -210,353 300,000 -169,223 -510,353 -717,620 

High HOM01 17.90 716 Medium 40.00 904,680 422,040 114,596 -173,840 800,000 104,680 -377,960 -685,404 
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Figure A5 Summary: Value per hectare analysis - CIL@ £5000 per dwelling 

Site Size Former Use Demand Site no. Area (ha) Units Density Density (units per ha) 0% Aff 15% Aff 25% Aff 35% Aff 0% Aff 30% Aff 35% Aff

Low GTH12 0.364 15 Medium 41.21 90,443 -392,636 -502,165 -570,406 300,000 -209,557 -692,636 -802,165 

High GRI16 0.43 47 High 109.30 125,559 -596,170 -732,755 -1,336,806 800,000 -674,441 -1,396,170 -1,532,755 

Low COF14 0.92 34 Low 36.96 804,678 326,064 54,421 -169,470 300,000 504,678 26,064 -245,579 

High COF01 1.23 46 Low 37.40 2,591,487 1,828,342 1,294,342 831,214 800,000 1,791,487 1,028,342 494,342

Low GRI05 0.59 66 High 111.86 -1,844,877 -2,073,993 -2,282,774 -2,327,236 300,000 -2,144,877 -2,373,993 -2,582,774 

High SCH03 0.77 153 High 198.70 303,235 -622,860 -1,344,787 -1,876,731 800,000 -496,765 -1,422,860 -2,144,787 

Low AVE07 4.90 184 Low 37.55 820,047 353,272 99,336 -186,683 300,000 520,047 53,272 -200,664 

High OCK09 1.51 66 Medium 43.71 1,073,496 506,899 261,191 -45,153 800,000 273,496 -293,101 -538,809 

Low WTS30 2.50 233 Medium 93.20 621,704 -83,206 -525,946 -980,850 300,000 321,704 -383,206 -825,946 

High LTB08 9.36 281 Low 30.02 2,165,946 1,276,713 886,231 551,219 800,000 1,365,946 476,713 86,231

Low EAT08 8.28 331 Medium 40.00 243,629 -46,288 -202,088 -434,154 300,000 -56,371 -346,288 -502,088 

High STC01 8.20 328 Medium 40.00 1,003,890 560,756 280,519 2,943 800,000 203,890 -239,244 -519,481 

Low LTR10 7.95 583 Medium 73.33 56,482 -541,890 -893,094 -1,240,688 300,000 -243,518 -841,890 -1,193,094 

High OCK03 17.70 876 Medium 49.49 935,468 355,934 1,417 -350,737 800,000 135,468 -444,066 -798,583 

Low ORS22 18.03 721 Medium 40.00 14,803 -304,292 -497,642 -304,292 300,000 -285,197 -604,292 -797,642 

High HOM01 17.90 716 Medium 40.00 788,727 328,101 34,574 -241,105 800,000 -11,273 -471,899 -765,426 
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Figure A6 Summary: Value per hectare analysis - CIL@ £10,000 per dwelling 

Site Size Former Use Demand Site no. Area (ha) Units Density Density (units per ha) 0% Aff 15% Aff 25% Aff 35% Aff 0% Aff 30% Aff 35% Aff

Low GTH12 0.364 15 Medium 41.21 -157,543 -593,560 -673,322 -714,277 300,000 -457,543 -893,560 -973,322 

High GRI16 0.43 47 High 109.30 -349,153 -999,679 -1,093,539 -1,650,118 800,000 -1,149,153 -1,799,679 -1,893,539 

Low COF14 0.92 34 Low 36.96 554,151 128,076 -110,986 -307,309 300,000 254,151 -171,924 -410,986 

High COF01 1.23 46 Low 37.40 2,337,965 1,627,987 1,126,958 691,726 800,000 1,537,965 827,987 326,958

Low GRI05 0.59 66 High 111.86 -2,313,460 -2,472,294 -2,638,901 -2,636,505 300,000 -2,613,460 -2,772,294 -2,938,901 

High SCH03 0.77 153 High 198.70 -529,097 -1,330,349 -1,977,366 -2,426,075 800,000 -1,329,097 -2,130,349 -2,777,366 

Low AVE07 4.90 184 Low 37.55 574,500 159,244 -65,219 -321,766 300,000 274,500 -140,756 -365,219 

High OCK09 1.51 66 Medium 43.71 819,789 301,355 86,098 -192,333 800,000 19,789 -498,645 -713,902 

Low WTS30 2.50 233 Medium 93.20 99,832 -505,923 -886,038 -1,283,536 300,000 -200,168 -805,923 -1,186,038 

High LTB08 9.36 281 Low 30.02 1,951,731 1,127,100 761,238 447,058 800,000 1,151,731 327,100 -38,762 

Low EAT08 8.28 331 Medium 40.00 19,650 -227,712 -356,633 -564,062 300,000 -280,350 -527,712 -656,633 

High STC01 8.20 328 Medium 40.00 779,991 379,333 125,973 -126,966 800,000 -20,009 -420,667 -674,027 

Low LTR10 7.95 583 Medium 73.33 -369,267 -886,747 -1,186,861 -1,487,623 300,000 -669,267 -1,186,747 -1,486,861 

High OCK03 17.70 876 Medium 49.49 648,136 123,195 -196,842 -517,390 800,000 -151,864 -676,805 -996,842 

Low ORS22 18.03 721 Medium 40.00 -217,424 -492,396 -657,879 -492,396 300,000 -517,424 -792,396 -957,879 

High HOM01 17.90 716 Medium 40.00 556,542 139,998 -125,662 -375,796 800,000 -243,458 -660,002 -925,662 
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Figure A7 Summary: Value per Unit Analysis CIL@£2500 per dwelling 

Site Size Former Use Demand Site no. Area (ha) Units Density Density (units per ha) 0% Aff 15% Aff 25% Aff 35% Aff 0% Aff 30% Aff 35% Aff

Low GTH12 0.364 15 Medium 41.21 5,200 -7,093 -10,112 -12,098 7,280 -2,080 -14,373 -17,392 

High GRI16 0.43 47 High 109.30 3,318 -3,611 -5,056 -10,799 7,319 -4,001 -10,930 -12,375 

Low COF14 0.92 34 Low 36.96 25,159 11,498 3,708 -2,723 8,118 17,041 3,381 -4,410 

High COF01 1.23 46 Low 37.40 72,680 51,564 36,845 24,089 21,391 51,288 30,172 15,453

Low GRI05 0.59 66 High 111.86 -14,400 -16,762 -18,817 -19,423 2,682 -17,082 -19,444 -21,499 

High SCH03 0.77 153 High 198.70 3,618 -1,357 -5,178 -8,064 4,026 -408 -5,383 -9,204 

Low AVE07 4.90 184 Low 37.55 25,104 11,988 4,834 -3,175 7,989 17,115 3,999 -3,155 

High OCK09 1.51 66 Medium 43.71 27,459 13,946 7,976 649 18,303 9,156 -4,357 -10,327 

Low WTS30 2.50 233 Medium 93.20 9,467 1,372 -3,714 -8,902 3,219 6,248 -1,847 -6,933 

High LTB08 9.36 281 Low 30.02 56,823 45,016 31,599 20,094 26,648 30,175 18,368 4,952

Low EAT08 8.28 331 Medium 40.00 8,887 1,108 -3,123 -9,232 7,500 1,387 -6,392 -10,623 

High STC01 8.20 328 Medium 40.00 27,893 16,284 8,942 1,695 20,000 7,893 -3,716 -11,058 

Low LTR10 7.95 583 Medium 73.33 3,670 -5,041 -10,178 -15,237 4,091 -421 -9,132 -14,269 

High OCK03 17.70 876 Medium 49.49 21,801 9,540 2,029 -5,405 16,164 5,637 -6,624 -14,135 

Low ORS22 18.03 721 Medium 40.00 3,269 -5,259 -10,441 -5,259 7,500 -4,231 -12,759 -17,941 

High HOM01 17.90 716 Medium 40.00 22,617 10,551 2,865 -4,346 20,000 2,617 -9,449 -17,135 
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Figure A8 Summary: Value per Unit Analysis CIL@£5000 per dwelling 

Site Size Former Use Demand Site no. Area (ha) Units Density Density (units per ha) 0% Aff 15% Aff 25% Aff 35% Aff 0% Aff 30% Aff 35% Aff

Low GTH12 0.364 15 Medium 41.21 2,195 -9,528 -12,186 -13,842 7,280 -5,085 -16,808 -19,466 

High GRI16 0.43 47 High 109.30 1,149 -5,454 -6,704 -12,230 7,319 -6,170 -12,773 -14,023 

Low COF14 0.92 34 Low 36.96 21,774 8,823 1,473 -4,586 8,118 13,656 705 -6,645 

High COF01 1.23 46 Low 37.40 69,294 48,888 34,610 22,226 21,391 47,903 27,497 13,218

Low GRI05 0.59 66 High 111.86 -16,492 -18,540 -20,407 -20,804 2,682 -19,174 -21,222 -23,088 

High SCH03 0.77 153 High 198.70 1,526 -3,135 -6,768 -9,445 4,026 -2,500 -7,161 -10,794 

Low AVE07 4.90 184 Low 37.55 21,838 9,408 2,645 -4,971 7,989 13,849 1,419 -5,344 

High OCK09 1.51 66 Medium 43.71 24,560 11,597 5,976 -1,033 18,303 6,257 -6,706 -12,327 

Low WTS30 2.50 233 Medium 93.20 6,671 -893 -5,643 -10,524 3,219 3,452 -4,112 -8,862 

High LTB08 9.36 281 Low 30.02 54,149 42,527 29,520 18,361 26,648 27,501 15,879 2,872

Low EAT08 8.28 331 Medium 40.00 6,091 -1,157 -5,052 -10,854 7,500 -1,409 -8,657 -12,552 

High STC01 8.20 328 Medium 40.00 25,097 14,019 7,013 74 20,000 5,097 -5,981 -12,987 

Low LTR10 7.95 583 Medium 73.33 770 -7,389 -12,179 -16,918 4,091 -3,321 -11,480 -16,269 

High OCK03 17.70 876 Medium 49.49 18,902 7,192 29 -7,087 16,164 2,737 -8,973 -16,136 

Low ORS22 18.03 721 Medium 40.00 370 -7,607 -12,441 -7,607 7,500 -7,130 -15,107 -19,941 

High HOM01 17.90 716 Medium 40.00 19,718 8,203 864 -6,028 20,000 -282 -11,797 -19,136 
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Figure A9 Summary: Value per Unit Analysis CIL@£10,000 per dwelling 

 

Site Size Former Use Demand Site no. Area (ha) Units Density Density (units per ha) 0% Aff 15% Aff 25% Aff 35% Aff 0% Aff 30% Aff 35% Aff

Low GTH12 0.364 15 Medium 41.21 -3,823 -14,404 -16,339 -17,333 7,280 -11,103 -21,684 -23,619 

High GRI16 0.43 47 High 109.30 -3,194 -9,146 -10,005 -15,097 7,319 -10,514 -16,465 -17,324 

Low COF14 0.92 34 Low 36.96 14,995 3,466 -3,003 -8,315 8,118 6,877 -4,652 -11,121 

High COF01 1.23 46 Low 37.40 62,515 43,531 30,134 18,496 21,391 41,124 22,140 8,743

Low GRI05 0.59 66 High 111.86 -20,681 -22,101 -23,590 -23,569 2,682 -23,363 -24,783 -26,272 

High SCH03 0.77 153 High 198.70 -2,663 -6,695 -9,951 -12,210 4,026 -6,689 -10,721 -13,978 

Low AVE07 4.90 184 Low 37.55 15,299 4,241 -1,737 -8,569 7,989 7,310 -3,748 -9,726 

High OCK09 1.51 66 Medium 43.71 18,756 6,895 1,970 -4,400 18,303 453 -11,408 -16,333 

Low WTS30 2.50 233 Medium 93.20 1,071 -5,428 -9,507 -13,772 3,219 -2,148 -8,647 -12,726 

High LTB08 9.36 281 Low 30.02 48,793 37,543 25,357 14,891 26,648 22,146 10,896 -1,291 

Low EAT08 8.28 331 Medium 40.00 491 -5,693 -8,916 -14,102 7,500 -7,009 -13,193 -16,416 

High STC01 8.20 328 Medium 40.00 19,500 9,483 3,149 -3,174 20,000 -500 -10,517 -16,851 

Low LTR10 7.95 583 Medium 73.33 -5,035 -12,092 -16,184 -20,286 4,091 -9,126 -16,183 -20,275 

High OCK03 17.70 876 Medium 49.49 13,096 2,489 -3,977 -10,454 16,164 -3,068 -13,675 -20,142 

Low ORS22 18.03 721 Medium 40.00 -5,436 -12,310 -16,447 -12,310 7,500 -12,936 -19,810 -23,947 

High HOM01 17.90 716 Medium 40.00 13,914 3,500 -3,142 -9,395 20,000 -6,086 -16,500 -23,142 
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Figure A10: Comparison of residual land value and benchmark value for 15% affordable housing scenario in current 
market (CIL rates per square metre) 
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Figure A11: Comparison of residual land value and benchmark value for 15% affordable housing scenario in mid market 
(CIL rates per square metre) 
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Appendix B – Assumptions and Market Research 
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Assumptions 

Many of the assumptions made in the original work remain valid in the current market. The key 
assumptions to be changed based on both the project brief and updates to market data are as follows: 

■ It is assumed that no social housing grant is available as per the project brief. 

■ No S106 developer contributions costs are included. It is assumed that non site-specific S106 
contributions will be replaced by CIL as per the project brief. 

■ All affordable housing assumed as an ‘affordable rent’ product (no shared equity or 
intermediate product) at 80% of open market rent.  

■ The mix of affordable housing will be as set out in Policy CSTP2 of Core Strategy for all 
scheme sizes, i.e. 

� 1 bed – 40% 

� 2 bed – 35% 

� 3 bed – 15% 

� 4 bed – 10% 

■ The affordable housing element of development proposals is assumed as exempt from paying 
CIL as per the project brief. 

■ All dwellings are assumed to be built to Code for Sustainable Homes (CSH) Level 4. Using 
the DCLG guidance costs have been allocated on the best fit between the site type/site size 
categories used in the original appraisal with those used in the cost review document as set 
out below. 

Assessment categories Cost review categories 

Greenfield – small Small greenfield 

Greenfield – medium Medium edge of town 

Greenfield – large Medium edge of town 

Greenfield – super Medium edge of town 

Brownfield – small Small brownfield 

Brownfield – medium Medium urban 

Brownfield – large Medium urban 

Brownfield – super Medium urban 

■ A percentage figure above base cost has been used within the model as per the DCLG 
guidance. This has been tailored for each development site by weighting the average 
percentage cost increase for each cost review category as per the table overleaf. 
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■ The costs used for dwelling size/type are in accordance with the best fit between the Code 
Review categories and the dwelling types used in the original appraisal (see below) 

Assessment categories Cost review categories 

Flats and apartments: 1,2,3,4 bed 2 bed flat 

Terraced houses: 2,3,4 bed 2 bed terrace 

Semi detached: 2,3,4,5 bed 3 bed semi 

Detached: 3,4,5 bed 4 bed detached 

 

Open Market Rents 

April 2011 open market rental prices across the whole of Thurrock were ascertained through the 
‘current properties to rent’ search on www.findaproperty.com.  

Low value market areas and medium/high value market areas were defined by cross referencing 
defined market areas within Tribal’s ‘Thurrock Council Affordable Housing Viability Assessment’ 
(Figure 2.1 and supplementary text) with four digit postal code information. The relevant post codes 
were then applied to the property searches on www.findaproperty.com. 

For each of the defined post code within Thurrock all current listed rental property values were 
ascertained for property sizes ranging from studio apartments up to five bedroom properties. For each 
property size an average weekly rental value was ascertained for both high/medium and low value 
market areas. 

The April 2011 figures ascertained were then compared with figures from Tribal’s ‘Thurrock Council 
Affordable Housing Viability Assessment’ Assumptions report (as set out under 5.2.4).  

On average the data shows that rental values for all property types have risen by almost 10 percent 
since October 2009 across the whole borough. Local property market agents that were consulted 
validated these findings. 

As per the project brief the social housing rents were set at 80% of current open market value. 

Market Housing Values 

Data on market housing values was ascertained also through www.findaproperty.com. For each 
defined Thurrock four digit postal code relating to the low value market areas and medium/high value 
market areas, all actual 2010 sold price data was collected for detached houses, flats/maisonettes, 
semi-detached houses and terraced houses. 

To determine the updated per square metre monetary values for each property type, a weighted 
average unit size was assumed for each of the property types using HCA Housing Quality Indicator 
figures for floor space and URS expertise on strategic planning projects to help determine 
assumptions on the proportional mix of bedrooms within the stock of each housing type in Thurrock. 
This was divided by the average sold price figures. 

The market housing values from 2010 show that in the past year to eighteen months residential 
values (per sq m) have fallen in high/medium demand areas and increased in low demand areas.  

Feedback from Property Market Agents  

Two local property markets agents were consulted and the feedback was as follows:  
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■ Thurrock remains a low value area and there have been many repossessions in the 
residential market as people have lost their jobs. New build units are also remaining empty 
since people are struggling to come up with deposits and get approved mortgages allowing 
them to purchase.  

■ As a result of the above situation on residential sales, the rental market has benefitted and 
rental values have gone up in the last year or so. The rental market has in particular been 
held up by benefits payments. 

■ Having reviewed the original Tribal report and analysis of market demand areas. Agents 
confirmed the view that East Tilbury and Linford are the same low market area. They also 
confirmed South Ockendon either side of the railway line should be viewed as the same low 
market area. 

■ Benchmark Land Values - £800,000 per ha for high value areas and £300,000 for low value 
areas seem both to be realistic for land values in 2011. If anything these figures could have 
gone up slightly. 

Build Costs 

Build costs are based on BCIS data and provide costs as the rate per sq m gross internal floor area 
for the building excluding external works and contingencies and with preliminaries apportioned by 
cost. The build costs have been adjusted to location index for Thurrock.  

Tenure BCIS - Building Costs - Gross 
(£ / sq m) 

Assumed Build Cost to include 
external works (+15%) 

Flats and apartments  1,002 1,152 

Terraced houses 861 990 

Semi-detached houses 850 978 

Detached houses 866 996 

Source: BCIS 2011  


