
Appendix G: Community Infrastructure Levy Viability Assessment: Process 
and Assumptions 

 
The Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) viability assessment was undertaken by 
Capita Symonds between September 2012 and January 2013, following agreement 
on the scope and parameters of the study with the Council. This paper aims to set 
out the process the CIL viability assessment went through, the scenarios that were 
tested, the assumptions which were included in the study and the reason why these 
assumptions were used.  
 
1. Process 
 
Prior to the CIL viability appraisals being carried out, a workshop was held on 5th 
September 2012 with developers and their agents, Norfolk County Council, 
registered providers and other council officers. A full list of those who attended can 
be seen in Appendix A. This workshop considered the notional scenarios which 
would be tested through the viability appraisals, and also the assumptions which 
would be included. The workshop was designed to gain feedback on the 
appropriateness of the assumptions being used. 
 
A second workshop was held on 4th March 2013 with the same attendees as had 
been previously invited to attend. This workshop considered the initial results of the 
viability appraisals, looked at the proposed CIL charges and also the zones to which 
the charges would apply. A full list of attendees of this workshop can be seen at 
Appendix B. 
 
An additional workshop was held with officers from adjoining District Councils and the 
County Council. The meeting held on 21st March, discussed the findings of the 
Breckland CIL viability assessment and the consistency of approach being 
undertaken by the other authorities. A full list of attendees at the meeting can be 
seen within Appendix C. 
 
Following the consultation on the Preliminary Draft Charging Schedule (PDCS) 
between 15th April 2013 and 28th May 2013 further viability work was undertaken. 
This work was in response to comments made on the PDCS and considered: 

• Further analysis of housing sales value areas, and housing sales values. 
• Education contributions to be excluded from CIL and tested instead as part of 

a larger section 106 charge. 
• Inclusion of a s106/s278 cost within the retail appraisals 
• Analysis of the difference between A1 retail foodstores and A1 retail 

warehouses. Appraisals were then carried out for retail warehouses. 
• Analysis of the level of viability cushion between the existing use value and 

the benchmark land value. 
 
2. Residential Development Schemes 

 
2.1 Scenarios Tested 
 
Each of the scenarios tested within the appraisals was based on a notional scenario. 
The notional scenarios have been designed to reflect the types of development likely 
to come forward within the District, and the types of schemes which have been 
allocated through the adopted Site Specifics Policies and Proposals DPD. A larger 
site to reflect the urban extension in Attleborough and Thetford has not been tested 
within the viability assessment. The urban extensions are not typical of the types of 
development likely to come forward within the District. In addition to this, they have a 



number of specific on-site infrastructure requirements which are solely derived due to 
the size of the sites. Therefore as the section 106 agreements are likely to be for a 
significantly greater value than any CIL charge, the Council proposes to deal with 
these strategic sites via a section 106 agreement. The following scenarios were 
tested within the viability assessment: 
 

Scenario Justification 

Market town 
greenfield – 200 
dwellings 

There are a number of allocations included within the Site 
Specific Policies and Proposals DPD that are on greenfield 
sites. Due to the rural nature of Breckland District, there is 
only limited brownfield land, and the majority of larger 
allocations are likely to be on greenfield sites. 
 
In addition to the above, there have been a number of 
planning applications submitted across Breckland of a similar 
scale. 

Market town 
brownfield – 25 
dwellings 

The quantity of brownfield land within Breckland is limited, 
and as such the number of dwellings which are likely to come 
forward on this type of site will be lower than for greenfield 
sites. Within Breckland there have been planning applications 
for this size of site. 

Village – 15 
dwellings 

The Site Specifics DPD includes a limited number of 
applications for sites to come forward within the villages. In 
addition to this when the village settlement boundaries were 
reviewed extensions were included within some villages for 
small scale expansion. There have also been a number of 
planning applications submitted across the District for this 
size of site within the villages, which supports the approach. 

Other small scale – 
4 dwellings 

The Council regularly receives planning applications for small 
scale sites across the district. The sites are often below the 
threshold for affordable housing contributions, and this is 
reflected within the notional scenario which has been 
appraised. 

 
2.2 Assumptions Tested  
The table below provides information on the assumptions which were included within 
the viability assessment and the reason why these were included. There is not a 
nationally set standard for assumptions to be included within viability appraisals.  
However, the assumptions which have been tested have been informed by the 
guidance within the Harman report on Viability Testing Local Plans: Advice for 
Planning Practitioners, which was prepared by the Local housing Delivery Group. 
The viability appraisal also applied sensitivity testing to individual assumptions, to 
ascertain the impact of the individual assumptions on the residual land value. 
 

Assumption Justification 

Developers Profit Developers profit level was initially tested at 20% of Gross 
Development Value. This is the level which was concluded by 
the Planning Inspector as part of the appeal 
APP/X0360/A/12/2179141 as a reasonable level of return. 
 
Through sensitivity testing the developers return was reduced 
to 17.5%. The reduction in profit levels is based on the 
assumption that whilst the market dwellings would require a 
higher profit level of 20%, affordable housing tends to have 



lower profit levels typically in the region of 6%. This approach 
has been taken following discussions with the Homes and 
Communities Agency. The approach was also endorsed 
through workshops for both the Strategic Housing Land 
Availability Assessment and the CIL. 

External Works Build costs have been adopted from the BCIS from the RICS 
(adjusted for Norfolk). However, this does not include the 
costs of external works. The Harman report notes that 
external costs can vary significantly on a site by site basis 
and includes costs associated with: 

• Roads 
• Sewers 
• Street lighting 
• On-plot works (gardens, fencing, driveways) 
• Open spaces 
• Landscaping 
• Connections to services 

 
The appraisals were initially run with external works costs set 
at 20% of gross build costs. Sensitivity testing was then 
carried out with the level of external works changed to 15% 
and 10% of build costs. The sensitivity testing of the values 
was carried out as the 20% level was considered high when 
compared to other CIL viability assessments.  

Contingency Contingency has been included as a percentage of the gross 
development cost. The RICS guidance ‘Financial Viability in 
Planning’ states that the inclusion of a contingency allowance 
to cater for the unexpected is essential. The viability 
assessment tested contingency at both 5% and 2.5%. The 
two values were included to reflect the variations in 
contingency costs which have been seen in recent viability 
assessment which have been undertaken to support planning 
applications.  

Finance Costs Interest rates set at 6.5%. This is consistent with recent 
valuation reports received from the District Valuer and 
accepted by developers. 

Professional Fees These were set at 10% of construction costs and included 
architects, engineers, surveyors and planning co-ordinators 
fees. The Harman report states that planning and 
professional fees can range from 8-10%. However, this can 
increase up to 20% for more complex, multi-phase sites. The 
largest scenario tested through the viability appraisals is for 
200 dwellings, and as such is unlikely to be developed as a 
multi-phased scheme. 

Sales Fees Sales fees have been set at 5% of revenue. This includes 
both agent’s fees and marketing costs. 

Stamp Duty Stamp duty was set at the national rate. 

Development Period The development period is based on the construction of 35 
units per annum. This is based on construction starting at 
month 6, to allow for site set up and preparation. 

Sales Rate The sales rates have been set at three per month, with the 
first sales expected 6 months from the commencement of 
construction. 

Abnormal Costs The residential scenarios which were on brownfield land 



included an allowance of £100,000 for abnormal costs. No 
allowance was made for abnormal costs on greenfield sites. 
The impact of abnormal ground conditions such as the 
presence of contamination on development costs can only be 
accurately assessed through detailed and intrusive site 
investigations.  This is likely to differ between individual sites 
and not be universal.  
 
The appraisals have also included costs for contingency 
within each of the scenarios, as a percentage (5% and 2.5%) 
of gross construction costs. If there are unexpected/abnormal 
costs, the contingency allowance would be expected to meet 
this. 

Affordable Housing Council policy within the adopted Core Strategy and 
Development Control Policies DPD sets the affordable 
housing threshold at 40%, and the viability assessment for 
residential scenarios tested at this level. The CIL regulations 
and recent public examinations (including that of the Greater 
Norwich Development Partnership) have shown that any CIL 
charge needs to meet the full requirements of any planning 
policies. The affordable housing element included 75% 
affordable rent and 25% intermediate rent. 
 
The viability assessment also included two additional 
scenarios testing at 35% and 25% levels to consider the 
implications a lower threshold would have on the viability. 
However, the values included within the preliminary draft 
charging schedule reflect the CIL rates when 40% affordable 
housing is achieved, in accordance with the CIL regulations. 

Benchmark Land 
Values 

Due to the commercially sensitive nature of residential land 
values, limited information is publically available on the values 
currently being achieved within Breckland.  Furthermore a key 
premise of CIL is that it is expected to see a reduction in the 
price paid for development land. However the benchmark 
land value cannot be set too low as this would have 
implications on the ability to obtain land for development. 
 
Information was initially obtained from the Valuation Office 
Agency Property Market Report showed that sites in Norwich 
could achieve a land value of £647,500 per acre. However, 
the applicability and relevance of the prices achieved within 
Norwich in comparison to those within Breckland was 
considered to be questionable.  
 
The benchmark land values used within the report were 
informed through discussions with local land agents and the 
evaluation of adjoining authority’s benchmark land values. 
Discussions with agents suggested that there were variations 
in land values across Breckland, with Attleborough typically 
seeing the highest values, followed by Dereham, Swaffham 
and then Watton and Thetford. 
 
For example the Greater Norwich Development Partnership 
adopted a land value of £200,000 per acre for their outer 
area. This is the area which borders the eastern edge of 



Breckland, which falls within Broadland District Council and 
South Norfolk District Council. 
 
Furthermore, discussions with Local Agents have also 
indicated that fully serviced land would expect to command a 
higher land value than greenfield sites without service 
provision.  
 
Having considered the above points, and in conjunction with 
analysis of the residential sales values, the following 
benchmark land values have been adopted within the study. 
 
High Value Zone - £180,000 per acre 
Medium Value Zone - £154,583 per acre 
Low Value Zone - £154,583 per acre 

Build Costs Construction costs have been based on information from the 
Building Costs Information Service (BCIS). The Harman 
Report states that build costs should be based on this or 
another appropriate data set. The assumptions have used 
BCIS values which are applicable for Norfolk. Higher costs 
have been used for the village scenario, based on the 
likelihood that small schemes will have a higher specification 
for materials. 
 
The following build costs have been adopted within the 
viability appraisal: 
 

Location Apartments 
(£/sqm) 

Houses (£/sqm) 

Town Greenfield 942 815 

Town Brownfield 942 815 

Village n/a 903 

Other n/a 903  
Planning Obligations Within the scenarios tested, an allowance was included for 

section 106 costs. The rate was based on a per dwelling cost. 
It is considered appropriate to include a s106 charge within 
the appraisals to account for onsite costs included open 
space and affordable housing. The rate was set at £1,000 per 
dwelling, with the exception of the smallest scenario for 4 
dwellings, as the site would not be expected to provide 
affordable housing in accordance with the current policy. 
 
The additional viability assessment work also looked at the 
inclusion of education within the s106 charge. Following 
analysis of the s106 contributions for education which had 
been achieved within the District, and in discussion with 
Norfolk County Council, a s106 for education was charged at 
£5,000. This was in addition to the above mentioned s106 
charge of £1,000 per dwelling.  

 
 
3. Retail Development Schemes 
 
3.1 Scenarios Tested 



 

Scenario Justification 

Retail Foodstore 
(A1) 3000 and 5000 
sqm 

Scenarios for retail foodstores were tested both within the 
town centre and out of town centres. The NPPF includes a 
town centre first policy. However both locations have been 
tested within the assessments, due to the limited the limited 
amount of town centre sites capable of supporting stores of 
this size within Breckland. 
 
The different sizes of stores were also tested to reflect the 
different size of planning applications coming forward within 
Breckland. 

Retail Warehouse 
(A1) 1000 sqm 

A scenario was tested separately for retail warehousing from 
retail foodstores although they fall within the same use class. 
It was considered appropriate to include a separate scenario 
for retail warehousing based on the lower yields which are 
associated with this scenario. 

Restaurant and Café 
(A3) 100 sqm 

The scenario reflects a restaurant or café within a town 
centre, and reflects past planning applications. 

Drinking 
Establishment (A4) 
650 sqm 

A scenario was tested for a drinking establishment in 
accordance with current demand. 

Hot Food Takeaway 
(A5) 300 sqm 

This scenario is based on the concept of a drive through 
restaurant. There have been planning applications for this 
type of development within the District, which supports the 
approach. 

 
3.2 Assumptions Tested 
Unless otherwise stated in the table below, the assumptions within the appraisal are 
equivalent to those used within the residential development scenario.  
 

Assumption Justification 

Build Costs The build costs tested for each of the scenarios appraised 
have been informed by the BCIS figures in accordance with 
the Harman guidance. The BCIS costs which have been used 
within the appraisal have been based on values which would 
come forward within Norfolk.  
 
The following build costs were adopted within the viability 
appraisal: 
 

Scenario Construction cost (£/sqm) 

Retail Foodstore 1,093 

Retail Warehouse 1,093 

Restaurant and Café 1,720 

Drinking Establishment 1,503 

Hot Food Takeaway 1,422  
Planning Obligations The initial viability appraisals did not include any planning 

obligations for the retail scenarios. The decision not too 
include a s106 cost within the appraisal is based on the fact 
that the majority of the types of contributions sought from 
retail scenarios do not relate to on-site infrastructure. In this 
regard CIL could be used to meet offsite infrastructure 
requirements, and to have included a cost would have led to 



double counting. Typically in relation to A1 foodstores s106 
charges have included: 

• Town centre contributions 
• Subsidised bus services to the town centre 
• Community Contributions. 

 
Following consultation on the PDCS comments were received 
from two of the major supermarket operators objecting to the 
lack of s06 and s278 contributions within the appraisals. As 
stated above it was not considered appropriate to include a 
s106 charge. However a s278 charge of £100,000 for the A1 
foodstores was included. This charge relates to the likely 
need to include new highways works within the schemes. The 
charge was included following consideration of planning 
obligations which have been sought both in Breckland and 
other Norfolk authorities. The charge relates to the likely costs 
associated with a new pedestrian crossing and pedestrian 
and cycle way improvements to the site. 
 
The CIL charge for retail foodstores has not been set at the 
very margin of viability. If there are other abnormal costs, this 
would be absorbed within the buffer between the maximum 
viable CIL and the CIL level proposed within the charging 
schedule. 
 
No planning obligation charges were included for any of the 
other retail scenarios. 

Benchmark Land 
Values 

The benchmark land values which have been included within 
the viability appraisals differ for the different types of scenario 
being tested. The benchmark land values which have been 
included within the appraisals have had regard to recent sales 
values for retail developments. 
 
Retail Foodstores – Foodstores traditionally have significantly 
higher land values than other types of retail schemes, based 
on the high per sqm yield that this type of development would 
produce. Breckland’s Corporate Asset Management Strategy 
also contains information on values within the District, and 
includes a rate of £800,000 per acre, which has been adopted 
within the appraisals. 
 
Retail Warehouses – The appraisals have assumed a rental 
value of £215 per sqm. 
 
Restaurant and Café and Drinking Establishment – These 
uses are accommodated in units that can be adapted for a 
number of retail uses. A rental value of £110 per sqm has 
been adopted within the appraisals. 
 
Hot Food Takeaway – A rental value for this scheme of £270 
per sqm has been adopted. This is at the lower end of the 
spectrum for rental values.  

BREEAM BREEAM (Building Research Establishment Environmental 
Assessment Method) is a mechanism for measuring the 
sustainable performance of a building. Buildings are not 



required to meet BREEAM through local planning policies, 
however it was considered relevant following responses to 
the Preliminary Draft Charging Schedule, to test BREEAM 
standards for retail and employment sites. 

 
4. Employment Development Schemes 
 
4.1 Scenarios Tested 
 

Scenarios Justification 

• B1(a) Office – 
500sqm 

• B2 General 
Industrial – 
1000sqm 

• B8 Storage and 
Distribution – 
1000sqm 

Each of the scenarios appraised for employment 
development reflect the type of schemes which come forward 
within the District. They are also reflective of the size of units 
which are being put forward within the District.  
 
Furthermore, the adopted Site Specific Policies and 
Proposals DPD allocated new land B1, B2 and B8 uses. 

 
4.2 Assumptions Tested 
 

Assumption Justification 

Build Cost The build costs were taken from information provided by the 
BCIS, in accordance with the Harman guidance. This is the 
same approach as has been taken for the other development 
scenarios. 
 
The following BCIS costs have been used within the 
appraisals: 
 

Scenario Construction cost (£/sqm) 

B1(a) 1,172 

B2 655 

B8 565  
Planning Obligations No allowance was made for planning obligations for 

employment development sites. This was based upon the 
expectation that CIL money would fund the infrastructure 
instead of a s106. There was also concern that if a s106 was 
included this could lead to double-counting. 

Benchmark Land 
Value 

There was limited information available on the typical 
transaction details for employment sites. Information was 
available from the valuation office agency.  This shown that 
there were slight differences in the potential benchmark land 
values for the towns. However, the differences observed in 
the information from the VOA are limited. Furthermore, there 
was no difference in the land value shown for different 
employment use classes. The adopted benchmark land value 
is £97,000 per acre. 

 
 
 
 
 
 



5. Other Development Scheme 
 
5.1 Scenario Tested 
 

Scenario Justification 

Residential Care 
Home (C2) – 50 
bedrooms 

There has been an increase in the number of planning 
applications which are being submitted within the District for 
care facilities. The CIL guidance states that all types of 
development which is likely to come forward within the District 
should be tested. 

Hotel (C1) – 50 
bedrooms 

The scenario assumes the standard chain hotel format. There 
have been increased enquired for this form of development 
within the District. 

Holiday 
Accommodation 
(C3) – 3x1 bed self 
catering units 

A separate scenario was tested for holiday accommodation 
based on the lower sales values which would be associated 
with this form of development in comparison to dwelling 
houses. Holiday accommodation scenario is subject to a 
planning condition which restricts the use/number of days that 
the accommodation can be used for. 
 
Within the adopted Core Strategy and Development Control 
Policies DPD, there is a policy which seeks to support new 
tourist accommodation. Additional several planning 
applications are made annual within the District for this type 
of scenario, and as such it is considered appropriate to test 
within the assessment. 

 
5.2 Assumptions tested 
 

Assumption Justification 

Build Cost The build costs were taken from information provided by the 
BCIS, in accordance with the Harman guidance. This is the 
same approach as has been taken for the other development 
scenarios. 
 
The following BCIS costs have been used within the 
appraisals: 
 

Scenario Construction cost (£/sqm) 

Residential Care Home 1,262 

Hotel 1,137 

Holiday Accommodation 500  
Planning Obligations No allowance was made for planning obligations for these 

development sites. This was based upon the expectation that 
CIL money would fund the infrastructure instead of a s106. 
There was also concern that if a s106 was included this could 
lead to double counting. 

Benchmark Land 
Value 

Each of the benchmark land values for these scenarios have 
been adopted following analysis of the market both within 
Breckland, and also nearby. Information on benchmark land 
values was limited, due to the low number of sales of these 
types of unit. Furthermore, due to the commercially sensitive 
nature of these transactions there was limited publically 
available information. 



 
The following benchmark land values were adopted within the 
appraisals: 
 
Residential Care Home – The benchmark land value for this 
scheme has been based on a per bed rate. This has taken 
into account recent sales values for care homes. The 
benchmark land value adopted within the appraisal was 
£575,000 for the site. 
 
Hotel - Due to the limitations on locations for hotels, the 
benchmark land values for these schemes is likely to be 
higher. The benchmark land values which was adopted within 
the appraisals was £350,000 per acre.  
 
Holiday accommodation – The site area required for the 
scenario is limited, 0.07ha. The benchmark land value which 
has been adopted is £34,594 for the site. 



Appendix A: Attendees at CIL workshop 5th September 2012 
 
Sarah Robertson – Planning Policy Officer, Capita Symonds 
Dave Norbury – Associate Director, Capita Symonds  
David Spencer –Deputy Planning Manager, Breckland Council 
Nick Moys – Principal Planner (Major Projects), Capita Symonds 
Zoe Footer – Land Management Officer, Breckland Council 
Darryl Smith – Principal Housing Officer, Breckland Council 
Richard Bland – Strategic Housing Enabling Officer, Breckland Council 
Jamie Smith - Environmental Planning Officer, Capita Symonds 
Phil Morris – Norfolk County Council  
Sam Kingston – Roche Surveyors 
Ciara Arundal – Savills 
Tony Abel – Abel Homes 
Terry Harper – Norfolk Homes 
Isabel Lockwood – Bidwell’s 
Martin Aust – Redbox Partnership  
Kevin Cooper – Building Partnerships  
Gordon Hodgkinson – Taylor Wimpey  
Craig Neilson – Attleborough Land Ltd 
Paul Legrice – Abel Homes 
 
Appendix B: Attendees at CIL Workshop 4th March 2013 
 
Sarah Robertson – Capita Symonds 
Dave Norbury – Capita Symonds 
Phil Mileham - Capita Symonds 
David Spencer – Breckland Council 
Zoe Footer – Breckland Council 
Isabel Lockwood – Bidwells 
Stephen Faulkner – Norfolk County Council 
Paul Legrice – Abel Homes 
Ciara Arundal - Savills 
Will Lusty – Savills 
Gordon Hodgkinson – Taylor Wimpey 
 
Appendix C: Attendees at CIL Workshop 21st March 2013 
 
David Spencer – Breckland Council 
Sarah Robertson – Capita Symonds 
Phil Mileham – Capita Symonds 
Mark Ashwell – North Norfolk District Council 
Maryann Nwosu – Kings Lynn and West Norfolk Borough Council 
Carole Baker – South Norfolk District Council 
Nicola Parrish – Forest Heath/St Edmundsbury Councils 
Peter White – Forest Heath/St Edmundsbury Councils 
Roger Burroughs – Broadland District Council 
Stephen Faulkner – Norfolk County Council 
 


