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1.  Purpose of Report 
 
1.1 In the current economic climate, balancing the provision of infrastructure and 

affordable housing with the delivery of economic growth presents challenges for 
many development proposals.  The issue of viability is often a key issue for plan -
making and decision makers to grapple with.  

 
1.2 This report has been prepared to support the Gateshead and Newcastle Core 

Strategy and Urban Core Plan (the Plan) – setting out our approach and 
providing evidence on viability and delivery matters.  It elaborates on the viability 
methodology approach taken in the NewcastleGateshead Viability Assessment 
(VA) (May  2012) report, considers matters raised as part of stakeholder 
engagement, reviews the results of site testing and policy cost implications, and 
finally, provides evidence of our ability to deliver our proposals and policies. 
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2.  National Policy Guidance and Legislative Context 
 

2.1 The National Planning Policy Framework (April 2012) (NPPF) consolidates all 
policy statements, circulars and guidance into a single, simpler policy document. 
Viability underpins the whole document, requiring it to be considered in all facets 
of planning. For Plan Making, NPPF requires plans to be assessed on viability 
and deliverability matters, such that: 

 
 “the costs of any requirements likely to be applied to development, such as 
requirements for affordable housing, standards, infrastructure contributions or 
other requirements should, when taking account of the normal cost of 
development and mitigation, provide competitive returns to a willing land owner 
and willing developer to enable the development to be deliverable.” (para. 173) 

 
Gateshead and Newcastle Councils’ approach to understanding the competitive 
return to a willing landowner is considered in section 3 below.  

 
2.2 The NPPF Framework also goes on to require cumulative testing of policy 

requirements as a way of facilitating positive plan making: 
  

“Local planning authorities should … assess the likely cumulative impacts on 
development in their area of all existing and proposed local standards, 
supplementary planning documents and policies that support the development 
plan, when added to nationally required standards. In order to be appropriate, the 
cumulative impact of these standards and policies should not put implementation 
of the plan at serious risk, and should facilitate development throughout the 
economic cycle. Evidence supporting the assessment should be proportionate, 
using only appropriate available evidence.” (para 174). 
 

 In summary, policies that make some amounts of development unviable, to such 
an extent that it threatens the delivery of the Plan as a whole, should not be 
included in the Plan. Our approach to cumulative cost assessment is contained in 
section 4 below. 

 
2.3 Specifically in relation to housing, NPPF (para. 47) requires local planning 

authorities to: 
 

 “identify and update annually a supply of specific deliverable  sites sufficient 
to provide five years’ worth of housing against their housing requirements…; 
and 

 identify a supply of specific, developable  sites or broad locations for growth, 
for years 6-10 and, where possible, for years 11-15;” 

 
Footnotes 11 &12 indicate “To be considered deliverable, sites should be 
available now, offer a suitable location for development now, and be achievable 
with a realistic prospect that housing will be delivered on the site within five years 
and in particular that development of the site is viable. Sites with planning 
permission should be considered deliverable until permission expires, unless 
there is clear evidence that schemes will not be implemented within five years, 

P03



 5

for example they will not be viable, there is no longer a demand for the type of 
units or sites have long term phasing plans. 

 
To be considered developable, sites should be in a suitable location for housing 
development and there should be a reasonable prospect that the site is available 
and could be viably developed at the point envisaged.” 
 

2.4 The Department for Communities and Local Government published an online 
draft national planning practice guidance tool for consultation in August 2013, 
and as a result of the Taylor Review, it includes proposed new practice guidance 
on viability in planning. The guidance would appear to be compatible with this 
study but we will be reviewing the guidance as it is finalised and updated. 

 
2.5 There are two other main guidance reports of relevance to viability and Local     

Plans. They are: 
 Viability Testing in Local Plans, Advice for Planning Practitioners. 

(LGA/HBF & Sir John Harman) June 2012 ,hereafter referred to as the 
‘Harman Report’,  

 Financial Viability in Planning, RICS Guidance Note, 1st edition (August 
2012), hereafter known as the RICS Guidance.  

 
The guidance contained in these two reports is referred to in section 3.2 below.  
Additionally, the Planning Advisory Service provides some useful guidance on 
the following website link, 
http://www.pas.gov.uk/pas/core/page.do?pageId=575110  The ‘Area Wide 
Viability Model User Manual’ published by the Homes and Communities Agency 
(2011) is a useful guide to modelling and viability appraisals. 

 
2.6 In this assessment we have followed the Harman and the RICS Guidance.  We 

have undertaken a detailed process of consultation, working with the 
housebuilders, non-residential developers and landowners (and their agents).  
This is discussed further in section 4.21 of this report. 
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3.  Viability Methodology and Approach 
 
Introduction and Definitions 
 
3.1 The Viability assessment methodology is based on the well recognised principles 

of residual valuation and as the name suggests this methodology provides a 
‘residual’ value from the gross development value of a scheme after all other 
costs are taken into account. Having allowed for the costs of development, 
finance and profit, the resulting figure shows what is potentially left over to pay for 
land.  

 
3.2 A suitable land value to encourage the release of a site for development is a site 

specific and highly subjective matter and relates to the specific requirements or 
hopes of the landowner. An indication of existing or alternative land use values 
(‘EUVs’ or ‘AUVs’) relevant to Newcastle and Gateshead and any potential uplift 
required to encourage a site to be released for development (which might be 
termed a premium, excess, incentive or similar) is essential to understand 
viability. 

 
3.3 There are differing industry terminologies for assessing the level at which land 

could be transacted, including the ‘benchmark value’ and ‘threshold value’. For 
the purposes of this report we refer to Threshold Value being:  
 
“the value at which a typical willing landowner is likely to release land for 
development, before payment of taxes (such as capital gains tax).”   
 

3.4 (Harman Report)The definition of what could constitute viable development can 
also be explained as where the residual value of a scheme is greater than the 
threshold value i.e. is greater than the existing use value when added to a 
sufficient amount to induce a landowner to sell its interest in the site.  The 
following equation constitutes  ‘Residual Value’ and what is comprises: 
 
Residual Value = Gross Development Value – Development Costs 

 
3.5 Overall, the following table (Figure 1) seeks to summarise the full equation 

applied in the methodology used in this report to identify viable development and 
what is referred to as a resulting ‘headroom’ of profit. 
 

FIGURE 1  :  VIABILITY EQUATION 
          

Equation 
Value 

Gross 
Development 

Value 
– Development 

Costs = Residual 
Value – Threshold 

Value = Headroom

Definition 
of Term 

Value of the 
completed 

scheme 
– 

Build cost, 
fees, finance, 

profit 
=

The 
resulting 

value 
–

Existing Use 
Value + sufficient 
amount to induce 
landowner to sell 

= 
The 

resulting 
value 

P03



 7

Guidance on the Threshold Land Value 
 
3.6 Identifying what constitutes the Threshold Value and thus viability of development 

is one of the most challenging aspects of the viability appraisal process. 
Identifying and justifying a reasonable value is a complex process and can be 
particularly challenging in the absence of recent and comparable land 
transactions. 

 
3.7 In the absence of detailed CLG guidance, what constitutes a ‘competitive return’ 

has become a critical point, on which the whole Local Plan must hang. An 
allowed appeal in Shinfield in January 2013 (ref. APP/X0360/A/12/2179141 - 
Land at The Manor, Shinfield, Reading) has been widely quoted – as it provides 
the opinion of that Planning Inspector in terms of financial considerations and 
issues of viability.  The Shinfield appeal does not set a precedent as it was a 
highly specific Development Management situation; however it is useful as it 
does set out how that inspector worked through the issues.  The appeal 
considered whether the planning obligations requested by the Council, including 
a 40% affordable housing requirement, allowed for a sufficient competitive return 
for a residential scheme. 

 
3.8 The Council was seeking 40% affordable housing whereas the appellant stated 

that 2% was the maximum amount which was viable. The inspector 
acknowledged that what constitutes a competitive return inevitably involves 
subjective judgment based on the available evidence.  Here, the appellant had 
argued that a competitive return would require establishing a land value midway 
between the existing use value (EUV) and the alternative value of the site 
(AUV). The uplift in the value of the land should be split 50% to the landowner 
and 50% to the Council by way of section 106 contributions. However, the 
Council argued that if the value of the site for housing, including any planning 
obligations, produced a land value equal to the existing use value then this would 
provide a competitive return for the landowner.  

 
3.9 The inspector acknowledged that the Council’s position would technically mean 

that the development would be viable, but, such an approach would not provide 
any incentive to the landowner to bring the land forward for housing.  He noted 
that paragraph 173 of the NPPF is aimed at ensuring viability and deliverability 
and concluded that the Council’s approach would not provide a competitive 
return in which the landowner would be willing to bring the site forward for 
housing. Crucially for the planning process, he concluded that the principle of 
50/50 sharing put forward by the appellant was correct: 

 
“on this issue, allowing the landowner a competitive return of 50% of the uplift in 
value, the calculations in the development appraisal allowing for 2% affordable 
housing are reasonable and demonstrate that at this level of affordable housing 
the development would be viable… Overall, therefore I conclude that the 
proposed amount of affordable housing (2%) would be appropriate in the context 
of the viability of the development, the Framework, development plan policy and 
all other material planning considerations.” 
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3.10 However, whilst weight should be accorded to the principles concluded by the 
Inspector, in this particular case it is considered that little weight should be given 
to the quantified conclusions of this decision as the Council did not put forward 
an alternative to the appellant’s proposition for quantifying the uplift, and instead 
sought to rely on the existing use value as providing a competitive return for the 
landowner. 

 
3.11 The emerging position in relation to threshold land values is that their 

establishment is a matter of an iterative process between local authorities, 
landowners and developers. The following is an analysis of published work and a 
critique of the Councils’ approach to establishing a robust threshold land value. 

 
a) Area Wide Viability Model User Manual (Homes and Communities 

Agency, 2011) 
 
3.12 This document provides a useful basis for definition.  It introduces the concept of 

the differential between ‘residual value’ and ‘threshold value’.  This is set out 
diagrammatically above (Figure 1). 

 
3.13 The residual value process is a mathematical exercise that produces a result of 

what a developer can afford to pay for a site and still make a sufficient return to 
reward him for the risks of development.  The Threshold Value is the value at 
which that land would trade.  Establishing this figure is difficult.  The HCA1 set out 
the following: 
 
Establishing a viability threshold for land is a difficult task, combining the issue of 
the values of sites in their current use, incentives necessary for landowners to 
release land, and the influence of local planning policy on the land market. In 
some urban areas, local planning authorities have established a protocol for 
strategic viability testing through which threshold land values are linked to 
existing use value, often allowing for a percentage ‘margin’ or premium to 
incentivise the landowner to bring a site forward. The level of this premium will 
depend on the location of the site and the strength of demand for the current land 
use.  

 
The threshold of existing use value, or existing use value plus a premium, may 
not be the best benchmark for testing viability in some land markets, particularly 
land currently in agricultural use. In these cases, because the value uplift 
resulting from a planning consent is much more significant than for urban sites, 
landowner’s expectations may be better benchmarked by a comparable or other 
assumed land value. Landowner perceptions of current and future planning 
policy will also influence decisions on bringing land forward. 

 
3.14 To reflect the fact that this issue needs to be addressed and justified according to 

local market circumstances, the Area Wide Viability Model provides the user with 
three options for setting a threshold land value:  
• Existing use value  

                                                 
1 HCA Area Wide Viability Model User Manual 2011 
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• Existing use value plus a percentage premium (the percentage being 
defined by the user)  

• A comparable or other assumed market value for land, again to be defined 
by the user. This could include known purchase prices or valuations for 
comparable sites  

 
3.15 The HCA guidance refers to the draft (and subsequently changed) document 

which was at that time was due to be produced by the Royal Institution of 
Chartered Surveyors. The final version is referenced below. 

 
b)  “Financial Viability in Planning” (Royal Institution of Chartered 

Surveyors, August 2012) 
 
3.16 The RICS guidance addresses the issue of benchmark/threshold value in section 

3.4 of this publication2. 
 
“To date, in the absence of any guidance, a variety of practices have evolved, 
which are used by practitioners to benchmark land value.  One approach has 
been to exclusively adopt current use value (CUV) plus a margin or a variant of 
this, i.e. existing use value (EUV) plus a premium. The problem with this singular 
approach is that it does not reflect the workings of the market as land is not 
released at CUV or CUV plus a margin (EUV plus).” 

 
 It goes on to say: 

 
“The assessment of Site Value in these circumstances is not straightforward, but 
it will be, by definition, at a level at which a landowner would be willing to sell 
which is recognised by the NPPF.” 

 
3.17  The RICS Guidance is clear that comparable evidence presents the best way of 

establishing benchmark/threshold values but recognises the diversity of different 
sites over a plan area and the potential dearth of comparable evidence. The 
Councils have approached the setting of benchmark values in this way by 
reference to transactions and published sources of data. 

 
c)  “Viability Testing of Local Plans – Advice for Planning Practitioners” 

(“Harman Report”, Local Housing Delivery Group, June 2012) 
 
3.18 The Harman Report captures the essence of the issues that Local Planning 

Authorities are contemplating at the moment with developers and land owners.  It 
addresses the acknowledged difficulties in trying to strike an appropriate balance 
and recommends an iterative approach to “squaring the circle”. 

 
“….in order for land to come forward for development, it is necessary to secure: 

• The willingness and ability of the private sector to implement a development 
proposal having regard to acceptable developer return. 

• The willingness of lenders to support investment in a development proposal. 
• The willingness of a land owner to sell land at an acceptable return.” 3 

                                                 
2 Financial Viability in Planning RICS, 2012 
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3.19 Harman also re-iterates that the Threshold Land Value “should represent the 

value at which a typical willing landowner is likely to release land for development 
before payment of taxes (such as capital gains tax). This would necessarily 
include any additional requirement such as Community Infrastructure Levy.” 

 
3.20 It is worth noting that the Greater Norwich CIL Examiner’s report (4 Dec. 2012 

File Ref: PINS/G2625/429/6) considered the relationship between the Threshold 
Value and CIL costs. It concluded: 

 
“Based on market experience in the Norwich area the Councils’ viability work 
assumed that a landowner would expect to receive at least 75% of the 
benchmark value. Obviously what individual land owners will accept for their land 
is very variable and often depends on their financial circumstances. However in 
the absence of any contrary evidence it is reasonable to see a 25% reduction in 
benchmark values as the maximum that should be used in calculating a 
threshold land value.”  

 
3.21 Whether this adjustment to land values reflects reality moving forward has yet to 

be established. Harman also usefully points out that it is important to avoid 
assuming that land will come forward at the “margins of viability”.  As a 
consequence it recommends incorporating a ‘viability cushion”. The Councils 
have followed this approach. 

                                                                                                                                                             
3 “Viability Testing of Local Plans – Advice for Planning Practitioners” (“Harman Report”) – Local Housing 
Delivery Group – June 2012 
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4. Plan Viability Testing 
 

Viability Modelling 
 
4.1 The Harman report indicates the primary role of a Local Plan viability assessment 

is to provide evidence to show that the requirements set out within the NPPF are 
met. That is, that the policy requirements for development set out within the plan 
do not threaten the ability of the sites and scale of that development to be 
developed viably.  

 
4.2 While many of these policy requirements may not be straightforward to cost, it is 

still important that attempts are made to consider the impact of all policies that 
may result in a development cost or benefit. 

 
4.3  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.  

 
4.4 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. On the basis of the advice set out in Part 2 of the 
Harman report , the viability assessment is not there to give a straightforward 
‘yes or no’ to development across the whole plan area or whole plan period. 
Instead the NPPF requires a rolling supply of housing sites with a “realistic 
prospect” of being delivered to provide five years’ worth of housing, with a further 
supply of sites with a “reasonable prospect” of being developable for years 6-10 
and, where possible, years 11-15. 

 
4.5 In May 2012 a joint NewcastleGateshead Viability Assessment4 was undertaken 

to advise on economic viability of development and geographic areas that would 
withstand a CIL charge without seriously putting at risk development in the 
emerging Core Strategy and Urban Core Plan. It took a cautious approach to 
viability to reflect the fact that CIL will be a non negotiable levy on development. 

 
4.6 The assessment has been developed to look in more detail at not only those 

areas that could comfortably withstand CIL costs as identified in the preliminary 
draft charging schedules but to model and strategically assess the general 
viability of development sites across the local authority areas to support the plan 
making process.  This report summarises key results from the modelling. 

 
Threshold Value 
 
4.7 In following the guidance on identifying the threshold value as discussed in 

section 3 above, the methodology adopted assumes a significant increase or 
‘uplift’ over existing use values. The Council has adopted a methodology when 

                                                 
4 Newcastle City Council and Gateshead Council Community Infrastructure Levy Viability Assessment, 
Stage 1 report, May 2012, published with an update front cover September 2013 
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looking at ‘greenfield sites’ that is, prima facie, based on the RICS guidance.  The 
methodology identifies greenfield threshold values as a percentage of the urban 
Threshold Values detailed in Figure 2 below, as opposed to a separate identified 
sum for uplift from existing use value. The existing use value is considered to be 
£12,500 - £19,000/hectare 5 6 (£5,000 – £7,600/acre) for greenfield sites and the 
methodology used identifies greenfield threshold values for residential 
development to be at 40% of the equivalent benchmark value for urban/sub-
urban sites. 

 
4.8 The Councils have used the Valuation Office Agency Property Market Report 

2011 which has references to transactions.  It is worth noting that the 
methodology is required to model assumptions, but that in reality it is difficult to 
compare land values as all sites have differing costs. It is not possible to equalise 
all land values due to site specifics, such as, the existence of particular 
constraints including site decontamination or the need to provide road network 
improvements.  

 
4.9 Residential assumptions used in the VOA report are based on a 0.50 hectare 

greenfield suburban site with 2-storey construction s.106 provision and affordable 
housing provision based on the market expectations for the locality.  This figure 
for Newcastle upon Tyne was £1.28m/hectare (£520,000/acre). This has been 
adopted as a starting point across both local authority areas but has been 
adjusted according to a number of value bands across the local authorities’ 
areas. 

  
4.10 In order to adjust this to reflect the timing difference since January 2011 regard 

has been had to the HMLR House Prices Index.  This indicates a reduction in the 
index from 229.92 in January 2011 to 215.73 in January 2013 – a reduction of 
around 6%. See Land Registry Data in the Graphs 1a and 1b below. In respect of 
the other main variable over the period, build costs, the All-In Tender Price Index 
has increased from 219 to 230 (about 5%), however the BCIS figures are 
somewhat volatile and the figures from Q4 2012 and 4Q 2013 would indicate no 
change. See Build Cost Graph 2 below. 
  

                                                 
5 VOA Property Market Report 2011 
6 http://www.savills.co.uk/research_articles/141557/144132-0 
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4.11 As a result of a virtually static land trading market the figure of £1.28m/ hectare 

has been used for benchmarking purposes.  The Council has adopted adjusted 
figures to the benchmark set out below (Figure 2) based on 5 value areas – High, 
High-Mid, Mid, Low-Mid and Low.  These are illustrated by the profile Value Maps 
Figures 3 and 4 below. Zone 1 values are typically in the city centre where higher 
densities of development above the benchmark are normally achieved, or the 
higher value, residential areas that have a mature, settled market. Zone 2 is more 
akin to the better located, typical suburban sites, and Zone 3 is standard suburbia 
closer to the urban core. Zones 4 and 5 are the lower value areas of the city 
where there is little or no demand for new build housing for private sale. The 
greenfield sites where the Plan proposes to allocate sites are located in Zones 2 
and 3. 

 
 
FIGURE 2:  ASSUMED VALUES BY ZONE 
 Zone 1 

High 
Zone 2 
High-Mid 

Zone 3 
Mid 

Zone 4 
Low-Mid 

Zone 5 
Low 

Urban area (£/ha) 2,000,000 1,500,000 1,000,000 500,000 100,000 

 
 
FIGURE 3:  NEWCASTLE VALUE ZONE MAPS: 
  

 Newcastle Residential Profile Value Areas (May 2012) 
 Newcastle Commercial Profile Value Areas (May 2012) 

 
(for print quality versions, see http://onecorestrategyng.limehouse.co.uk/file/2575782) 
 
FIGURE 4:  GATESHEAD VALUE ZONE MAPS: 
 

 Gateshead Residential Profile Value Areas (May 2012)  
 Gateshead Commercial Profile Value Areas (May 2012)  

 
(for print quality versions, see http://onecorestrategyng.limehouse.co.uk/file/2575780) 
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FIGURE 3:  VALUE ZONE MAPS NEWCASTLE  
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FIGURE 4:  VALUE ZONE MAPS GATESHEAD 
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4.12 The Councils are in themselves active in the property market and have 

undertaken a number of disposals across the value ranges.  These ranges are 
set out below (Fig.5) where it is possible to anonymise the data to retain 
commercial confidentiality.  While the “per hectare” prices are heavily dependent 
on individual site factors, it is considered a useful indicator, even if adjustments 
are required. It is the Councils’ view that the Threshold Values set out above 
(Figure 2) are a fair and reasonable reflection of market expectations. 
 

 FIGURE 5:  COUNCIL RECENT LAND SALES 
Zone Range £/ha 
High (Commercial City Centre and 
High) 

 

High-Mid  
Mid (Commercial – Mid) 5 transactions in Newcastle:   

Range £0.4m - £1.5m; Mean = £0.8m 
1 transaction in Gateshead = £1.02m 
 

Low-Mid 3 transactions in Newcastle:   
Range £0.5m - £1.3m; Mean = £0.8m 

Low (Commercial – Low) 2 transactions in Newcastle:   
Range £0.13 - £0.4m; Mean = £0.3m 
1 transaction in Gateshead = £0.1m 

 
4.13 Whether the methodology uses the existing use value plus uplift or comparable 

market values it is considered that the Threshold Value methodology, and thus 
the current viability guidance, has been followed. Ultimately, however the Council 
is trying to estimate the expectations of land owners which will differ from 
property to property due to the heterogeneous nature of land and the imperfect 
market. Ultimately, as the Greater Norwich8 case referred to above indicates, 
land values may fall as a consequence of an adopted CIL, and note the values 
above are from transactions prior to adoption of a CIL charge. 

 
Appraisals 
 
4.14 The viability model used is based on assumptions of cost, such as build costs, 

professional fees and marketing costs, which were the subject of much 
consultation and engagement with stakeholders. It allows for significant and 
comfortable developers’ profit on Gross Development Value of a scheme and 
was developed and run to meet the Councils’ requirements for informing the 
preparation of CIL and supporting the development of the emerging Core 
Strategy and Urban Core Plan. For residential schemes the assumption is for 
20% on GDV and for commercial schemes it allows for 20% profit on cost, this 
compares well with the Shinfield case9 where 20% on GDV for residential 
development was agreed. 

 
4.15 The viability model was run for the different development value ‘zones’ that have 

been identified across Newcastle and Gateshead. The zones were identified 

                                                 
8 Greater Norwich CIL Examiner’s report (4 Dec. 2012 File Ref: PINS/G2625/429/6) 
9 (ref. APP/X0360/A/12/2179141 - Land at The Manor, Shinfield, Reading 
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using a combination of value/revenue information and geographic boundaries, 
such as the Urban Core boundary, City Centre, Green Belt and major roads. The 
profile zone areas are identified in the maps attached at Figures 3 and 4. 

 
4.16 Theoretical developments were assessed in the model for a range of residential 

development types (from schemes of a single unit to 100 units) across the five 
value zones for urban and non-urban sites. Zone 1 represents the highest value 
areas, Zone 2 the mid-high, Zone 3 the middle values, Zone 4 the low-mid and 
Zone 5 the lowest value areas. These schemes are identified below (Figure 6) 
and are considered typical in that they reflect the type of site identified by the 
SHLAA10 and Strategic Land Review11. An extract of the model inputs and 
outputs is captured at Appendix 6. 

 
FIGURE 6:  NOTIONAL RESIDENTIAL SCHEMES FOR TESTING 
 

OVERALL UNIT NUMBERS PLOT 
SIZE 

ZONE SCHEME 
TYPE 1 Bed 

Flat 
2 Bed 
Flat 

3 Bed 
Flat 

2 Bed 
House 

3 Bed 
House 

4 Bed 
House (ha) 

HIGH      1 0.04 

HIGH MID      1 0.04 

MID      1 0.04 

LOW MID     1  0.03 

LOW 

A 
1 unit 

    1  0.03 

ZONE SCHEME 
TYPE 

1 Bed 
Flat 

2 Bed 
Flat 

3 Bed 
Flat 

2 Bed 
House

3 Bed 
House 

4 Bed 
House 

Plot 
Size 

HIGH     6 9 0.33 

HIGH MID     9 6 0.33 

MID    4 7 4 0.33 

LOW MID    6 9  0.30 

LOW 

B 
15 units 

   6 9  0.30 

ZONE SCHEME 
TYPE 

1 Bed 
Flat 

2 Bed 
Flat 

3 Bed 
Flat 

2 Bed 
House

3 Bed 
House 

4 Bed 
House 

Plot 
Size 

HIGH  10 
urban   15 25 1.25 

HIGH MID    10 20 20 1.25 

MID 

C 
50 units 

   14 24 12 1.25 

                                                 
10 Gateshead and Newcastle Strategic Housing Land Availability Studies dated July 2013  
11 Gateshead and Newcastle Strategic Land Review 3 Studies dated July 2013  
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LOW MID    20 24 6 1.20 

LOW    20 27 3 1.20 

ZONE SCHEME 
TYPE 

1 Bed 
Flat 

2 Bed 
Flat 

3 Bed 
Flat 

2 Bed 
House

3 Bed 
House 

4 Bed 
House 

Plot 
Size 

HIGH - FLATS 
(City Centre) 30 60 10    0.25 

HIGH - 
HOUSES    20 40 40 3.00 

HIGH MID    20 40 40 3.76 

MID    25 45 30 3.00 

LOW MID    30 55 15 2.50 

LOW 

D 
100 units 

   30 55 15 2.50 

 
4.17 The Figure 7 sets out the typical site sizes for the SHLAA and SLR sites in 

Gateshead and Newcastle: 
 
FIGURE 7:  RESIDENTIAL SCHEME SIZE 

Scheme Size % of SHLAA/ SLR 
sites in this range 0- 29 units 36-69 70-169 170+ 

Gateshead 34% 28% 19% 19% 

 0-29 units 30-80 100+  

Newcastle 38% 36% 26%  
 
4.18 Similarly to residential viability testing, notional commercial scheme types have 

been used to test viability. For offices, we differentiated by Town Centre and 
Neighbourhood (Figure 8): 

 
FIGURE 8:  OFFICE AND RETAIL SCHEMES 

Use Class Example Scheme Type GIA (sq m) Site Coverage Site Size (HA)

Office – Town Centre 4000 400% 0.10 
B1(a) - Offices 

Office - Neighbourhoods 2000 40% 0.50 

A1 Retail City Centre Comparison Retail 11,000 500% 0.3 

 
 

4.19 The schemes vary by land use and by type to reflect representative commercial 
schemes that could come forward across the authority areas and were originally 
derived from the Newcastle City Council Employment Land Review.  
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4.20 The other commercial uses that have been tested through the appraisal 
process12 are: small retail shops (use class A1-A5), supermarkets (A1), Hotel 
(C1), C2 residential institution, shared accommodation and industrial 
development. However, there is no further discussion of these uses within this 
report as we are not seeking to allocate key sites specifically for any of these 
uses in the Plan. 

 
Review of stakeholder views and viability assumptions 
 
4.21 The principle of early and meaningful engagement with local organisations and 

business is essential to plan making, as stipulated in NPPF (para. 155) and is at 
the heart of the work progressed by the Councils. The Harman report is clear that 
the local plan viability assessment process will benefit from an approach that 
seeks to bring people together to discuss the key issues at an early stage of 
preparing the Local Plan, well before the formal examination in public. This would 
be a collaborative working practice, getting people round the table to discuss and 
share information. 

 
4.22 The Councils’ both consulted on the Viability Assessment (May 2012) alongside 

their CIL preliminary draft charging schedules over period of 12 weeks between 
June- October 2012. During this time 2 stakeholder breakfast meetings were held 
on viability. 21 responses were received in Newcastle and 15 in Gateshead. The 
stakeholder meetings were attended by 77 stakeholders, providing a valuable 
insight into viability matters. This Viability and Deliverability report is supported by 
updates to the Viability Assessment (May 2012) and changes made in response 
to comments received during the consultations. 

 
4.23 For information at Appendix 1 is a statement of those responses received from 

stakeholders during the June-October 2012 consultation. Appendix 2 is a copy of 
the questionnaire used to consult with stakeholders from 29 April to 30 June 
2013 and Appendix 3 is a summary of the responses to the April-June 2013 
consultations.  In the responses to the questionnaire on Viability Assumptions 
(June-October 2013) opinion was split.  The most disagreement related to 
commercial rent free periods and costs, fees, finance and profit.  A review of the 
assumptions contained in the Viability Assessment was undertaken in light of the 
consultation.  Appendix 4 to this report sets out the changes made. 

 
4.24 Invitations to meet with officers to review the revised viability assumptions were 

extended to a broad spectrum of stakeholders in May 2013. Four stakeholders, 
out of 303, took up this offer. This was followed by a roundtable event hosted by 
RICS on 3rd June 2013.  It was attended by 15 RICS members and 
representatives of commercial mixed use developers, property agents, planning 
consultancies, legal firms and house builders.  

 
4.25 At the roundtable event there was much consensus around the benefits of 

collaborating to get a realistic picture of viability to underpin the Plan but also to 
ensure CIL rates are set at a reasonable level.  However, there were some areas 
of concern related to: 

                                                 
12 Newcastle City Council Gateshead Council Community Infrastructure Levy Viability Assessment Stage 
1 Report May 2012 (Fig. 6, p9) 
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a) The costs of residential schemes – BCIS costs have been used by the local 

authorities but there was a view expressed that BCIS could distort actual costs 
and in doing so also underestimate the externals allowance, as a direct 
percentage of build costs. Some house builders have land sale agreements with 
minimum prices, so benchmark values are not guaranteed.  
 
Two submissions have been received from Barratt in respect of build costs and 
net to gross of residential properties.  Having considered the 2 submissions in 
detail we have concluded that our approach is sound.  A comparison of the costs 
derived from the NCC calculations is broadly consistent with those provided by 
Barratt and we have clarified that our notional house type does not include a 
garage which is where the difference broadly lies.  The draft DCLG National 
Planning Practice Guidance tool recognises BCIS as accepted source of build 
cost. A detailed response is contained in Appendix 5.   

 
b) The residential sales values were considered too high in the high mid area by 2 

respondents, but not disputed by the majority of respondents in the 
questionnaire. The sales values used were informed by land registry data and 
revenue data provided to the local authority by two local house builders and 
could be updated and checked with more recent data, if the house builders were 
able to supply such information/evidence. The Hometrack report as a source was 
suggested by a house builder. The revenues of £18.1 sq m were not comparable 
with Taylor Wimpey’s suggestion of £16.8 sq m for the Kenton Bank Foot area. 
Two stakeholders representing house builders indicated a concern that the 
profile boundary should be reviewed for the area south of the A696, proposed as 
Upper Callerton (NN1), or wider but no evidence was supplied. The Councils’ are 
adopting, a high level approach to the scheme mixes using a rate/m2.  The rate 
used is necessarily therefore a blended rate ranging from two bed units up to four 
bed units.  Each scheme brought forward will differ in mix and therefore it is 
necessary to adopt a standard, £/m2 approach.  

 
c) The quantification of threshold land values was challenged particularly in the high 

mid profile areas where a significant number of the larger residential sites are 
proposed in the Core Strategy and Urban Core Plan are located. Land owners 
exist in a competitive marketplace.  Costs and values will be, within a range, 
standard across most developers and therefore residual values will reflect this.  
The Councils’ original stance was a Threshold rate of 30% of the existing urban 
area values for the strategic sites, this amounted to £564,000/ha for the High Mid 
areas (see Viability Assessment, May 2012). Two respondents sought changes 
to the benchmark/threshold value for residential development. One indicated that 
a minimum across all zones could be £500,000/ha based on the conclusion of 
the DCLG report, Cumulative ompacts of regulations in house builders and 
landowners (2011).  However, the DCLG document was based on a brief 
commissioned in 2008 and was eventually published in 2011. It was a snapshot 
in time and the greenfield and other values used are unlikely to reflect the current 
variation in threshold values achieved across the country. The VOA data set out 
in Figure 9 indicates the variation between different areas and cities across the 
country and thus our view is that the Cumulative impacts document should be 
considered within this context.  
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FIGURE 9:  VOA PROPERTY MARKET REPORT 2011 
Location £/Ha Location £/Ha 
Residential 
(Newcastle) 

£1,280.000 
(£520,000/acre) 

Residential 
(Oxford)  

£4,000.000 
(1,600,000/acre) 

Industrial 
(Newcastle) 

£235,000 
(95,000/acre) 

Industrial 
(Oxford) 

£1,000.000 
(405,000/acre) 

Agricultural land 
(Mixed 
Northumberland) 

£12,600 
(5,100/acre) 

Agricultural land 
(Mixed 
Oxfordshire) 

£20,995 
(£8,500/acre) 

 
Another respondent indicated that benchmark (threshold) values ought to be set 
at a minimum of 40% of the PDC zone B (High Zone 1). At the values proposed 
currently that would amount to £896,000/ha. No evidence was provided to 
support this.  There was no consensus on this matter, and testing these values 
produced results that would render a significant number of schemes unviable.  
This is contrary to local knowledge of transactions that have occurred and 
planning permissions granted. 

 
Following the review of consultation responses the Councils did increase the 
corresponding High Mid non-urban threshold value to £600,000/ha at a rate of 
40% of the land cost with consent for residential development, as defined earlier 
in this report.  Assuming the landowners require this additional premium to 
existing use value this still leaves a significant competitive return for the 
developers who take the risk of bring forward sites for development.  This 
approach is not inconsistent with the Shinfield decision. Ultimately of course 
landowners will sell for what they consider to be a fair return and all landowners 
will have a different view of what this is.  The Councils have taken a balanced 
approach based on significant uplifts to existing use value in the absence of any 
consensus of view between the respondents. 

 
4.26 Further engagement meetings with housebuilder stakeholders (including Taylor 

Wimpey and Bellway) have taken place in January 2014 with an agreement to 
exchange further evidence to assist viability assessment on the above matters as 
the Councils progress community infrastructure levy schedules for examination 
and adoption. It was considered that the divergence of views indicated need not 
affect the overall viability of the stakeholders’ sites to be allocated in the Plan for 
residential development. 

 
Viability Review 
 
4.27 The notional changes schemes in Figure 6 (above) were tested based on the 

viability assumptions identified in Appendix 4 and were  unchanged and as 
included in the Viability Assessment (May 2012) . The results of the testing are 
summarised in Figure 10 below. Columns C and D represent the base results 
with no s106 allowance, affordable housing or other policy cost applied. 
However, it must be noted that as the threshold values have been subtracted 
from the residual value an additional premium to encourage a willing landowner 
to release land for development has been included.  Columns E and F for 
residential schemes indicates the impact of deducting an assumed £1,000 per 
dwelling for a planning obligation /s278 enabling cost for urban sites and a 
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corresponding £5,000 per dwelling for non urban sites in addition to affordable 
housing costs, represented by the revised residual value of the scheme and thus 
the corresponding  remaining headroom. This is part of the continual iterative 
process of viability testing. 13. An extract of the model inputs and outputs is 
captured at Appendix 6. 
 

                                                 
13 Newcastle City Council and Gateshead Council Viability Assessment Stage 1 Report (May 2012) 
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FIGURE 10:  VIABILITY OF SCHEMES 

A. Site Type 
B. Profile 
Area 

C. Residual 
Value ( exc. 
developer 
contributions & 
affordable housing) 

D. Total 
Headroom 
(£) 

E. Residual 
Value After 
Affordable 
Housing ( incl. 
s106 developer 
contributions) 

F. Total 
Headroom 
(£) 

            
Residential           
1 unit High 54,000 -26,000 53,000 -27,000
urban site High Mid 25,000 -35,000 24,000 -36,000
  Mid 6,000 -34,000 5,000 -35,000
  Low Mid -14,000 -29,000 -15,000 -30,000
  Low -23,000 -26,000 -24,000 -27,000
            
15 units High 1,291,000 631,000 1,196,000 536,000
urban sites High Mid 846,000 351,000 764,000 269,000
  Mid 528,000 198,000 460,000 130,000
  Low Mid 199,000 49,000 140,000 -10,000
  Low 36,000 6,000 -14,000 -44,000
            
50 units High 3,788,000 1,288,000 3,503,000 1,003,000
urban sites High Mid 2,556,000 681,000 2,306,000 431,000
  Mid 1,636,000 386,000 1,413,000 163,000
  Low Mid 618,000 18,000 432,000 -168,000
  Low 124,000 4,000 -39,000 -159,000
            
100 units City Centre 148,000 -352,000 -279,000 -779,000
urban sites High 6,940,000 940,000 6,365,000 365,000
  High Mid 4,853,000 353,000 4,355,000 -145,000
  Mid 3,202,000 202,000 2,764,000 -236,000
  Low Mid 1,245,000 -5,000 884,000 -366,000
  Low 292,000 42,000 -32,000 -282,000
            
50 units High 3,788,000 2,788,000 3,503,000 2,336,000
Non-urban 
sites High Mid 2,556,000 1,806,000 2,306,000 1,388,000
  Mid 1,636,000 1,136,000 1,413,000 745,000
            
100 units High 6,940,000 4,540,000 6,365,000 3,649,000
Non-urban 
sites High Mid 4,853,000 3,053,000 4,355,000 2,239,000
  Mid 3,202,000 2,002,000 2,764,000 1,248,000
           
Office           
4000 sq m City Centre 1,363,000 1,163,000 N/A N/A
2000 sq m High Negative N/A N/A N/A
2000 sq m Medium Negative N/A N/A N/A
2000 sq m Low Negative N/A N/A N/A
Comparison 
Retail           

11000 sq m City Centre 17,788,000 N/A N/A N/A
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4.28 The economic viability results in Figure 10 show an overall positive scenario 
despite the global downturn post 2007 and continuing difficult conditions for 
developers. For residential development the residual values are all positive 
except for the single unit typology in the Low/Low Mid areas, notably such  
schemes are often delivered as self-build or to meet a specific need rather than 
as a commercial activity.  
 

FIGURE 11:  ILLUSTRATION OF THE VIABILITY OF A 50 UNIT SCHEME IN A HIGH-MEDIUM 

AREA WITH 15% AFFORDABLE HOUSING 

 
4.29 Once the identified threshold value is applied a ‘headroom’ figure indicates the 

likely viability of the scheme before policy costs are then considered. However, it 
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should be noted that historically, once policies and policy costs are approved 
within an adopted Plan that such policy costs can be reflected in the land value 
that a landowner receives.  When Affordable Housing was introduced this quickly 
became reflected in land prices and the Greater Norwich CIL Examiner based his 
findings on such an assumption. 

 
4.30 Having subtracted the threshold value, Figure 10 indicates residential 

development is generally viable across the local authority areas except for the 
City Centre and for 1 unit schemes and larger 100 unit schemes before policy 
costs. In the City Centre, residential and commercial mixed use schemes are 
encouraged to support an active and dynamic centre throughout the day, evening 
and night and to reflect the commercial and administrative role of the regional 
centre. Single purpose residential schemes are unusual, with the majority coming 
forward as mixed use schemes. It is likely that many of the 100 unit schemes 
would be viable however, larger schemes are more complex in terms of phasing 
of build out and thus as with the larger allocated sites, detailed appraisals rather 
than model outputs would be useful to consider.  Figure 11 illustrates the level of 
viability and is based on a notional 50 unit scheme in the High-Mid area identified 
in the viability assessment.  The diagram (Figure 11) sets out the viability cushion 
still available assuming a generalised developer contribution of £625,000 for 
CIL/s.106. In practice each site will vary. 

 
4.31 On the basis of the above is it considered that the Council has established a 

relatively significant affordability cushion and allows for increases in threshold 
value to the extent that deliverability of the scheme is not affected. 

 
4.32 The notional commercial office schemes indicates more polarised viability results, 

with positive residual values and headroom in the City Centre in Newcastle, but 
with both negative residual values and headroom values in outlying areas. The 
results are not unsurprising and reflects general market conditions in the north of 
England where very little, if any speculative development is being brought 
forward by the development industry.  The analysis undertaken is a high level 
exercise that cannot reflect development that is brought forward for operational 
reasons, but that in property terms it would not normally be viable to proceed. 
This must be considered against our recent track record of office development 
before and since 2008 and the extremely challenging market conditions. 

 
4.33 Local authorities are not property developers, but they can help facilitate 

economic development by preparing the planning framework, by seeking 
interventions and considering mixed uses where they can help cross subsidise 
much needed economic development (see section 5.2 below). 

 
4.34 And of course this is a theoretical model base on broad market assumptions; 

there are examples of development coming forward in the last few years without 
subsidy. In Gateshead, planning approval has been given to five major schemes 
containing all or partial B1 office uses, and nine major manufacturing and 
industrial schemes. 
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Policies Scoped for Costs 
 
4.35 NPPF requires Local Plan policies to be assessed for policy costs. It extends the 

requirement from the previous PPS3 (para. 29) as clarified by the Blyth Valley 
legal decision which ensured that an affordable housing target was deliverable to 
all parts of the plan. NPPF requires all policy costs including affordable housing 
to be considered cumulatively to understand the impact on viability and 
deliverability of development. It is a broad brush test whereby  plans ‘should be 
deliverable’, as opposed to a requirement that all sites should be able to bear all 
costs, as there will be some sites that cannot withstand costs, and developers will 
still have the opportunity to negotiate such costs during the planning application 
stage. However, a typical site should be able to bear the policy costs. 

 
4.36 The CIL Examiner’s report in Mid Devon is an informative case study for 

understanding how cumulative policy requirements could be tested for viability 
purposes (20 February 2013, Ref: PINS/Y1138/429/11). The matter related to the 
assumption of costs of affordable housing in the CIL rate setting process. The 
Council had assumed an average receipt of 22.5% of residential development 
schemes in the rate setting, whereas the adopted plan policy was set at an 
authority wide target of 30% with a corresponding target of 35% in urban areas. 
Given that there is a very significant need for affordable housing in the District 
and that the key test in CIL is whether or not the assumptions upon which the 
proposed level of CIL are based would undermine the delivery of Plan targets, 
the Examiner recommended a corresponding reduction in CIL rates:   

 
“On the issue of affordable housing I conclude that the Council should have 
based its analysis on the foundation provided by the adopted DP and that the 
calculations should have reflected the 35% affordable housing target.  I therefore 
recommend that the Charging Schedule is modified accordingly by reducing the 
charge from £90 per sqm to £40 per sqm.” 

 
4.37 In this case, the typical site should be able to withstand the full costs of affordable 

housing (negotiable) as well as a non negotiable CIL charge.  
 
4.38 The Core Strategy and Urban Core Plan have been scoped for potential policy 

costs as has the current policies and supplementary documents. The proposed 
policies in the Plan have purposefully been written to enable and encourage 
delivery of development and thus focus on essential infrastructure costs and 
meeting affordable housing need.  Within the plan some policies are a 
requirement and some are aspirational. The policy testing is based on current 
costs and values; however, the Plan will extend to 2030, upon which the costs 
and values will have invariably changed. At planning application stage developer 
contributions will be subject to viability and only acceptable development will be 
permitted. 

 
4.39 Having carefully reviewed proposed policies, the local authority wide Policy CS11 

was identified as potentially containing both essential and transformational costs. 
The essential requirement being affordable housing provision on sites over the 
stated threshold size and subject to development viability and which is tested and 
considered below.   
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4.40 Part 3 of Policy CS13 requires electric car charging points for major 
developments. The detailed requirements would be identified and aligned with 
car and cycle parking policies and guidance which will be tested within the 
Councils’ Development Management DPDs. However, indicative costings for 1 
public charging point per 50 dwellings at £5,000 or alternatively for individual 
private electrical sockets designed for external use have been tested for major 
residential developments. 

 
4.41 Policy CS16 (3) Climate Change has not been tested, as stated at paragraph 

12.26 of the Plan any sustainability requirements or standards would be 
introduced in subsequent development plan documents and would thus be tested 
for the specific target to be introduced at that point. The viability model does 
however, allow for future sustainability requirements by including a 5% buffer on 
residential build costs. The rest of the policy CS16 requirements are not expected 
to have an impact on viability, as they do not explicitly require sustainability 
elements above standard build costs, and the Councils believe that other 
elements included in the policy can be dealt with at no additional cost if 
incorporated or considered from the earliest design stages (e.g. making provision 
for future connection to District Energy). Furthermore, para 12.28 of the Plan 
states that the developer can “demonstrate why certain requirements of this 
policy are not feasible, either technically or financially”.  

 
4.42 Similarly, there has been no testing of the implications of SuDS included in Policy 

CS17 Flood Risk and Water Management as Defra (2011) noted from case study 
examples that overall evidence suggests SuDS may be up to 30% cheaper to 
construct , however for challenging sites it can be 5% more expensive to 
construct than traditional drainage. (Source: Defra. (2011). Commencement of 
the Flood and Water Management Act 2010, Schedule 3 for Sustainable 
Drainage – Impact Assessment. London: Defra). 

 
4.43 Figure 12 below lists the general policy costs within categories of developer 

contributions. Just as there are clear categories of infrastructure in the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan, there are categories relating to the relative 
requirements for developer contributions. The first call on ‘headroom’ is enabling 
measures, most commonly relating to highways and access to a development 
site, as without such access the site cannot be developed. Enabling measures 
could also include a cost of laying out doorstep open space and children’s play 
areas, for example. 

 
4.44 Central to the Infrastructure Delivery Plan is the categorisation of essential 

supporting infrastructure reflecting the Plan objective of providing a quality 
residential offer in sustainable locations. A new, successful and sustainable 
neighbourhood should be supported by a range of services and facilities. 
Shopping, healthcare, open spaces and schools should be in close proximity and 
workplaces should be easily accessible. For this to happen, minimum essential 
developer contributions would be required. Qualitative improvements to 
infrastructure and services may also additionally be sought to help transform a 
neighbourhood or area through a degree of funding from developer contributions. 
Developer contributions are not the only source of funding, however, and the IDP 
provides further information on the potential for other funding sources. 
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4.45 In addition to the emerging Core Strategy and Urban Core Plan, saved UDP 
policies and supplementary planning documents have been assessed for 
cumulative costs. Both authorities have informal developer contribution models 
that seek to secure the necessary funding to mitigate the impact of development. 
When the regulations regarding the use and application of CIL and S106 funding 
mechanisms change (currently April 2015), these models will largely cease to 
operate. The models are thus interim in nature and ultimately are expected to be 
replaced by CIL charging schedules, which would be tested separately by an 
independent examiner to comply with CIL legislation. 

 
4.46 The open space requirements and resulting costs within the models will be 

replaced as the development management DPD policies are adopted and the 
Councils adopt CIL and its (Regulation 123) list of recipient 
infrastructure/schemes. 

 
4.47 The following table (Figure 12) helps identify the different categories of developer 

contributions and policy costs scoped from the existing development plan for both 
authorities and the submission of the Core Strategy and Urban Core Plan. 
Development cannot happen unless enabling infrastructure can be funded.  
Essential and transformational contributions could also be sought from 
developers depending upon on site and off site requirements and the mitigation 
of impact. The continuum in Figure 12 below indicates the specific type of 
developer contribution that could be sought in the essential to transformational 
categories. It is an indication only of the likely priorities applied; however, this will 
vary depending on the specifics of individual planning applications and is thus a 
strategic guide, rather than a weighted policy requirement. 
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FIGURE 12:  DEVELOPER CONTRIBUTION TYPES AND COST ASSUMPTIONS 
 

Category Type (s) Cost Council Source / Evidence 

Enabling Highways 
improvements and 
access to a site. 

Site specific, standard 
cost assumed for 
residential development. 

S278 and S106 data. 

Open spaces For development of more 
than 10 units.  

 

Cost dependant on 
size/type of scheme and 
surrounding open spaces 

Saved UDP Policies: Open Space 
Standards. Costs derived from: 

• NCC Open Spaces, Sport and 
Recreation model14 

• GC Open Spaces & Play 
model15 

Education provision Site or area specific 
dependant on need. The 
cost will vary depending 
on the nature of provision- 
e.g. new school or 
extension to existing. 

Saved UDP policy : 
Implementation 

Costs derived from: 

• NCC formula and Education 
Provision Model16  

• GC Education Provision Models 

Affordable Housing 15% required for sites of 
15 units or more 

SHMA 

Wider open spaces 
provision e.g. 
including allotments, 
cemeteries. 

For development of more 
than 10 units. Cost 
dependant on whether 
provision is off or on site 
and  size/type of scheme 
and surrounding open 
spaces  

Saved UDP Policies: Open Space 
Standards  

 

Costs derived from: 

• NCC Open Spaces, Sport and 
Recreation model 

Wider off site 
transport/ highway 
network 
improvements and 
measures, bus 
subsidy, travel 
plans, public realm 
improvements, new 
bus facility in the 
City Centre  

Based on impact of trip 
rates generated by the 
development. 

Saved UDP policy : 
Implementation 

 

Costs derived from: 

• NCC Outer Residential 
Transport model. 

• NCC Transport Urban Core 
model.17 

• GC Transport Contributions 
Assessment 

Green infrastructure 
(where additional to 
open spaces) 

Site specific Saved UDP policy : 
Implementation 

 

Built sports facilities Sport England built sports 
facilities model calculator 

Saved UDP policy : 
Implementation 

Essential -  

Transformational 
Developer 
Contributions 

 

 

 

 

Other- including, 
community facilities, 
healthcare if 
contributions are 
necessary.  

Site specific Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

                                                 
14 Newcastle City Council Development Contributions for Open Space, Sport and Recreation (Costs 
Update 2013) 
15 Gateshead Council Open Space and Toddler, Junior and Teen Play Model 
16 Newcastle City Council Interim Planning Guidance Note, Developer Contribution Models-Education & 
Outer Residential Transport ( May 2013) 
17 Newcastle City Council Developer Contribution Model for Transport – Urban Core (2012) 
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4.48 Application of the notional schemes to the viability model and its assumptions, 

building in the cumulative impact of policies, provides a more detailed picture of 
viability across the local authority areas.  The general viability outcomes below 
have also been supplemented by site testing.   
 

4.49 Figure 13 indicates the overall positive outcomes for viability of development 
across the two authority areas. The High, High Mid and Mid areas within urban 
and non-urban sites, with the exception of single dwellings and city centre single 
use development, are positive even with an assumed s106 enabling cost 
imposed. Where viability is challenged by the current policy requirements and 
proposed policies in the Plan, the scheme would be reviewed against open book 
viability appraisals.  

 
4.50 On the basis of Figure 13 it is considered that a typical site should be able to 

bear the affordable housing policy costs at 15% for schemes of 15 dwellings or 
more as proposed by the Plan (Policy CS11 Providing a Range and Choice of 
Housing). Affordable housing is defined as two thirds affordable rent or social 
rent, and one third intermediate housing including discounted purchase, shared 
ownership and shared equity.  
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FIGURE 13A:  NEWCASTLE: SITE VIABILITY OUTCOMES               

      Pre CIL Negotiable Costs   Transformational 
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Residential                           

1 unit High 54,000 -26,000 53,000 -27,000 0 -27,000 0 -27,000 0 -27,000 1,080 -28,000 

urban site High Mid 25,000 -35,000 24,000 -36,000 0 -36,000 0 -36,000 0 -36,000 1,080 -37,000 

  Mid 6,000 -34,000 5,000 -35,000 0 -35,000 0 -35,000 0 -35,000 1,080 -36,000 

  Low Mid -14,000 -29,000 -15,000 -30,000 0 -30,000 0 -30,000 0 -30,000 1,080 -31,000 

  Low -23,000 -26,000 -24,000 -27,000 0 -27,000 0 -27,000 0 -27,000 1,080 -28,000 

                          0 

15 units High 1,291,000 631,000 1,196,000 536,000 25,000 511,000 27,000 484,000 0 484,000 16,200 468,000 

urban sites High Mid 846,000 351,000 764,000 269,000 24,000 245,000 26,000 219,000 0 219,000 16,200 203,000 

  Mid 528,000 198,000 460,000 130,000 22,000 108,000 19,000 89,000 0 89,000 16,200 73,000 

  Low Mid 199,000 49,000 140,000 -10,000 19,000 -29,000 0 -29,000 0 -29,000 16,200 -45,000 

  Low 36,000 6,000 -14,000 -44,000 19,000 -63,000 0 -63,000 0 -63,000 16,200 -79,000 

                          0 

50 units High 3,788,000 1,288,000 3,503,000 1,003,000 75,000 928,000 72,000 856,000 5,000 851,000 54,000 797,000 

urban sites High Mid 2,556,000 681,000 2,306,000 431,000 76,000 355,000 83,000 272,000 5,000 267,000 54,000 213,000 

  Mid 1,636,000 386,000 1,413,000 163,000 71,000 92,000 62,000 30,000 5,000 25,000 54,000 -29,000 

  Low Mid 618,000 18,000 432,000 -168,000 67,000 -235,000 0 -235,000 5,000 -240,000 54,000 -294,000 

  Low 124,000 4,000 -39,000 -159,000 66,000 -225,000 0 -225,000 5,000 -230,000 54,000 -284,000 

                          0 

100 units City Centre 148,000 -352,000 -279,000 -779,000 74,000 -853,000 172,000 -1,025,000 10,000 -1,035,000 108,000 -1,143,000 

urban sites High 6,940,000 940,000 6,365,000 365,000 151,000 214,000 159,000 55,000 10,000 45,000 108,000 -63,000 
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  High Mid 4,853,000 353,000 4,355,000 -145,000 151,000 -296,000 167,000 -463,000 10,000 -473,000 108,000 -581,000 

  Mid 3,202,000 202,000 2,764,000 -236,000 146,000 -382,000 127,000 -509,000 10,000 -519,000 108,000 -1,623,000 

  Low Mid 1,245,000 -5,000 884,000 -366,000 139,000 -505,000 0 -505,000 10,000 -515,000 108,000 -623,000 

  Low 292,000 42,000 -32,000 -282,000 139,000 -421,000 0 -421,000 10,000 -431,000 108,000 -539,000 

                          0 
Non urban 
sites High Mid 2,556,000 1,806,000 2,306,000 1,388,000 76,000 1,312,000 83,000 1,229,000 5,000 1,224,000 54,000 1,170,000 

50 units Mid 1,636,000 1,136,000 1,413,000 745,000 71,000 674,000 77,000 597,000 5,000 592,000 54,000 538,000 

                          0 
Non urban 
sites High Mid 4,853,000 3,053,000 4,355,000 2,239,000 151,000 2,088,000 129,000 1,959,000 10,000 1,949,000 108,000 1,841,000 

100 units Mid 3,202,000 2,002,000 2,764,000 1,248,000 146,000 1,102,000 119,000 983,000 10,000 973,000 108,000 865,000 

                            

Office                           

4000 sq m City Centre 1,363,000 1,163,000 N/A N/A N/A N/A 137,000 1,026,000 10,000 1,016,000 N/A 1,006,000 

2000 sq m High Negative N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A   N/A 5,000 Negative N/A N/A 

2000 sq m Mid Negative N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A   N/A 5,000 Negative N/A N/A 

2000 sq m Low Negative N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A   N/A 5,000 Negative N/A N/A 

Comparison 
Retail                 N/A         

11000 sqm City Centre 
17,788,00

0 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 310,000 N/A 27,500 N/A N/A N/A 
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FIGURE 13B:  GATESHEAD: SITE VIABILITY OUTCOMES  
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Residential                        

High 54,000 -26,000 53,000 -27,000 3,726 -30,726 0 -30,726 1,080 -31,806  

High Mid 25,000 -35,000 24,000 -36,000 3,726 -39,726 0 -39,726 1,080 -40,806  

Mid 6,000 -34,000 5,000 -35,000 3,726 -38,726 0 -38,726 1,080 -39,806  

Low Mid -14,000 -29,000 -15,000 -30,000 3,027 -33,027 0 -33,027 1,080 -34,107  

1 unit 
urban site 
  
  
  Low -23,000 -26,000 -24,000 -27,000 3,027 -30,027 0 -30,027 1,080 -31,107  

                         

High 1,291,000 631,000 1,196,000 536,000 51,699 484,301 0 484,301 16,200 468,101  

High Mid 846,000 351,000 764,000 269,000 49,603 219,397 0 219,397 16,200 203,197  

Mid 528,000 198,000 460,000 130,000 43,082 86,918 0 86,918 16,200 70,718  

Low Mid 199,000 49,000 140,000 -10,000 37,726 -47,726 0 -47,726 16,200 -63,926  

15 units 
urban sites 
  
  
  Low 36,000 6,000 -14,000 -44,000 37,726 -81,726 0 -81,726 16,200 -97,926  

                         

High 3,788,000 1,288,000 3,503,000 1,003,000 156,028 846,972 5,000 841,972 54,000 787,972  

High Mid 2,556,000 681,000 2,306,000 431,000 152,535 278,465 5,000 273,465 54,000 219,465  

Mid 1,636,000 386,000 1,413,000 163,000 141,823 21,177 5,000 16,177 54,000 -37,823  

Low Mid 618,000 18,000 432,000 -168,000 129,946 -297,946 5,000 -302,946 54,000 -356,946  

50 units 
urban sites 
  
  
  Low 124,000 4,000 -39,000 -159,000 127,850 -286,850 5,000 -291,850 54,000 -345,850  

                         

High 6,940,000 940,000 6,365,000 365,000 305,070 59,930 10,000 49,930 108,000 -58,070  

High Mid 4,853,000 353,000 4,355,000 -145,000 305,070 -450,070 10,000 -460,070 108,000 -568,070  

100 units 
urban sites 
  
  Mid 3,202,000 202,000 2,764,000 -236,000 291,680 -527,680 10,000 -537,680 108,000 -645,680  
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Low Mid 1,245,000 -5,000 884,000 -366,000 274,796 -640,796 10,000 -650,796 108,000 -758,796    

Low 292,000 42,000 -32,000 -282,000 274,796 -556,796 10,000 -566,796 108,000 -674,796  

                        

High Mid 2,556,000 1,806,000 2,306,000 1,388,000 152,535 1,235,465 5,000 1,230,465 54,000 1,176,465  Non urban 
sites 
50 units Mid 1,636,000 1,136,000 1,413,000 745,000 141,823 603,177 5,000 598,177 54,000 544,177  

                         

High Mid 4,853,000 3,053,000 4,355,000 2,239,000 305,070 1,933,930 10,000 1,923,930 108,000 1,815,930  Non urban 
sites 
100 units Mid 3,202,000 2,002,000 2,764,000 1,248,000 291,680 956,320 10,000 946,320 108,000 838,320  

                         

Office                        

High Negative N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 5,000 Negative N/A N/A  

Mid Negative N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 5,000 Negative N/A N/A  2000 sq m 

Low Negative N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 5,000 Negative N/A N/A  
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4.51 In addition to notional scheme testing, proposed Allocated Sites, a selection from 
the Development Opportunity Areas and a selection of SHLAA sites of different 
sizes and across different value areas have been tested for viability.  These are 
presented in Appendix 7. The sites to be tested are set out in Figure 14 and 15. 
Note that the City Centre Key Sites at Stephenson’s Quarter and Science Central 
(Policies C2 and D2) have commenced planning permissions and are not 
considered necessary for testing. 
 
 

FIGURE 14 NEWCASTLE SITES FOR ASSESSMENT 

Address Type of Site Ward 
Capacity 

2013-2030 
Profile 
Value 

1. The Malings / East Bank 
(former Ice Factory & 
Heaney Works) 

SHLAA1078  

Table 1 

Byker 76 High Mid 

2. Princes Bingo Hall, 
Rokeby Street 

SHLAA2788 

Table 1 

Lemington 10 Low 

3. Westerhope Centre, 
Newbiggin Lane, 
Westerhope 

SHLAA5095  

Table 1 

Woolsington 20 Mid 

4. Jesmond Nursery SHLAA5305  

Table 1 

East 
Gosforth 

50 Mid 

5. Westgate Community 
College (north), Grange 
Road 

SHLAA4484  

Table 1 

Fenham 60 Mid 

6. East Pilgrim Street, City 
Centre 

Key Site (NC2)  

Site 1 

Westgate 250 City Centre 

7. ForthYards, City Centre Development 
Opportunity Site 
(D3) Site 2 

Elswick 528 City Centre 

8. Newburn Area of Change  
AOC1 Site 3 

Lemington 1000 Mid 

9. Lower, Middle and Upper 
Callerton  

Neighbourhood 
Growth Area NN1 
Site 4 

Newburn/ 
Woolsington 

3000 High Mid 

10. Kingston Park/Kenton 
Bank Foot 

Neighbourhood 
Growth Area NN2 
Site5 

Woolsington 800 High Mid 

11. Newbiggin Hall Neighbourhood 
Growth Area NN3 
Site 6 

Woolsington 360 Mid 

12. Newcastle Great Park Neighbourhood 
Growth Area NN4 
Site 7 

Castle  1200 High Mid 

13. Dinnington Village Growth Area 
NV1 Site8 

 Castle 250 High Mid 
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14. Hazlerigg/ Wideopen Village Growth Area 
NV2 Sites 9/10 

Castle/ 
Parkland  

500 Mid/High 
Mid 

15. Throckley Village Growth Area 
NV3 Site 11 

Newburn  550 Mid 

16. Newcastle Airport Key Employment 
Area KEA1  Site 12 

Woolsington Commercial Commercial 
High 

        

 
4.52 There is no stated threshold value for City Centre sites as it is extremely difficult 

to establish a threshold value as these developments tend to involve existing 
buildings being remodelled and extended as opposed to being bare development 
sites. The nature of the Newcastle market is that there are complex ownership 
arrangements in place and inevitably the price that a seller would be prepared to 
sell a site at will already have substantial existing use value plus a premium to 
incentivise the sale, and as such bare development sites are not usually traded.  
Assembling a site for development will necessitate assembling a number of 
properties often in disparate ownerships hence the tendency to remodel existing 
premises to make them fit for purpose for the current retail market.  
 

4.53 Overall the viability outcomes for the sites in Figure 14 as set out in Appendix 7 
indicate significant viability. In relation to urban SHLAA sites, with the exception 
for the Rokeby Street site in a Low value profile area which displayed marginal 
viability, most sites could bear the full affordable housing cost. However, when 
added to negotiable developer contribution model costs sites 4 and 5 indicate 
that the sites would not be able to bear affordable housing enabling contributions 
as well as pre CIL full developer contribution costs. Site 5 is adjacent to the 
Westgate sports facility and thus may not require full wider impact for open 
space, sports and recreation costs, it is owned by the City Council and allocated 
for mixed use development in the Benwell Scotswood Area Action Plan. Site 4 is 
also owned by the City Council and located in a school planning area which is 
forecast to have a negative surplus capacity at primary age over the plan period. 
(See section 5.2-5.11 below on Council initiatives to support delivery).  
 

4.54 The sites tested in Gateshead are similarly a range of brownfield sites and 
Allocated Sites:  
 

FIGURE 15 GATESHEAD SITES FOR ASSESSMENT 

Address Type of Site Ward 
Capacity 

2013-2030 
Profile 
Value 

1. Brandling Village, 
Felling 

SHLAA G1 

Table 2 

Birtley 240 Low 

2. Clasper Village, Teams 
SHLAA GN27  

Table 2 

Felling 173 Low Mid 

3. Former Dunston Hill 
Primary School 

SHLAA G67  

Table 2 

Dunston & 
Teams 

33 Mid 

4. Former Axwell Park 
Primary School 

SHLAA G42 

Table 2 

Dunston Hill & 
Wickham 

51 High Mid 

5. High Spen Industrial SHLAA G354 Chopwell & 30 Mid 
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Park Table 2 Rowlands 

6. Exemplar 
Neighbourhood 

Key Site (SG1) Bridges 1000 Mid 

7. Metrogreen Area of Change  
AOC2 

Dunston & 
Teams; 
Whickham 
North 

850 High Mid 

Mid 

Low 

8. Dunston Hill Neighbourhood 
Growth Area GN1  

Dunston Hill & 
Whickham East 

550 High Mid 

9. Chopwell Village Growth Area 
GV1 

Chopwell & 
Rowlands 

385 Mid 

10. Crawcrook (South) Village Growth Area 
GV2a 

Crawcrook & 
Greenside 

197 High Mid 

11. Crawcrook (North) Village Growth Area 
GV2b 

Crawcrook & 
Greenside 

174 High Mid 

12. Highfield Village Growth Area 
GV3 

Chopwell & 
Rowlands 

55 High Mid 

13. High Spen Village Growth Area 
GV4 

Winlaton & 
High Spen 

174 High Mid 

14. Kibblesworth Village Growth Area 
GV5 

Lamesley 225 High Mid 

15. Ryton Village Growth Area 
GV6 

Ryton, Crookhill 
& Stella 

530 High Mid 

16. Sunniside (South) Village Growth Area 
GV7a 

Whickham 
South & 
Sunniside 

83 High Mid 

17. Sunniside (North) Village Growth Area 
GV7b 

 Whickham 
South & 
Sunniside 

48 High Mid 

18. Follingsby Key Employment 
Area KEA1  Site 12 

Wardley & 
Leam Lane 

90,000 sqm Commercial 
High 

 
 
4.55 The sites tested in Gateshead show that basic delivery is possible across the 

value areas. Sites in our mid, high mid and high areas can bear the full cost of 
affordable housing. The low and low mid areas, including sites in Clasper Village 
and Brandling Village, cannot bear this cost. However, the Council will work with 
developers and the Homes and Communities Agency to access public funding to 
ensure an appropriate range of housing types in these zones. Also, these 
particular sites – along with the majority of housing sites in the low and mid low 
areas – are in Council ownership, and therefore the Authority has the opportunity 
to be flexible with its land asset to bring forward development. (See section 5.2-
5.11 below on Council initiatives to support delivery). The negotiable developer 
contributions may not be borne by the high mid site, but not the mid sites if 
affordable housing is to be provided. 
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5. Delivery Interventions 
 
5.1 Securing investment to regenerate our inner city areas is fundamental to both 

Newcastle City Council and Gateshead Council. Paragraph 10.13 of the Core 
Strategy and Urban Core Plan reflects the presumption that brownfield sites in 
the urban area should be prioritised. This is critical to principles of sustainability, 
of making the most of our neighbourhood and infrastructure assets within the 
existing built up area, but also to minimise the need to alter the Green Belt 
boundary. The North of England continues to experience difficulties in delivery of 
commercial and residential development. The Core Strategy and Urban Core 
Plan whilst aspirational, recognises this challenging market. Thus the Plan does 
not propose significant policy costs but rather is focussed on facilitating delivery 
with associated enabling/ essential infrastructure alongside affordable housing 
requirements. 

 
Residential 

 
5.2 Making the most of underused or vacant sites in the Low and Low Mid profile 

areas and continuing to deliver dwellings to help meet the housing targets is 
challenging, particularly without the levels of public subsidy that have previously 
been available through the Housing Market Renewal (HMR) areas and Homes 
and Communities Agency (HCA). 

 
5.3 Gateshead and Newcastle Councils are working on specific programmes to 

stimulate delivery of housing. They are also working together as part of the City 
Deal programme, aligned to the Accelerated Development Zone /Tax Incremental 
Funding awarded to Gateshead and Newcastle in 2013. Through the Newcastle 
Gateshead Housing Advisory Group a City Deal Housing Investment Plan is 
being prepared – a commitment between the two authorities and the HCA as part 
of the transition from the Housing Market Renewal programme. The plan will be 
about aligning partner decisions to maximise impact. The alignment particularly 
applies to potential investment by the HCA and the LEP, transport and economic 
infrastructure plans and commercial market opportunities. Its aim is to attract 
other public and private investment, and to sequence activity so sites do not 
unhelpfully compete against each other. 

 
5.4 In Newcastle, the Council has a range of housing projects underway and in the 

planning stages. In the west end area of Scotswood, the New Tyne West 
Development Company has started on site to build 1,800 new homes working 
with two house builders (Barratts and Keepmoat). In Walker the Council has a 
legal agreement with a housing company to help deliver 715 new homes.  

 
5.5 Newcastle City Council has set aside funding for a rolling programme of 

brownfield site interventions, which together with other delivery interventions with 
partner organisations  is expected to help bring forward around 900 new 
dwellings on sites across our Low and Low Mid value zones and a further 300 in 
Mid value zones. The Council has a track record of facilitating delivery of homes 
in the lower value areas through making the most use of local authority owned 
land to stimulate development.  
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5.6 In the Low Mid and Low residential profile areas where sites are not always 
viable the Council has extensive land ownership. As part of the SHLAA and 
Strategic Land Review database of urban sites in Newcastle the following table 
stipulates the percentage of sites that are Council owned and thus have greater 
likelihood of delivery despite not meeting the threshold value. Of note from Figure 
15a is in the Low and Low Mid areas 99% of the sites are publically owned- this 
reflects that historically the sites have been mostly assembled through past 
demolition of low demand Council housing stock. 

 
 FIGURE 16:   NEWCASTLE RESIDENTIAL SITES IN PUBLIC LAND OWNERSHIP 

Value band 
Total 

capacity 
2013-2030 

Of which: 
public or 

third sector

% of total 
capacity 

2013-2030 
High – Urban Core 1,058 706 67% 
High-Mid – Urban Core 1,040 317 30% 
High (Non-Urban) 328 161 49% 
High-Mid (Non-Urban) 7,853 129 2% 
Mid 3,352 1,512 45% 
Low-Mid 2,261 2,241 99% 
Low 1,302 1,284 99% 
Total  17,194 6,350 37% 

 
5.7 Affordable housing is typically provided in the Low /Low Mid profile areas, 

delivered through a number of measures, including, Council best consideration, 
housing revenue accounts, grant funding and reserves from registered providers. 

 
5.8 In Gateshead, the Council has signed a joint venture partnership with Home 

Group and Galliford Try. The award winning partnership – called the Gateshead 
Regeneration Partnership (GRP) – plans to build around 2,400 new homes over 
the next 15-20 years. These will be on 19 sites across the borough in each of the 
value zones and cover 70 hectares of land – including the majority of the 
Exemplar Neighbourhood site. The partnership uses the principle of harnessing 
the income generated in higher value areas to offset the costs of bringing forward 
sites in the lower value areas. It also means being less reliant on central 
government funding, leading to development of some important regeneration 
sites that will greatly improve the choice of homes available to people wanting to 
live in Gateshead. Planning applications for the first three sites have been 
submitted – 245 large family homes in Birtley (in the High value zone); plus 16 
two and three bed family homes in Deckham and 103 three and four bed family 
homes in Bensham, both in the Low Mid zone.  

 
5.9 Regeneration work is also a priority in Gateshead. Six redevelopment schemes 

are underway that will replace low demand or obsolete estates on Council owned 
land with around 1,070 modern family homes – of which at least 240 will be 
delivered by the GRP. Demolition is underway at Chandless Estate, Ravensworth 
Road and Brandling Estate, Bleach Green and Clasper Village – providing vacant 
sites ready for a developer, which will entice investment in our mid and low mid 
value areas. The public land ownership rate is also high in Gateshead in the 
Low/Low Mid areas – see Figure 17. 
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 FIGURE 17:  GATESHEAD RESIDENTIAL SITES IN PUBLIC LAND OWNERSHIP  

(Land owned by Council/other public sector. Source – SHLAA Update Report July 2013, ‘Suitable 
Sites’ excl. Metrogreen) 
 

Value band 
Total capacity 

2013-2030 

Of which: 
public or third 

sector 

% of total 
capacity 

2013-2030 

High 653 477 73% 
High-Mid 400 20 5% 
Mid 1421 1108 78% 
Low-Mid 1746 1222 70% 
Low 407 309 76% 
Total  4627 3136 68% 

 
5.10 At Metrogreen, the intention is to produce an Area Action Plan to guide 

development. The aim is to identify public funding opportunities to deliver the 
strategic fluvial and surface water costs, leaving the private sector to deliver the 
site infrastructure requirements (e.g. remediation) and local contributions (e.g. 
green infrastructure, local road network). There is strong interest in the area from 
home builders, and the Council is already speaking to a number of external 
funding bodies to secure the necessary support. 
 

5.11 Newcastle has delivered 1,415 gross housing completions in the period April 
2010 to March 2013 and the delivery of new homes in Low and Low Medium 
value areas accounted for almost 20% of the total. In Gateshead 1,095 homes 
were completed from 2010/11 to 2012/13. 

 
Commercial 
 
5.12 The economic growth of core cities and urban centres, such as Newcastle and 

Gateshead are fundamental to the growth of the national economy. The 
Gateshead and Newcastle Core Strategy and Urban Core Plan is fundamental to 
directing and supporting growth in the sectors and central sustainable locations 
that will help to deliver the economic growth that the NE demands.  

 
5.13 The Councils are committed to facilitating economic growth. In Newcastle the 

Walker Riverside Enterprise Zone has a Local Development Order simplifying the 
planning processes and permissions required for economic activity. In 
Gateshead, over £10m of funding has been secured from ERDF and Single 
Programme over the last five years to facilitate economic development in the 
urban core. 

 
5.14 In the future, there are opportunities to bid for the next round of ERDF 2014-2020 

(programme currently being developed) and through the LEP, there is £25m of 
Growing Places Fund (GPF) and £30m of Regional Growth Funds (RGF) 
available for investment in capital projects that will drive local economic growth. 
Some funding commitments have already been made from the £25m GPF 
allocation. The North East Investment Fund (NEIF) will operate as a revolving 
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investment fund to support development   Repaid funding will be used to support 
further investment in the future. Newcastle International Airport development sites 
are an example of those that could benefit from such infrastructure funding. 

 
Economic Development and Regional Working 
 
5.15 Together the local authorities are also recognising the need for greater regional 

collaboration to achieve common goals.  This finds its focus in the North East 
Local Enterprise Partnership (NE LEP) but also via the emerging combined 
authority. The seven NE LEP local authorities have collaborated and are currently 
consulting on a Draft Strategic Economic Plan18. 

 
5.16 There have been significant changes to the economic development landscape 

and the availability and mechanisms of public sector funding in recent years, 
which have reduced institutional capacity to co-ordinate and align funds around 
wider economic priorities. Despite impressive growth before the downturn, the 
North East as a whole is currently suffering considerable effects of the recession 
which must be addressed.   

 
5.17 The creation of the North East LEP has brought a greater focus to economic 

development and there have been significant projects funded by both Regional 
Growth Fund and Growing Places Fund, as well as through the Newcastle City 
Deal. However with new funding opportunities and policies on the horizon, 
including the Single Local Growth Fund and the EU Structural and Investment 
Funds 2014-2020, there is an added impetus to ensure the North East is 
maximising the use of these new funds alongside existing local resources, 
together with our understanding of the strengths and challenges of our economy.  

 
5.18 Economic analysis from the OECD demonstrates that strategy integration across 

key policy domains can deliver economic benefits at a regional level. It 
emphasises the importance of institutional capacity at the functional spatial level, 
a level which would be consistent with the proposed LA7 Area. This is supported 
by the recommendations of the recent North East Independent Economic 
Review.19 In short, a Combined Authority (CA) with appropriate resources offers 
the most beneficial option to enhance the region’s ability to address its underlying 
economic challenges.  

 
5.19 The CA should be a streamlined and strategically focussed body, appropriately 

resourced to provide strong research, intelligence and advocacy functions. It can 
additionally support Area-wide functions around the co-ordination of funding 
streams, seeking investment and collective sourcing, and other responsibilities 
devolved from central government and other agencies. As a result of utilising 
resources already held in the LA7 and the LEP, set up costs will be lower and will 
not undermine efficiency arguments.  

 
5.20 The new combined authority will:  

                                                 
18  More and Better Jobs Draft North East Strategic Economic Plan December 2013 
19 North East Independent Economic Review, April 2013, Commissioned by the 
North East Local Enterprise Partnership - http://www.nelep.co.uk/media/2935/nelep-independent-
economic-review-report.pdf 
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 Facilitate closer partnership working and is consistent with the 
recommendations of the recent North East Independent Economic Review.  

 Through a co-ordinated approach to tackling the Area’s priorities, increase 
the effectiveness and efficiency of the relevant functions and improve 
outcomes for local people. 

 Through stronger centralised evidence collection and analysis functions, 
improve the exercise of statutory functions.  

 Lead to an improvement in the economic conditions of the Area. 
 

New Development Deals 
 
5.21 New Development Deals (NDDs), commonly known as Accelerated Development 

Zones (ADZs), were introduced through the Local Government Finance Bill. They 
are based on the principles that underpin Tax Increment Financing (“TIF”)20 to 
unlock significant developments opportunities, by providing additional upfront 
finance for infrastructure investment.  

 
5.22 TIF is a finance mechanism which allows local authorities to use anticipated 

future tax receipts to support upfront investment in their local area. TIF does not 
involve levying additional taxation, rather it involves borrowing against the 
forecast tax increment that accrues from additional development, in order to 
finance the enabling infrastructure required to allow that additional development 
to take place. 

 
5.23 Prior to the measures announced in the Local Government Finance Bill, councils 

were unable to undertake TIF because they did not retain their business rates. 
Since April 2013 they are able to retain a share in business rates and will be able 
to use that to borrow against future business rates receipts within the existing 
prudential borrowing rules.  

 
5.24 In addition, to support and encourage local authorities to use their new flexibilities 

to bring forward larger scale infrastructure projects with longer term borrowing 
periods, the Government introduced Enterprise Zones and NDDs that provide 
long term certainty over the retention of business rates revenues, guaranteeing 
the billing authority will retain all future business rates revenues from within a pre-
defined area, the ADZ, for at least 25 years.   

 
5.25 Ring fencing business rates revenues in this way can make significant sums 

available to a local authority over a long term period which could be used to 
finance infrastructure projects with longer term repayment periods.  

 
5.26 Further to agreeing the Newcastle City Deal with Government in July 2012 and 

an implementation plan in September, the Department for Communities and 
Local Government (DCLG) have since confirmed that through the NDD, 
Newcastle and Gateshead Councils will be able to retain all growth in business 
rate income across the ADZ sites for 25 years. These powers enable the 
Councils additional capacity to borrow funds for investment in economic 

                                                 
20  See Appendix R in the Employment Land Review ( 2014) on the City Deal  
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infrastructure priorities in key employment growths sites, including Science 
Central, Stephenson Quarter, Gateshead Quays and Baltic Business Quarter. 
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6.  Conclusion 
 
6.1 This document sets out the methodology used, the key assumptions adopted, 

and the results, and has been prepared to assist the Council with the assessment 
of the viability of the Core Strategy and Urban Core Plan.  Extensive and detailed 
consultation has taken place and whilst there was not universal agreement a 
broad consensus on most matters was achieved. 

 
6.2 In Chapters 4 and 5 we set out the results of a range of appraisals considering 

the impact on viability of individual policies and the different levels of developer 
contributions that residential development can bear.  The purpose of this analysis 
is to inform the plan making process.  As set out in Chapter 2 above the NPPF 
introduced a requirement to assess the viability of the delivery of Local Plan and 
the impact on development of policies contained within it. This needs to be 
considered in the fourth bullet point of paragraph 182 of the NPPF that requires 
that the Plan is effective. 

 
6.3 For residential development, it is clear from Figure 13A and Figure 13B that: 

 The High, High Mid and Mid areas within urban and non urban sites, with 
the exception of single dwellings and city centre single use residential 
development, are positive even with an assumed s106 enabling cost 
imposed. Mixed use development in the City Centre is anticipated and site 
testing has shown as viable. 

 Typical sites in the Mid Low and Low value areas are not currently viable. 
However, there are a number of Council led initiatives that will bring 
forward housing with a high percentage of Council or third sector public 
ownership of sites.  

 A typical site should be able to bear the affordable housing policy costs at 
15% for schemes of 15 dwellings or more as proposed by the Plan. 

 
6.4 The results in relation to employment uses are reflective of the current difficult 

market. It can be concluded that the cumulative impact of the policies within the 
Plan does not threaten or put the Development Plan at risk, because it imposes 
very little policy burden on these development types.  It is not the Council’s 
policies that render them unviable – it is a factor of the current very difficult 
economic climate.  This sets the Council a real challenge when it comes to 
showing that the Plan is deliverable.  The Councils, in their capacity as Planning 
Authority, are not developers and can only provide an environment conducive for 
development.  This is particularly difficult at a time of budgetary constraint, and 
where economic development has traditionally relied on public sector grant. 

 
6.5 The Councils will need to show that they are doing what they can to facilitate 

development throughout the economic cycle. The Councils have a strong track 
record of past initiatives in this regard, although it must be noted that in the 
current economic climate there is little government money to provide such help.  
These include: 

 Being an active partner in the Local Enterprise Partnership (LEP) to 
secure any available external funding to the priority areas. 
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 Using CIL, other developer contributions and publicly owned land to 
enable high quality employment space to continue to be developed.  

  
6.6 What is clear is that the cumulative impact of the Local Plan’s preferred policies 

do not have an adverse impact on the delivery of housing in the lower Value 
Zones as development in that area is not wholly viable in any case. 
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Appendix 1 Consultation Statement- CIL Preliminary Draft Charging Schedule Consultation Responses 
 

Respondent 
(and Ref.) 

Officer Response Consultation Comments / Summary 

Natural 
England 

Evidence on green infrastructure and 
associated standards are under review and 
expected to support policy within the 
forthcoming Development Management DPDs. 
This matter is under consideration as part of 
our development of a Regulation 123 list 

Consider funding for open spaces- We advise the Council considers how the local 
plan will achieve conformity with NPPF and whether CIL monies will be required 
to deliver the Council’s Core Strategy policies, in particular with respect to green 
infrastructure provision. The Council may wish to make provision within the CIL to 
enable funding for essential green infrastructure in the event of a strategic funding 
gap and where such an investment would represent good value for money 

Tyne and 
Wear 
Pensions 
Fund 
(Savills) 

Comments noted. The Tyne and Wear Pension's Fund, who are owners of Benfield Business Park 
in Walkergate, agrees that if CIL is to be introduced, that the Council's use of a 
variable rate for residential development is appropriate and that locations such as 
Walker gate should not be required to pay the levy as it is likely that in some 
areas of the city that CIL charges could make proposals economically unviable.  

1. Northumbria University has charitable status providing education and investing 
in infrastructure projects and considers that University development should be 
excluded from the charges. 

Northumbria 
University 

Newcastle City Council will follow statutory CIL 
Regulations pertaining to charitable 
development. Viable, commercial development 
will be charged CIL. 2. The Council should consider reducing or removing charges for shared 

accommodation (C3/C4/ sui generis) as it could be a disincentive to development, 
particularly if it is being developed by the University or a higher education body.   

1. Requests a different approach to varying categories of residential development, 
clarifying the any proposed costs for specialist accommodation, particularly for the 
elderly and ‘extra care’ use class C2. 

Planning 
Bureau on 
behalf of 
McCarthy 
and Stone 

The Council will consider whether to review the 
viability of specialist accommodation before 
publishing its Draft Charging Schedule. 

2. Specialist accommodation for the elderly should be charged only for the 
saleable areas excluding communal areas that are more expensive to provide 
than a standard flatted scheme. 

1. Evidence relating to the implications of revised development growth needs to 
be re-examined, with resulting implications for the Infrastructure Delivery Plan 
helping to justify CIL. 

Highways 
Agency 

Comments noted. 

2. Agency supports the approach taken in developing CIL to towards the cost and 
new and improved transport infrastructure. 
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1. Object to retail rate of £128/sq m for city centre and other A class development  

2. Finer grain analysis should be undertaken to justify a retail charge in the City 
Centre to reflect likely development of future comparison retail schemes within 
large floorplate units. 

3. In comparison to retail charges elsewhere, the Council is requested to consider 
setting a £0 or nominal low rate for in-centre retail development. 

1. The CIL Guidance makes it clear that 
differential rates of CIL can be set by different 
areas and for different uses, based on 
assessments of viability (CIL Guidance, 
paragraphs 34, 35, 36 and 37). 
2. Add additional retail notation and 
assumptions for large scale city centre 
comparison retail will be prepared the update 
of VA Report Stage 2. 
3. PDCS Rates are related to local viability 
assessments. 
4. Discretionary relief policies relate to 
charitable status of applicant. 
  4. Request that a discretionary relief policy is built into the CIL 

 5. Comment noted. 5. Support instalments policy and request that policy is identified on the schedule 
itself not in developer guidance. 
6. The application of differential rates for retail development (as opposed to 
geographic areas) is contrary to CIL Regulations. 

Capital 
Shopping 
Centres 
(650627) 

6. The CIL Guidance makes it clear that 
differential rates of CIL can be set by different 
areas and for different uses, based on 
assessments of viability (CIL Guidance, 
paragraphs 34, 35, 36 and 37).                           
7. The Harman Guidance is clear that the 
BCIS is the correct starting point – however we 
will review evidence submitted through 
consultation, and adopt if necessary. 

7. Suggested detailed revised cost and land value assumptions for city centre 
retail (see letter for details). Build costs are too low, benchmark values are 
underestimated, plot ratio is unrealistic, allowance for developer profit and 
professional fees are too low, an allowance should be made for s106 and the 
allowance for rent free periods is too short for a larger city centre type retail 
scheme. 

Banks Support noted. Agree with the conclusion that Hazlerigg is in the mid-value range suggested in 
the Council’s plan and support its exclusion from CIL (residential) charging. This 
does not mean that the site will not contribute benefits via Section 106 and/or 
affordable housing 

Tesco Comments noted. 1. Concerned that the retail rates may not have struck the right balance between 
the desirability of funding infrastructure and the potential effects on the economic 
viability of development across the area. Tesco’s would like to explore potential 
issues at a later date. 
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Sport 
England 

Evidence on requirement for sporting facilities 
and associated standards are under review 
and expected to support policy within the 
forthcoming Development Management DPDs. 
This matter is under consideration as part of 
our development of a Regulation 123 list 

1. Objects to the perceived inadequacies of the Core Strategy evidence relating to 
demand for sporting facilities and thus to the scope of the potential use of CIL 
monies. 

1. The CIL Guidance makes it clear that 
differential rates of CIL can be set by different 
areas and for different uses, based on 
assessments of viability (CIL Guidance, 
paragraphs 34, 35, 36 and 37). 

1. Consider that the Council has not achieved the right balance between funding 
infrastructure and its potential effects on economic viability of development. And 
suggests the Council fundamentally rethinks its approach to retail. Alternatively 
the Council should: 

2. Charges are based on viability of 
development use and by area. Our approach 
follows the principles of CIL and the CIL 
regulations.                                                           
3. Viability testing of supermarkets, smaller 
shops and retail warehousing indicate varying 
headroom and thus leading to varying rates. 
Further viability testing of retail schemes will 
be undertaken in VA Stage 2. 

• Adopts  a single  flat  rate  levy  across  all development within its boundaries 
and/or 

4. Clarification will be provided in Viability 
Assessment Stage 2. However the viability 
report suggests that the larger convenience 
stores produce higher values hence higher 
residuals. 

•  Applies   a  single   rate   to   all retail  uses, regardless  of   the   size   of   
development proposed; 

5. This is allowed under CLG's CIL Guidance 
(Dec '12) paragraph 35.  

•  Reduces  the  CIL charges for retail units  generally; 

6. S106 costs vary considerably for 
commercial development.   However, the 
available headroom allows for significant 
additional costs.  

•  Introduces exceptional circumstances relief; and 

Asda 
(Thomas 
Eggar) 

7. CLG's CIL Guidance (Dec '12) indicates the 
considerations for variable charge setting in 
paragraphs 34, 35, 36 and 37, and economic 
contribution is not included as a factor. 

• Produces   a draft staged payments policy   that   ensures   that   developers are 
not disadvantaged by submitting an application for full, rather than outline 
planning permission. 

P03



 53 

8. Exceptional circumstances can only be 
entered into by exception                                     
and cannot be part of a charging strategy for a 
non negotiable CIL levy. 

2. The retail charges are subsidising other forms of development with the 
consequence that there will be a disincentive to invest in retail sectors affected. 

 3. Adopting a differential size threshold for retail development is contrary to 
Regulation 13(1) and is not justified sufficiently. The viability modelling thresholds 
used in the Viability Assessment set out on page   9 do not reflect the size 
thresholds proposed for retail charging. Thus the Council's decision to levy 
differing CIL rates could be seen as unreasonably favouring smaller units and/or 
constituting a policy decision to support smaller units at the expense of larger 
units. 

  4. The viability modelling thresholds used in the Viability Assessment set out on 
page 9 do not reflect the size thresholds proposed for retail charging. Thus the 
Council's decision to levy differing CIL rates could be seen as unreasonably 
favouring smaller units and/or constituting a policy decision to support smaller 
units at the expense of larger units. 

5. The Council should consider whether in varying from the Use Classes Order 
the definition of use for retail charges have been correctly applied. 

  

6. The viability modelling for commercial developments is inadequate as it does 
not make an allowance for s106 contributions. Such costs can amount to £1m. 

  7. The retail charges do not recognise the importance of supermarkets in helping 
to rejuvenate and regenerate existing centres and surrounding areas, e.g. 
Newcastle Shopping Park in Byker has created 202 jobs recruited 89% from 
within 5 miles of the store. Where development is on brownfield sites that have 
been vacant for some time they are likely to have to pay the charge for the full 
floorspace rather than a deduction for pre-existing active floorspace. 

  8. The Council should adopt an exceptional circumstances relief thus for 
developments of marginal viability, allowing them to come forward as simply 
exempting them from s106 obligations is unlikely to be sufficient. 
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 9. /10. Comment noted. 
 

9. Support the intention of an instalments policy but request the Council considers 
that many major development projects are implemented in phases. It is requested 
that the council ensures that developers are not disadvantaged by submitting an 
application for full rather than outline planning permission. 

  10. Considers that historical s106 payments were raised disproportionately from a 
number of limited class of developments with the majority of minor developments 
allowed to proceed without such payments. 

 11. The Council is confident that it has 
complied with the Regulations and Guidance.     

11. It is suggested that CIL charges should be set on the basis of a district wide 
assessment of infrastructure need with the total cost being divided between the 
total planned developments anticipated. 

12. CIL charging mechanisms are based on 
viability of development rather than mitigating 
impact.  The Council is confident that it has 
complied with the Regulations and Guidance.  

12. The retail charges proposed do not reflect the costs for mitigating the impact 
of the type of development proposed. As new supermarkets are opening it can be 
argued that the infrastructure requirements are lessening as travel distances are 
lessening. 

 13. The Council is confident that it has 
complied with the Regulations and Guidance      

13. Some infrastructure projects to be funded by CIL may well have benefitted 
from s106 payments already. 

 14. & 15. CIL regulations indicate the 
methodology and that charge setting should be 
based on viability of development and 
geography. Exceptional relief mechanism 
should be used in exceptions only. 

14. Retail charges are disproportionately high compared to other types of 
development and across exempted geographic areas. 

  15. Suggest we charge a flat rate across development types and areas, applying 
exceptional relief where lack of viability is proven. 

1. The principle of the proposed CIL based on viability of development in 
geographic areas is supported. 
2. Queries the implementation and delivery of development with the 
implementation of CIL. 

Newcastle 
Citizens 
Advice 
Bureau 

An updated IDP and delivery information will 
be published with the Draft Charging 
Schedule. 
Co-ordination between areas is important for 
local plan making as required by the Duty to 
Co-operate in the Localism Act. It can also be 
important for infrastructure planning and CIL 
implementation of investment.  
 
 
 

3. Considers CIL should be levied consistently across the sub region to reduce 
market distortion and potentially not to disincentivise economic development and 
job creation. 
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1. Further needs and assessments ought to be undertaken to clarify the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan entries. Road proposals ought to be removed from 
the IDP.  

CPRE 1. An updated IDP, delivery information and 
evidence base will provide the evidence and 
need for infrastructure, which will be published 
alongside the Draft Charging Schedule and 
Submission Draft Plan. 
2. CIL regulations require CIL charges to be 
determined by viability, taking overall 
infrastructure costs into consideration and to 
be charged by £/sqm. 

2. Suggest CIL charges should be based on impact in infrastructure rather than 
viability of development. 

Environment 
Agency 

Comments noted. 1. No comments to make on the proposed draft charging schedule at this stage. 
We wish to be involved in the identification of projects that the CIL will be targeted 
towards, and we would therefore welcome further consultation once the CIL 
Regulation 123 List has been developed. 

Kevin Carrick 1. The principle of CIL is supported but it is the worst time to introduce CIL. CIL 
charges will frustrate or delay development  except for the highest value locations 
and uses ( prime retail/student accommodation) 

  2. The assumptions made to calculate the charge of commercial rents and yields 
are too high and rent periods too short in the present and foreseeable markets. 

  3. There is a need to ‘kick-start’ development.  Overall the introduction of CIL 
must be delayed until viable development is achieved.  This may be introduced 
incrementally e.g. for student accommodation and prime retail.  It may be 
introduced selectively e.g. a charge on urban area development for offices but not 
city centre, to encourage the economic regenerative effect to make the city centre 
of greater vitality and vibrancy. 

  4. CIL is not feasible for residential development in the city centre and brownfield 
but would be feasible within high value residential areas. 

  CIL is unlikely to be feasible on office, industrial and neighbourhood & retail 
(assuming food retail cross funds other parts). CIL is unlikely to be feasible on 
hotel development but needs to be tested on a case-by-case basis. 

  

1. Comments noted. However, CIL will be 
monitored and can be reviewed if the market 
changes. 
2. Viability Assessment Stage 1 used 
acknowledged public information sources, as 
per guidance. The VA Stage 2 report will be 
reviewed following consultation, including up-
to-date or more realistic assumptions derived 
from figures from Council, stakeholders and 
through consultation.  
3-5. The VA shows that certain uses are viable 
on current values and costs, and these will pay 
CIL.  
6. Co-ordination between areas is important for 
local plan making as required by the Duty to 
Co-operate in the Localism Act. It can also be 
important for infrastructure planning and CIL 
implementation of investment.  

5. Suggests a new approach to introducing CIL over time and location/uses to 
ensure viable development before the introduction of CIL. 
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  6. If CIL arrests development the economic growth of the region will be materially 
damaged and transfer to areas where CIL is not charged or is lower. The 
introduction of CIL requires a strategic approach to support and encourage 
economic development and job growth. 

1. On the whole it would appear that NCC has listened to developer concerns 
from consultation with developers on residential revenues, costs and 
development viability assumptions and consistency with the approved HCA 
toolkit, acceptable profit at 20% of revenue and the need for a land owner to be 
sufficiently incentivised -as now substantiated in the Harman ReviewNGP has 
had to “foot the bill” for extensive planning gain and there is no reason why other 
Greenfield development cannot do likewise.  

2. A well worded and justified Schedule 123 list will be required based upon 
robust evidence.  

Newcastle 
Great Park 
Consortium 

1. Support noted.2. The 123 list will be 
evidence based - an updated IDP and delivery 
information will be published with the Draft 
Charging Schedule.3. The Council is aware of 
the CIL regulations that do not allow double 
counting. Planning Obligations and the 
Regulation 123 list will be co-ordinated to 
ensure this does not happen. It is recognised 
that some areas may have existing planning 
obligation commitments and the extent of this 
will be reviewed for the Draft Charging 
schedule consultation. 

3. NGP is currently covered by CIL Zone A which would require any development 
to provide monies towards the Levy and is covered by an extensive S106 
agreement. This S106 agreement contains obligations for significant contributions 
above that which would be asked for as part of the CIL. The CIL 123 regulations 
state that CIL cannot be asked for on developments already tied into a S106 
Agreement and that already has an approved planning permission. This is the 
case for all of NGP and under the current situation none of NGP would be 
required to pay a CIL contribution.  
The S106 at NGP is extensive in the “collection” of planning gain provided which 
was recently renegotiated in September 2010. All aspects of NGP contribute to 
this package so if revisions are made from commercial to residential this does not 
start from the same position as other sites being “caught” by CIL. This is of huge 
concern to NGP and needs to be the subject of detailed discussions and 
agreement. It is however completely inappropriate to group NGP within any 
defined CIL zone and we object to it in the strongest terms  

Persimmon 
Homes 

1. Comment noted. 
2. Support noted. 
3. Currently, it is understood that CIL could 

1. It is good to see that significant areas including Brownfield land have been 
largely excluded from paying CIL as this would drastically reduce the viability of 
any development.  
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2. Generally the approach towards all sites within Green Belt having to pay CIL is 
supported as these sites have the potential capacity within their viability to provide 
more in terms of financial contributions.  

3. Newcastle Great Park is not within the Green Belt and is covered by an existing 
Planning Permission with an extensive S106 which provides well above the 
predicted CIL with regards to pounds per square meter. NGP should be not be 
covered by CIL and further conversations surrounding this are requested with the 
Council on this. 

only be charged in limited circumstances 
where an existing planning permission is 
resubmitted. CIL Regulation amendments (Dec 
2012) include a clause for potential reduction 
for strategic sites (where delivering S106 
funded infrastructure) and where existing sites 
with planning permission are re-submitted. 

  
1. Welcomes that CIL rates are proposed that ensure viability matters are a key 
part of preparing the PDCS and rates not proposed to be set at margins of 
economic viability.  

2. IDP evidence is not robust because; 
there is no assessment to determine the infrastructure on IDP schedule is 

necessary 
cost and phasing of infrastructure has not been robustly determined. 
There is a need to explore potential funding sources for infrastructure 

engaging with the private sector. 
Until the robust infrastructure planning is published it is not possible to comment 
on the proposed scale of CIL and whether the rates are sufficient to deliver 
infrastructure required. 

  
3. Supports the proposed use of CIL funding for strategic improvements to the 
highway network and education provision, but requests clarity form the Council as 
to what else the Council proposes to fund e.g. increasing the rate of delivery of 
urban brownfield sites. 

4. Viability Assessment comments: 

NLP on 
behalf of 
Northumber-
land Estates 
and Bellway 

1. Support noted. 
2. The evidence base will be developed and 
delivery, finances and phasing of necessary 
infrastructure will be set out in the IDP to 
support the Draft Charging Schedule and 
Submission Draft Plan. 
3. Viability Assessment Stage 1 used 
acknowledged public information sources, as 
per guidance. The VA Stage 2 report will be 
reviewed following consultation, including up-
to-date or more realistic assumptions derived 
from figures from Council, stakeholders and 
through consultation.  
4. Detailed comments welcomed and will be 
fed into VA Stage 2 update. Review of the 
viability data will be consistent with the 
evidence to support the Core Strategy and 
Urban Core Plan. 

need evidence of sites within zone 5 achieving residential sales values 
of £2,100 sq m and thus it’s use as an appropriate value in the mid-high value 
housing market areas. 

P03



 58 

The assumption of 30% discount rate for affordable housing units 
needs to be justified, requests evidence that RSLs would pay £1,470/sqm on 
properties in Newcastle

Supports principle of using BCIS build costs; 5% for contingencies and 
12% for professional and other fees; site acquisition fees

Clarity on whether abnormals have been assumed within the model.
Consider externals allowance should be15-20% rather than 10%.
Finance interest rate proposed is reasonable at 6.5% but a more 

cautious approach would be 8-10%
Would prefer council to use 6% marketing costs rather than 3%
Suggests using a revised affordable housing discount rather than 

assumption of profit on such units.
Supports the use and level of s106 costs per unit as long as it can be 

identified to cover specific measures.
Minimum uplift (benchmark values) should be reconsidered for 

residential development raising it from £129,907 to £500,000/ac to consider 
viability and CIL. 

The assessment concludes that there is no headroom for CIL to be paid 
by any sites within the existing urban area. The delivery of urban sites is 
questioned due to viability evidence and confirms NLP conclusions that less than 
a third of SHLAA sites actually have a realistic viable prospect of delivery. This 
being the case there is a consequent need for a significant uplift in the number of 
greenfield sites to meet the Council’s modest objectives of stopping the 
continuing loss of working age residents.

P03



 59 

The analysis that the Councils have carried out clearly identifies the difficulty of 
assessing the viability of development projects. The variables are many, and each 
site presents different problems and costs. The figures adopted are backward 
looking and not 'real time', and so are already out of date. At best therefore the 
calculation of 'headroom' is a generalisation and not a reflection of the viability of 
any individual project. Despite attempts to ensure that the levy does not impact on 
the delivery of desirable development that is precisely what it will do, unless there 
is a direct link to viability.  

The development industry in general accepts a need to fund infrastructure 
improvements that are consequential on a particular scheme. However, it is 
recognised in the study that much of the region suffers from a cost:value gap, 
which will only be bridged if occupational or end user demand improves. The 
impact of CIL will not be to inhibit high value high profit schemes. It will 
however inhibit marginally viable schemes in good areas, which are precisely 
those that are required to stimulate economic development.  

BNP Paribas 1. Viability Assessment Stage 1 used 
acknowledged public information sources, as 
per guidance. The VA Stage 2 report will be 
reviewed following consultation, including up-
to-date or more realistic assumptions derived 
from figures from Council, stakeholders and 
through consultation.  
2. CIL is a non negotiable charge and is limited 
to the mechanisms laid out in the CIL 
regulations.  

Insufficient commentary has been provided on what mitigation measures could be 
deployed to ensure development can go ahead, for example payment in kind, 
deferred payment schemes, viability assessments etc.  

Bill Naylor 1. Viability Assessment Stage 1 used 
acknowledged public information sources, as 
per guidance. The VA Stage 2 report will be 
reviewed following consultation, including up-
to-date or more realistic assumptions derived 
from figures from Council, stakeholders and 
through consultation.  
CIL Regulations and Guidance has been 
followed at all times. 

1. Questions the validity of any valuation based methodology for the calculation of 
this levy when for the last four years almost no development has taken place to 
validate the conclusions. Transactional evidence of both prices and rentals have 
been heavily influenced by a range of factors from oversupply (offices particularly) 
lack of funding for business, lack of funding for property development all of which 
arises from a general aversion to risk from all parties in the development process 
and in particular the occupiers who in the end analysis create value that this levy 
seeks to tax. 
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Caution has been applied to setting the rate. 2. This is a piece of London centric legislation and the latest in a line of failed 
attempts to tax development profits since 1945. It will fail as all the others have. It 
is particularly inappropriate at a time of crisis in property development where it is 
not possible to justify speculative development in any sector with the possible 
exception of the most prime retail schemes. I suggest that the valuation evidence 
is researched further and the levy set at the lowest possible rate to reduce as far 
as possible the risk of curtailing development proposals before they even start. 

1. The funding of such schemes is unsustainable, other objections apart. Though 
details are not clear at the moment, it has all the hallmarks of what is colloquially 
called a "Ponzi Scheme'. It has been said that developers will pay for the road. 
Given the likely level of CIL payments set against the possible final cost of the 
road (£60-75 million?), this assumption is implausible. If its funding is based on 
the City Deal arrangement, it will be funded by borrowing against future revenues 
which, in reality, are unlikely to grow to the necessary extent. This, in turn, will 
necessitate even further cuts in essential services. The lessons have not been 
learned from the rising costs of Private Finance Initiative. 4. 

Green 
Parties 
(Sandy 
Irvine) 

1. The evidence base will be developed and 
delivery, finances and phasing of necessary 
infrastructure will be set out in the IDP which 
will support the Draft Charging Schedule and 
Submission Draft Plan.  

2. We further object to the failure to spell out publicly and in proper detail the 
mechanics, not least underpinning cost calculations, of the Community 
Infrastructure Levy (CIL). Talk of ‘mitigation' has no meaning without such details. 
These include the likely impacts of any development (exacerbated flooding and 
sewage contamination risks, farm fragmentation, habitat loss, extra traffic levels 
and greater congestion, aggravated air and noise pollution, and so forth); the 
costs of full-scale mitigation; and evidence that there will be actual and timely 
payment of all those costs by those who will profit from planning permission. The 
evidence from public consultations suggests that the level of CILs will be 
inadequate; that there is exaggerated faith in the efficacy of technological ‘fixes' 
for problems such as flooding and wildlife habitat loss; and, further, that 
developers will be reluctant to pay in full for such mitigation. In other words, there 
will be irreparable damage while much of the cost of any remedial works will fall 
on a (depleted) public purse 
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1. This issues will be consulted on prior to or 
alongside the Draft Charging Schedule. 
2-4. Comment noted. This will be considered 
within VA Stage 2. Evidence/justification to 
support the comments would enable more 
thorough consideration. 
5. Values have been agreed with 
representatives from HBF. 
6. Comment noted. This will be considered 
within VA Stage 2. 
7. Comment noted. This will be considered 
within VA Stage 2. 

1.  Prior to the publication of the next stage Draft Charging Schedule, the Council 
should publish and consult on: 

Guidance on how to calculate the relevant ‘chargeable development’/ level of 
CIL
Guidance on liability to pay CIL/ Appeals process.

8. Values have been agreed with 
representatives from HBF and RICS. It is 
impossible to account for abnormal site 
conditions on a site by site basis in a study of 
this nature. Ground conditions vary throughout 
the city and in order to reflect this an allowance 
of 5% of costs has been made. 
9. Comment noted. This will be considered 
within VA Stage 2. We have used a published 
guide from VOA and updated accordingly. If 
comparables can be supplied by land owners 
we will consider these. 

Policy for payments by instalments.

Approach to payments in kind
Guidance on relief from CIL and a policy on exceptional circumstances for relief 
from CIL.
Draft Regulation 123 list – outlines what the Council expects to be funded from 
CIL.

9. Comment noted. This will be considered 
within VA Stage 2. We have used a published 
guide from VOA and updated accordingly. If 
comparables can be supplied by land owners 
we will consider these.  

Details on what will be charged by Section 106.

15. Taylor 
Wimpey 
(Steve 
Willcock) 

10-15. Comment noted. This will be 
considered within VA Stage 2. 11. The 
purpose of CIL is to be set at a level where it 
does not affect viability.  Adding additional 

2.  The house type mix in the Residential Scheme Types at Figure 4 of the VA are 
not reflective of current market requirements or of the majority of sites likely to be 
paying CIL. Suggest that scheme types D & E are revised, to include 50 and 100 
units, at more realistic densities, sizes and net area (see Submission). 
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costs in the mature housing areas may cause 
a landowner not to sell thus effecting delivery 
of housing.  In out of town areas current land 
value are around £12,500/ha - so we have 
based benchmark value on the hope value to 
current landowners if this site got planning 
consent for residential.   

3.  The PDCS proposes three Residential Rates/Zones. The Zone A land due 
south of the A696 (Newbiggin Hall, Westerhope etc.) is clearly a weaker housing 
market than the remainder of Zone A. Taylor Wimpey therefore suggests that four 
Residential Rates should apply, i.e. the addition of a Zone ‘C’ to the land due 
south of the A696. 

  4.  Taylor Wimpey considers the average revenues applied to the low and mid/low 
residential value bands are about right. However, the average revenues for high, 
high/mid and mid bands appear to be over-inflated. 

  5.  Revenue from a Registered Provider for social rented or affordable rented 
products generates only 50-60% of market value. Combining a ‘middle ground’ 
revenue of 55% of market value (for the 75% rented units) with a revenue of 70% 
of market value (for the 25% intermediate tenure units) would generate a blended 
affordable housing revenue of 58.75% of market value. The figure of 58.75% of 
market value would therefore provide a more accurate representation of 
achievable affordable housing revenues in line with emerging Core Strategy 
policy requirements. 

  6.  It is noted that the Headroom Calculations apply the gross land values. This is 
incorrect as it is the price that is actually paid for the land that should be applied, 
i.e. the net land value which includes the payment of stamp duty, and legal and 
agent’s fees.  

  7.  Build costs, fees, finance and developer profit are all about right with the 
exception of sales and marketing costs which are too low at 3%. The HCA’s EVA 
Toolkit suggests 6% which aligns with Taylor Wimpey’s view.  
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  8. VA Stage 1 Report does not factor in potential abnormal costs associated with 
groundworks in terms of foundation type and/or grouting/ground stabilisation 
works. The potential development sites in Zone A can be affected by past mining 
in a number of ways. These include 
• Shallow mine workings which present the risk of surface subsidence. 
• Open cast sites which present a risk of settlement of any development 
constructed on them. This may be creep or collapse settlement if the backfill 
becomes saturated. 
• Mineshafts which present a localised risk of collapse/settlement. 

  9. The VA study is assuming the VOA Property Market Report 2011 residential 
land value of £1.28M/ha (£520k/acre) for Newcastle, which is about right. 

  10. A Benchmark Value set at only 30% of the VOA land value (a 70% reduction) 
is unrealistically low - landowners in Newcastle will simply not accept that 
£564k/ha (£228k/acre) is a competitive return.  

  Taylor Wimpey suggests that Benchmark Values in Newcastle should be set at a 
minimum of 40% of the Zone B Benchmark Values which derive from the VOA 
land value.  

  11. Taylor Wimpey strongly objects to the proposed rate of £88/m² for Zone A. 
The ratio of CIL Rate to site revenue is inconsistent and inequitable between 
Zone A and Zone B. 

  The proposed Benchmark Values in urban/suburban Charging Zone B (Zone 1 
Value Band) are set above achievable residential land values within that zone. 
CIL is therefore bizarrely unviable in these high value areas. However, in non-
urban Charging Zone A (Zone 2 Value Band) which is a weaker market area with 
subsequently lower land values, Benchmark Values are set below land values 
within that zone. Landowners here are perversely subjected to paying a higher 
CIL rate on a land value that is already lower than those in high value Charging 
Zone B. 

  12. The proposed Zone B Rate of £16/m² will not deter or prevent residential 
development from occurring in this high value area. Indeed, The CIL Rate in Zone 
B has great potential to significantly increase.  

P03



 64 

  13. Taylor Wimpey strongly objects to the proposed CIL headroom figures for 
non-urban Zone A.The principle of applying a Headroom figure (£/m²) for each 
value band and CIL Zone based on the mean average of each scheme type is 
misleading as the majority of new housing proposed in the emerging Core 
Strategy will take place in the Village and Neighbourhood Growth Areas 
comprising Scheme Types D and E currently identified in Value Band Zone 2. 
Consideration should be given towards basing the headroom figure for Zone A on 
the conclusions of scheme Types D and E in Zone 2 specifically. This will produce 
far more accurate conclusions in respect of CIL Headroom which in turn can 
influence decisions in relation to CIL Rates.  

  Taylor Wimpey agrees that a 1/3rd ‘margin for error’ should be applied from the 
headroom figure when setting CIL Rates 

  14.The build period (para 2.37) is unclear and needs to be merged with ‘sales 
timings’ (para 2.35) to produce clear and accurate assumptions regarding 
duration of sales and construction periods. 

  15.The VA does not take into account further abnormal development costs that 
will be incurred in order to comply with emerging Core Strategy planning policies 
in respect of climate change (CS18), lifetime homes (CS15), and SuDS (CS21). 

  16. Comments on the VA: 
  Tables in Appendix II Headroom Calculations have (A) and (B) in the wrong 

columns and should be handed. Further clarity could be offered if these we 
worded as ‘Zone A’ and ‘Zone B’.

  The word ‘threshold’ should also be replaced with ‘benchmark’ throughout each 
page.

  In respect of Figure 17, the CIL rate for Zone A has a margin for error at 1/3rd of 
the CIL Headroom, i.e. 88/132 = 66.66%. This margin for error should be 
consistent for Zone B therefore the CIL rate for Zone B should be 21 x 66.66% = 
£14/m². This rate is actually referred to in the Council’s ‘CIL Guide for Developers’ 
paper (July 2012).  
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Gateshead Comments   

   
Respondent 
(and Ref.) 

Officer Response Consultation Comments / Summary 

1. Background Paper – Wish to reserve the right to comment on behalf of 
Ravenside at a later date. 
2. Viability Assessment – Wish to reserve the right to expand on representations 
at Published Draft Charging Schedule Stage. 

1. Savills on 
behalf of 
Ravenside 
Investments 
Ltd (Retail 
World) 

The evidence base will be developed and 
delivery, finances and phasing of 
infrastructure will be progressed to support 
the Draft Charging Schedule and Submission 
Draft Plan. 

3. Ask the LA to confirm whether they intend to review the current evidence base. 

1. Consider that the Council has not achieved the right balance between funding 
infrastructure and its potential effects on economic viability of development. And 
suggests the Council fundamentally rethinks its approach to retail. The Council 
should: 

 Adopt a single  flat  rate  levy  across  all development within its boundaries 
and/or

Apply   a  single   rate   to   all retail  uses, regardless  of   the   size   of   
development proposed;

Reduce  the  CIL charges for retail units  generally;
Introduce exceptional circumstances relief; and
Produce   a draft staged payments policy   that   ensures   that   developers 

are not disadvantaged by submitting an application for full, rather than outline 
planning permission.

2. The impact of retail charges are subsidising other forms of development with 
the consequence that there will be a disincentive to invest in retail sectors 
affected. 

2. Thomas 
Eggar on 
behalf of Asda 
Stores 

1. The CIL Guidance makes it clear that 
differential rates of CIL can be set by different 
areas and for different uses, based on 
assessments of viability (CIL Guidance, 
paragraphs 34, 35, 36 and 37). 
2. Charges are based on viability of 
development type and by area. Caution has 
been applied to all forms of development so 
that there should not be a distortion of the 
market away from retail development. 
3. Viability testing of supermarkets, smaller 
shops and retail warehousing indicate varying 
headroom and thus leading to varying rates.  
4. Clarification will be provided in Viability 
Assessment Stage 2. 
5. DCLG Charge setting and charging 
schedule procedures (March 2010) indicated 
that authorities can set charges based on 
different intended uses of development rather 
than indicating that such uses in Regulation 3. Adopting a differential size threshold for retail development is contrary to 

Regulation 13(1) and is not justified sufficiently. 
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4. The viability modelling thresholds used in the Viability Assessment set out on 
page 9 do not reflect the size thresholds proposed for retail charging. Thus the 
Council's decision to levy differing CIL rates could be seen as unreasonably 
favouring smaller units and/or constituting a policy decision to support smaller 
units at the expense of larger units. 

5. The Council should consider whether in varying form the Use Classes Order 
the definition of use for retail charges have been correctly applied. 

6. The viability modelling for commercial developments is inadequate as it does 
not make an allowance for s106 contributions. Such costs can amount to £1m. 

7. The retail charges do not recognise the importance of supermarkets in helping 
to rejuvenate and regenerate existing centres and surrounding areas, e.g. 
Newcastle Shopping Park in Byker has created 202 jobs recruited 89% from 
within 5 miles of the store. Where development is on brownfield sites that have 
been vacant for some time they are likely to have to pay the charge for the full 
floorspace rather than a deduction for pre-existing active floorspace. 

8. The Council should adopt an exceptional circumstances relief thus for 
developments of marginal viability, allowing them to come forward as simply 
exempting them from s106 obligations is unlikely to be sufficient. 

9. Support the intention of an instalments policy but request the Council considers 
that many major development projects are implemented in phases. It is requested 
that the council ensures that developers are not disadvantaged by submitting an 
application for full rather than outline planning permission. 

10. Considers that historical s106 payments were raised disproportionately from a 
number of limited class of developments with the majority of minor developments 
allowed to proceed without such payments. 

11. It is suggested that CIL charges should be set on the basis of a district wide 
assessment of infrastructure need with the total cost being divided between the 
total planned developments anticipated. 

13 should be interpreted as uses within the 
Use Classes Order. 
6. S106 costs vary considerably for 
commercial development. However, the 
available headroom allows for significant 
additional costs.  
7. Viability of supermarkets was not found to 
vary significantly across geographic zones, 
what active uses might be prevalent will vary 
from one site to another. However, there is 
considered to be sufficient available 
headroom to allow for a full charge to be 
viable. The economic contribution is not a 
factor when setting differential rates (CIL 
Guidance, paragraphs 34, 35, 36 and 37).  
The test is whether the plan would be put at 
Serious Risk. 
8. Exceptional circumstances can only be 
entered into by exception and cannot be part 
of a charging strategy for a non negotiable 
CIL levy. 
9. Comment noted 
10. Comment noted. 
11. The Council is confident that it has 
complied with the Regulations and Guidance.
12. CIL charging mechanisms are based on 
viability of development rather than mitigating 
impact. 
13. The Council is confident that it has 
complied with the Regulations and Guidance.
14 & 15. CIL regulations indicate the 
methodology and that charge setting should 
be based on viability of development and 
geography. Exceptional relief mechanism 
should be used in exceptions only. 

12. The retail charges proposed do not reflect the costs for mitigating the impact 
of the type of development proposed. As new supermarkets are opening it can be 
argued that the infrastructure requirements are lessening as travel distances are 
lessening. 
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13. Some infrastructure projects to be funded by CIL may well have benefitted 
from s106 payments already. 

14. Retail charges are disproportionately high compared to other types of 
development and across exempted geographic areas. 

15. Suggest we charge a flat rate across development types and areas, applying 
exceptional relief where lack of viability is proven. 

3. Sport 
England 

The identification of infrastructure types or 
recipients of CIL funding is not a requirement 
of the evidence base for meeting CIL 
regulations. 

1. Objects to the perceived inadequacies of the Core Strategy evidence relating to 
demand for sporting facilities and thus to the scope of the potential use of CIL 
monies. 

1. The charging of vehicles sales (sui generis), as part of Retail, has not been 
justified in the VA. Request that car showrooms are tested, and Pendragon offer 
to provide cost and value information.  

2. There is inadequate justification for residential and commercial value bands. 
Cross Keys site should be within “low” residential value band and “low” 
commercial value band. 

4. Rapleys on 
behalf of 
Pendragon 
PLC. 

1.  The Councils will write to you to request 
evidence be submitted as soon as possible. 
2. Further clarification will be included in 
Viability Assessment Stage 3 report. 
3. Comment noted. 

3. Timescale of review – take into account changes in commercial property 
market, not just housing market. 

5.Natural 
England 

This matter is under consideration as part of 
our development of a Regulation 123 list 

Consider funding for open spaces – We advise the Council considers how the 
local plan will achieve conformity with NPPF and whether CIL monies will be 
required to deliver the Council’s Core Strategy policies, in particular with respect 
to green infrastructure provision. The Council may wish to make provision within 
the CIL to enable funding for essential green infrastructure in the event of a 
strategic funding gap and where such an investment would represent good value 
for money 

1. The retail schemes that were used for the in the VA do not reflect the type of 
retail provided at MetroCentre. Also, the schemes appraised in VA are 
inconsistent with those in the Charging Schedule. 
2. Object to the application of differential rates for retail development (as opposed 
to geographic areas), as contrary to CIL Regulations. 

6. Capital 
Shopping 
Centres ( 
650627) 

1.  The Councils will write to you to request 
evidence be submitted as soon as possible. 
2. The CIL Guidance makes it clear that 
differential rates of CIL can be set by different 
areas and for different uses, based on 
assessments of viability (CIL Guidance, 
paragraphs 34, 35, 36 and 37). 

Reserve the right to comment on next stage of Charging Schedule. Notes that 
£128/sqm makes the rate one of the highest in the country. 
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3. No explanation of how the Value Bands/Zones in the VA relate to the Zones in 
the Charging Schedule. 
4. Suggested detailed revised cost and land value assumptions for retail at 
MetroCentre (see letter for details). Build costs are too low, benchmark values are 
underestimated, plot ratio is unrealistic, allowance for developer profit and 
professional fees are too low, an allowance should be made for s106 and the 
allowance for rent free periods is too short for a larger city centre type retail 
scheme. 
5. Funding Gap Schedule / IDP – include improvements to MetroCentre rail 
station. 
6. Request that a discretionary relief policy is built into the CIL 

3. Add additional retail notation and 
assumptions for large scale comparison retail 
in update of VA Report Stage 2 .We are 
intending to use assumptions from a real 
scheme. 
4. PDCS Rates are related to local viability 
assessments. 
5. Discretionary relief policies relate to 
charitable status of applicant. 
6. Comment noted. 
7. The CIL Guidance makes it clear that 
differential rates of CIL can be set by different 
areas and for different uses, based on 
assessments of viability (CIL Guidance, 
paragraphs 34, 35, 36 and 37). 
8. The Harman Guidance is clear that the 
BCIS is the correct starting point – however 
we will review evidence submitted through 
consultation, and adopt if necessary. 

7. Support instalments policy and request that policy is identified on the schedule 
itself not in developer guidance. 

7. Persimmon 
Homes 

Support noted Support for CIL in green belt areas, and support for majority of brownfield sites 
not paying CIL 

1. Undertake more fine grain appraisal for Specialist Housing for Elderly (C3) on 
(Zone 1) brownfield sites, taking into account additional costs of building in these 
locations.  

2. Support no CIL charges for C2 uses.  
3. Incentives should be included for the development of brownfield land. 

8. The 
Planning 
Bureau on 
behalf of 
McCarthy and 
Stone 

The Council will consider whether to review 
the viability of specialist accommodation 
before publishing its Draft Charging 
Schedule. 
We have received guidance that common 
areas could not be excluded from the 
chargeable area. 4. Stress the need to consider addressing the current and future housing needs of 

older people within your LA, and for CIL charges to acknowledge that need by 
assisting developments of this nature. 

1. Support the CIL commercial and residential zones. 9. BNP 
Paribas on 
behalf of BAE 
Systems 

1. Support noted. 
2. CIL regulations do not allow double 
counting. Planning Obligations and the 
Regulation 123 list will be co-ordinated to 
ensure this does not happen. 
 

2.Include an exemption from CIL liability for Section 73 application to vary or 
remove conditions for planning permissions granted before CIL is adopted. 
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Viability Assessment: 
1. Appraisals are based on nominal site values which do not take into account 

specific site differences. 
2. Assuming a benchmark value does not take into account landowners 

financial situation or tax implications. 
3. Using Residual Land Value is inaccurate; suggest using “Worst Case 

Scenario residual land value” to ensure CIL does not affect deliverability. 
4. Views of landowners have not been considered, VA weighted heavily 

towards developers. 
5. Concerned that VA states that best method of understanding Benchmark 

Value is through comparables, but this was considered too difficult and therefore 
discounted. 

10. George F 
White on 
behalf of Mr 
Stokoe 

1. Nature of methodology and appraisals is 
that we have to take a wide ranging, high 
level approach. 
2 & 3.  Methodology follows guidance and 
best practice. 
4. If there is no uplift in value then 
landowners are under no obligation to 
dispose of land.  
5. We have used a published guide from 
VOA and updated accordingly. We are 
making reference to comparables to ensure 
Competitive Returns (as per NPPF para 173). 
If comparables can be supplied by land 
owners we will consider these. 
6. Further information will be included in VA 
Stage 2 and Draft Charging Schedule. 

6. Need to clarify how residual value bands have been identified, specifically for 
sites at Rowlands Gill/Chopwell. 

Viability Assessment: 
1. Appraisals are based on nominal site values which do not take into account 

specific site differences. 
2. Assuming a benchmark value does not take into account landowners 

financial situation or tax implications. 
3. Using Residual Land Value is inaccurate; suggest using “Worst Case 

Scenario residual land value” to ensure CIL does not affect deliverability. 
4. Views of landowners have not been considered, VA weighted heavily 

towards developers. 
5. Concerned that VA states that best method of understanding Benchmark 

Value is through comparables, but this was considered too difficult and therefore 
discounted. 

11. George F 
White on 
behalf of 
Messers 
Willey 

1. Nature of methodology and appraisals is 
that we have to take a wide ranging, high 
level approach. 
2 & 3.  Methodology follows guidance and 
best practice. 
4. If there is no uplift in value then 
landowners are under no obligation to 
dispose of land.  
5. There is a lack of reliable transactional 
evidence.  So therefore we have looked at a 
published source of information - VOA 
Property Market report updated to today's 
values supplemented with evidence of 
transactions undertaken by the Council. 
6. Further information will be included in VA 
Stage 2 and Draft Charging Schedule. 

6. Need to clarify how residual value bands have been identified. Support 
exclusion of Chopwell from Zone 1. 

12. Highways 
Agency 

Support noted 1. The Agency is generally supportive of securing development contributions 
through the use of planning obligations and particularly supportive of using 
contributions towards the cost of new and improved transport infrastructure to 
mitigate adverse effects.  

P03



 70 

2. The Agency is generally supportive of the methodology used to define the rates 
but has no particular comment on the proposed rates.  

13. 
Environment 
Agency 

Comments noted. 1. No comments to make on the proposed draft charging schedule at this stage. 
We wish to be involved in the identification of projects that the CIL will be targeted 
towards, and we would therefore welcome further consultation once the CIL 
Regulation 123 List has been developed. 

1. The principle of CIL is supported but it is the worst time to introduce CIL. CIL 
charges will frustrate or delay development  except for the highest value locations 
and uses ( prime retail/student accommodation) 

2. The assumptions made to calculate the charge of commercial rents and yields 
are too high and rent periods too short in the present and foreseeable markets. 
3. There is a need to ‘kick-start’ development.  Overall the introduction of CIL 
must be delayed until viable development is achieved.  This may be introduced 
incrementally e.g. for student accommodation and prime retail.  It may be 
introduced selectively e.g. a charge on urban area development for offices but not 
city centre, to encourage the economic regenerative effect to make the city centre 
of greater vitality and vibrancy. 

4. CIL is not feasible for residential development in the city centre and brownfield 
but would be feasible within high value residential areas. 
CIL is unlikely to be feasible on office, industrial and neighbourhood & retail 
(assuming food retail cross funds other parts). CIL is unlikely to be feasible on 
hotel development but needs to be tested on a case-by-case basis. 

5. Suggests a new approach to introducing CIL over time and location/uses to 
ensure viable development before the introduction of CIL. 

14. Kevin 
Carrick 

Comments noted. However, CIL will be 
monitored and can be reviewed if the market 
changes.Evidence base for CIL will be 
updated for Draft Charging Schedule.CIL 
should not be used as a policy tool.The 
timing of introducing CIL is necessary due to 
the restrictions on pooling from April 2014. An 
instalments policy will be developed.Co-
ordination between areas is important for 
local plan making as required by the Duty to 
Co-operate in the Localism Act. It can also be 
important for infrastructure planning and CIL 
implementation of investment.  

6. If CIL arrests development the economic growth of the region will be materially 
damaged and transfer to areas where CIL is not charged or is lower. The 
introduction of CIL requires a strategic approach to support and encourage 
economic development and job growth. 

1.  Prior to the publication of the next stage Draft Charging Schedule, the Council 
should publish and consult on: 

15. Taylor 
Wimpey 
(Steve 
Willcock) 

1. This issues will be consulted on prior to or 
alongside the Draft Charging Schedule. 
2-4. Comment noted. This will be amended 
within VA Stage 2. 

Guidance on how to calculate the relevant ‘chargeable development’/ level of 
CIL
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 Guidance on liability to pay CIL/ Appeals process.
Policy for payments by instalments.
Approach to payments in kind
Guidance on relief from CIL and a policy on exceptional circumstances for relief 
from CIL.
Draft Regulation 123 list – outlines what the Council expects to be funded from 
CIL.
Details on what will be charged by Section 106.
2.  The house type mix in the Residential Scheme Types at Figure 4 of the VA are 
not reflective of current market requirements or of the majority of sites likely to be 
paying CIL. Suggest that scheme types D & E are revised, to include 50 and 100 
units, at more realistic densities, sizes and net area (see Submission). 

3.  The Residential Values Map suggests unrealistically that high-mid value bands 
can be achieved adjacent to mid value bands. The high-mid value land 
surrounding Kibblesworth, High Spen and Dunston Hill clearly conflicts with the 
weaker market mid value band associated with each settlement. The map should 
subsequently be amended to indicate the land around these settlements as mid-
market (yellow).  

4.  Taylor Wimpey considers the average revenues applied to the low and mid/low 
residential value bands are about right. However, the average revenues for high, 
high/mid and mid bands appear to be over-inflated. 

5. Values have been agreed with 
representatives from HBF. 
6. Comment noted. This will be reviewed 
within VA Stage 2. 
7. Comment noted. This will be reviewed 
within VA Stage 2. 
8. Values have been agreed with 
representatives from HBF and RICS. 
9. Comment noted. Benchmark values have 
had regard primarily to VOA market report 
2011 we have also updated this to 40% 
within VA Stage 2. 
10-15. Comment noted. This will be reviewed 
within VA Stage 2. 

5.  Revenue from a Registered Provider for social rented or affordable rented 
products generates only 50-60% of market value. Combining a ‘middle ground’ 
revenue of 55% of market value (for the 75% rented units) with a revenue of 70% 
of market value (for the 25% intermediate tenure units) would generate a blended 
affordable housing revenue of 58.75% of market value. The figure of 58.75% of 
market value would therefore provide a more accurate representation of 
achievable affordable housing revenues in line with emerging Core Strategy 
policy requirements. 
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6.  It is noted that the Headroom Calculations apply the gross land values. This is 
incorrect as it is the price that is actually paid for the land that should be applied, 
i.e. the net land value which includes the payment of stamp duty, and legal and 
agent’s fees.  

7.  Build costs, fees, finance and developer profit are all about right with the 
exception of sales and marketing costs which are too low at 3%. The HCA’s EVA 
Toolkit suggests 6% which aligns with Taylor Wimpey’s view.  

8. The VA study is flawed by assuming the VOA Property Market Report 2011 
residential land value of £1.28M/ha (£520k/acre) for Newcastle is the same in 
Gateshead. Values in Gateshead are lower. 

9.A Benchmark Value set at only 30% of the VOA land value (a 70% reduction) is 
unrealistically low - landowners in Newcastle will simply not accept that £564k/ha 
(£228k/acre) is a competitive return. As land values on average are lower in 
Gateshead, the problem in relation to the suppressed Benchmark Value is 
compounded. 
Taylor Wimpey suggests that Benchmark Values in Newcastle should be set at a 
minimum of 40% of the Zone B Benchmark Values which derive from the VOA 
land value.  

10. Taylor Wimpey strongly objects to the proposed rate of £88/m² for Zone A. 
The ratio of CIL Rate to site revenue is inconsistent and inequitable between 
Zone A and Zone B. 

The proposed Benchmark Values in urban/suburban Charging Zone B (Zone 1 
Value Band) are set above achievable residential land values within that zone. 
CIL is therefore bizarrely unviable in these high value areas. However, in non-
urban Charging Zone A (Zone 2 Value Band) which is a weaker market area with 
subsequently lower land values, Benchmark Values are set below land values 
within that zone. Landowners here are perversely subjected to paying a higher 
CIL rate on a land value that is already lower than those in high value Charging 
Zone B. 

12. The proposed Zone B Rate of £16/m² will not deter or prevent residential 
development from occurring in this high value area. Indeed, The CIL Rate in Zone 
B has great potential to significantly increase.  
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13. Taylor Wimpey strongly objects to the proposed CIL headroom figures for 
non-urban Zone A.The principle of applying a Headroom figure (£/m²) for each 
value band and CIL Zone based on the mean average of each scheme type is 
misleading as the majority of new housing proposed in the emerging Core 
Strategy will take place in the Village and Neighbourhood Growth Areas 
comprising Scheme Types D and E currently identified in Value Band Zone 2. 
Consideration should be given towards basing the headroom figure for Zone A on 
the conclusions of scheme Types D and E in Zone 2 specifically. This will produce 
far more accurate conclusions in respect of CIL Headroom which in turn can 
influence decisions in relation to CIL Rates.  

Taylor Wimpey agrees that a 1/3rd ‘margin for error’ should be applied from the 
headroom figure when setting CIL Rates 

14.The build period (para 2.37) is unclear and needs to be merged with ‘sales 
timings’ (para 2.35) to produce clear and accurate assumptions regarding 
duration of sales and construction periods. 

15.The VA does not take into account further abnormal development costs that 
will be incurred in order to comply with emerging Core Strategy planning policies 
in respect of climate change (CS18), lifetime homes (CS15), and SuDS (CS21). 

16. Comments on the VA: 
   Tables in Appendix II Headroom Calculations have (A) and (B) in the wrong 
columns and should be handed. Further clarity could be offered if these we 
worded as ‘Zone A’ and ‘Zone B’.

   The word ‘threshold’ should also be replaced with ‘benchmark’ throughout 
each page.
   In respect of Figure 17, the CIL rate for Zone A has a margin for error at 1/3rd 
of the CIL Headroom, i.e. 88/132 = 66.66%. This margin for error should be 
consistent for Zone B therefore the CIL rate for Zone B should be 21 x 66.66% = 
£14/m². This rate is actually referred to in the Council’s ‘CIL Guide for Developers’ 
paper (July 2012).  
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Appendix 2 Questionnaire on Viability Assumptions (Community Infrastructure Levy and Local Plan) 
 
 

 
                                                                             
Figure 1 – Residential Values 
 

RESIDENTIAL VALUES 
    HIGH HIGH-MID MID LOW-MID LOW 
    Zone 1 Zone 2 Zone 3 Zone 4 Zone 5 
AVERAGE RATE 
£/m2   

2,500 2,100 1,800 1,425 1,200 

  Size (m2) Sales Values (£/unit) 
1 bed flat 45 112,500 94,500 81,000 64,125 54,000 
2 bed flat 60 150,000 126,000 108,000 85,500 72,000 
3 bed flat 75 187,500 157,500 135,000 106,875 90,000 
2 bed house 70 175,000 147,000 126,000 99,750 84,000 
3 bed house 84 210,000 176,400 151,200 119,700 100,800 
4 bed house 121 302,500 254,100 217,800 172,425 145,200 

  
 
Do you agree with these assumptions?                       Yes          No  
 
If NO, please justify your position by providing evidence below 
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Figure 2 – Residential Benchmark Values 
 

BENCHMARK VALUES 
    HIGH HIGH-MID MID LOW-MID LOW 
    Zone 1 Zone 2 Zone 3 Zone 4 Zone 5 

Average Rate 
£/m2 

 2,500 2,100 1,800 1,425 1,200 

Urban/Suburban 
£/ha 

 £ 2,000,000 £ 1,500,000 £ 1,000,000 £ 500,000 £ 100,000 

£/acre  £ 809,389 £ 607,042 £ 404,694 £ 202,347 £ 40,469 

Strategic Sites 
£/ha  

@ 40% of 
Urban 

£ 800,000 £ 600,000 £ 400,000 £ 200,000 £ 40,000 

£/acre  £ 323,756 £ 242,817 £ 161,878 £ 80,939 £ 16,188 

 
 
Do you agree with these assumptions?                       Yes          No  
 
If NO, please justify your position by providing evidence below 
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Figure 3 – Commercial Benchmark Values 
 
 

BENCHMARK VALUE – COMMERCIAL 

   City Centre High Medium Low 

Urban/Suburban £/ha  £ 2,000,000 £ 2,000,000 £ 1,000,000 £ 100,000 

Non-Urban £/ha  @ 40%  £ 800,000 £ 400,000 £ 40,000 

Industrial   £ 235,000 £ 235,000 £ 235,000 

 
 
Do you agree with these assumptions?                       Yes          No  
 
If NO, please justify your position by providing evidence below 
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Figure 4 – Values and Yields for Commercial Schemes 
 
RENTAL AND CAPITAL VALUES AND YIELDS FOR COMMERCIAL SCHEMES 

Scheme Type Rental Value £/m2   

  Low Med High City Centre   
A1 - Retail Warehouse 129 161 194    
Yield 6.00% 6.00% 5.25%    
A1, A2, A3, A4, A5 - Small Retail 60 88 237 400 overall 
Yield 8.50% 8.50% 7.50% 7.25%   
Supermarket 215 215 215 215   
Yield 4.50% 4.50% 4.50% 4.50%   
B1(a) Offices 86 108 161 215   
Yield 8.00% 8.00% 8.00% 6.50%   
B2 Industrial 45 50 60    
Yield 10.00% 8.00% 7.50%    
C1 Hotels 45,000 45,000 90,000 115,000 CV/ROOM 
Yield       
C2 Residential Institution 1,200 1,200 2,500 2,500 CV/M2 
Yield       
Student Housing 2,800 2,800 3,660 3,660 MR/ROOM 
Yield 6.50% 6.50% 6.00% 6.00%   

 
 
Do you agree with these assumptions?                       Yes          No  
 
If NO, please justify your position by providing evidence below 
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Figure 5 – Student Housing 
 

STUDENT HOUSING - EN-SUITE ONLY   

CITY CENTRE     OTHER AREAS   

GROSS RENT/WEEK WEEKS/YEAR 
GROSS 

RENT/YR/RM 
  WEEKS/YEAR 

GROSS 
RENT/YR/RM 

       
NEWCASTLE UNIVERSITY       

£ 110 43 £ 4,719  £ 92 38 £ 3,490 
£ 101 42 £ 4,242     
£ 106       
£ 105 38 £ 3,981     
£ 104 38 £ 3,952     
£ 107 42 £ 4,484     

       
NORTHUMBRIA UNIVERSITY       

£ 103 43 £ 4,429  £ 82 43 £ 3,507 
       
AVERAGE GROSS YEARLY 
RENT/RM 

 £ 4,301    £ 3,498 

       
EXPENDITURE        
ALL INC. FM CHARGE @ 15% £ 645   15% £ 525 
         
NET AVERAGE RENTAL 
INCOME/RM 

 £ 3,656    £ 2,974 

  SAY £ 3,660    £ 2,980 
 
 
Do you agree with these assumptions?                       Yes          No  
 
If NO, please justify your position by providing evidence below 
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Figure 6 – Typical Rent Free Periods 
 

TYPICAL RENT FREE PERIODS 

Scheme Type Months 

  
A1 - Retail Warehouse 12 
A1, A2, A3, A4, A5 - Small Retail 12 
Supermarket 6 
B1(a) Offices 15 
B2 Industrial 10 
C1 Hotels 0 
C2 Residential Institution 0 
Student Housing 0 
  
 
Do you agree with these assumptions?                       Yes          No  
 
If NO, please justify your position by providing evidence below 
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Figure 7 – Build Cost Data 
 

BUILD COST DATA (BCIS MEDIAN Q4 2012, LOCATION INDEX 0.90 - OTHER THAN AS STATED 

Use Class Property Type   
BCIS Build Cost 

(£/sq.m.) 
Gross to Net 

  HIGH MEDIAN 1068 100% 
  HIGH 

MID 
  

1025 100% 

  MID   983 100% 
  LOW 

MID 
  

940 100% 

C3 - Houses (one off) 
  
  
  
  

  LOW LOWER QTLE 897 100% 
  HIGH MEDIAN 747 100% 
  HIGH 

MID 
  

720 100% 

  MID   694 100% 
  LOW 

MID 
  

667 100% 

C3 - Houses - Mixed Developments 
  
  
  
  

  LOW LOWER QTLE 640 100% 
C3 - Flats - City Centre 6 storey+ flats     1101 83% 

3-5 storey HIGH MEDIAN 848 83% 
  HIGH 

MID 
  

819 83% 

  MID   789 83% 
  LOW 

MID 
  

760 83% 

C3 - Flats - Non City Centre 
  
  
  
  

  LOW LOWER QTLE 730 83% 
A1 – Shops Retail Warehouse (non-food) 466 90% 
A1 - Shops – Supermarket Supermarket 1121 95% 

Convenience Store - not in City Centre 607 90% A1, A2, A3, A4, A5 - Small Retail 
  City Centre 955 78% 

Urban Core. 3-5 storeys, air conditioning 1152 80% B1(a) Offices 
  Neighbourhoods. Offices (Generally) 1069 85% 
B1 Light Industrial B2, B8 – Industrial Industrial Warehouse (Purpose Built) 433 100% 

City Centre & High 1282 100% C1 - Hotel 
  Hotel - other zones 1199 100% 
C2 - Residential Institution Nursing Home 1186 83% 
Shared Accommodation Student Housing 1126 100% 

P03



 81 

 
 
Do you agree with these assumptions?                       Yes          No  
 
If NO, please justify your position by providing evidence below 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 8 – Externals 
 

EXTERNALS ALLOWANCE 

Scheme Type Externals Allowance - Percentage of Base Build Cost 

Residential 10%   
Commercial 7.50% to 15% 
 
Do you agree with these assumptions?                       Yes          No  
 
If NO, please justify your position by providing evidence below 
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Figure 9 – Development Costs, Residential & Commercial 
 
DEVELOPMENT COSTS - FEES, FINANCE & PROFIT – RESIDENTIAL 

Item Description  
Professional Fees 

10% 
of build costs including planning, building 
regs, insurances etc 

1.00% of purchase price - Agents Fees 
0.75% of purchase price - Legal Fees 

Site Acquisition Fees 
  
  4% of purchase Price - SDLT 
Finance 6.50% per annum 

3.00% sales fees Marketing Costs 
  £600 per unit legal fees 

6% Affordable Housing Developer Profit on GDV 
  20% Private Housing 

1000 Per Unit Urban Sites s.106 
  5000 Per Unit Non-Urban Sites 
Abnormals Allowance 5% 
City Centre Abnormals Allowance 5% 
Contingency 5% 
Externals 10% 

on build costs 

NHBC £500 per unit 
EPC £500 per unit 
   
Sales Timings Scheme No.'s First Sale Sales per annum Sales/Qtr 

 1 unit scheme 9 25 6.25 
 2-25 unit schemes 9 25 6.25 
 50 unit scheme 12 30 7.50 
 100 unit scheme 12 35 8.75 
 250 unit scheme 12 50 12.50 
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DEVELOPMENT COSTS - FEES, FINANCE & PROFIT - COMMERCIAL 

Item Description   

Professional Fees 10% of build costs including 
planning, building regs, 
insurances etc 

Site Acquisition Fees 1.00% of purchase price - Agents 
Fees 

  0.75% of purchase price - Legal 
Fees 

    of purchase Price - 
SDLT(Av) 

Finance 6.50% per annum 
Finance Arrangement Fee 0.10% of cost 
Marketing Costs 1.00% sales fees where applicable 
  10% letting fees (percentage of 

annual income) 
Legals on Lettings 5.00% percentage of annual 

income 
Legals on Sale 0.25% percentage GDV 
Developer Profit on costs  20% (excl. shared acc.) 15% Shared acc 
S.106 0   
EPC/m2 £ 0.50   
Abnormals Allowance 5% on build costs 
City Centre Abnormals Allowance 5% on build costs 
Contingency 5% on build costs 
Externals 7.50% to15% on build costs 

 
Do you agree with these assumptions?                       Yes          No  
 
If NO, please justify your position by providing evidence below 
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Figure 10 – Build Periods 
 
BUILD PERIODS (MONTHS) - RESIDENTIAL 

Scheme Type Build Period 
I unit scheme 9 
2-25 unit schemes 12 
50 unit scheme 24 
100 unit scheme 36 

  

BUILD PERIOD (MONTHS) - COMMERCIAL 

Scheme Type Build Period 
Retail warehouse 9 
Convenience store 12 
Supermarket 12 
Office building – centre 14 
Office building - out of town business park 12 
Industrial warehouse 6 
Hotel 16 
Nursing home 16 
Student housing 16 

 
 
 
Do you agree with these assumptions?                       Yes          No  
 
If NO, please justify your position by providing evidence below 
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Appendix 3 Consultation Responses on the Viability Assumptions Questionnaire 
 
Respondent  Consultation Comments / Summary Officer Response  
Signet Planning 
on behalf of Aldi 
Stores Ltd 

1. Yields stated for ‘A1 supermarkets’ and unrealistic and not based on 
current market conditions. Pre recession (2007) yields for ‘prime 
retail’ were not being achieved, therefore highly unlikely that 
supermarket yields will achieve 4.5 during economic recovery.  The 
capital value of an Aldi at a 6.25% yield is lower that the Council’s 
assumption of a 4.5% yield. 

2. Reps submitted on behalf of Aldi Stores Ltd to the DCLG 
consultation on CIL further reforms. Three generic Aldi development 
appraisals were submitted based on three rental levels - £129 sqm 
(£12 per sqft), £150 sqm (£14 per sqft) and £172 (£16 per sqft). All 
three are below £215 per sqm. Even if the optimistic rental level of 
£172 per sqm is achieved, which is unlikely in the short to medium 
term development would be unviable. 

3. A 4.5% yield is a ‘hot prime yield’ which is considered wholly 
unrealistic for the large format retailers and are unachievable for a 
deep discount retailer.  

4. Aldi differ from ‘supermarkets’ (large format food stores) in a 
number of respects:  

 Carefully selected range circa. 1,300 product lines 
 Focus on quality not quantity  
 Primarily own label goods, including confectionary, wines and spirits 
 Does not sell cigarettes  
 Pre-packed fruit, vegetables and meat 
 Do not include specialist meat, fish, delicatessen, chemist, bakery 

counters or cafes.  
      

Aldi does not offer a ‘one stop’ shop. They typically have a 80/20 split of 
food   to non-food goods (larger food stores have circa 35% to 40% of 
comparison goods). Aldi is developing stores of 1.125 sqm net (1,521 
sqm gross), this is significantly smaller than that assumed for 
‘supermarkets. An Aldi foodstore is defined as a ‘discount supermarket’ 
or ‘deep discounter’ given that there is a clear distinction in the retail 

We will review yields for A1 
supermarkets based on this 
representation. 
 
Further clarifications would be 
useful including information 
regarding Aldi’s costs, schedule of 
comparables, and viability analysis 
to evidence suggested difference 
between supermarket types. 
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offer from large format retailers. A typical Aldi store would turnover circa 
£5.5million while a larger format store would generate a turnover in 
excess of circa £30 million.  
 
Aldi stores have a localised catchment and attract a high level of walk in 
trade. 
 
5. Basic principle of CIL is to ensure a development scheme remains 

economically viable and therefore differential rates can be applied to 
different types of development 

6. Over past 5 years, Aldi has been required to provide a Section 106 
contribution in only 40% of new store permissions, the sum has 
been on average £40,000.  

7. Considers the Council should introduce the terms ‘deep discounter’ 
or ‘discount supermarket’ and review the Viability assumptions to 
account for the lower rental and capital values achieved by Aldi. 

8. Aldi strongly object to the Viability Assumptions. There is specific 
concern regarding the viable delivery of development, which is 
something the National Planning Policy Framework highlights as a 
core principle that planning should proactively drive in order to 
achieve sustainable economic growth. 

9. Suggest differentiation is made between the different operating 
models of food retailers by introducing the term ‘discount 
supermarket’ or ‘deep discounter’ and review viability assumptions. 

 
McCarthy & 
Stone 
Retirement 
Lifestyles Ltd 
and Churchill 
Retirement 
Living Ltd 

1. Sheltered / Retirement flats for the elderly are larger than the sizes 
proposed to allow for disabled access etc. Indeed, it would be very 
difficult to design flats that met the 'Lifetime Homes' standard at 
these sizes. We would propose: 1-bed flat 50 - 60 sqm 2-bed flat 70 
- 80 sq m 

2. We agree we the assumption that C2 Residential Institutions are 
typically rent free. The Council should however also recognise that 
some forms of C2 Residential Development, i.e. Extra Care 
Accommodation, can be owner occupied housing. No view on the 
other typologies.  

3. The Council has omitted the BCIS figures for sheltered housing. The 

Assumptions for a typical 
sheltered housing/retirement flats 
are to be reviewed. 
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costs of sheltered housing are consistently higher than for general 
needs housing and apartments. While the BCIS figures are subject 
to fluctuation it is our experience that specialist accommodation for 
the elderly tends to remain in the region of 5% more expensive to 
construct than apartments and generally between 15-20% more 
expensive to build than estate housing. 

4. We are agreement with the vast majority of the development costs 
used. In the case of sheltered housing however, there is also a 
much longer sales period which reflects the niche market and sales 
pattern of a typical retirement housing development. This has a 
significant effect on the final return on investment. This is 
particularly important on empty property costs, borrowing and 
finance costs and sales and marketing which extend typically for a 
longer time period. Currently the typical sales rate for development 
is approximately one unit per month, so a typical 45 unit scheme 
(i.e. an average sized scheme) can take three to four years to sell 
out. As a result of this the typical sales and marketing fees for 
specialist accommodation for the elderly are in excess of 6% of 
GDV.  

5. Considers the variables associated with the viability of assessment 
of retirement housing are significantly different from mainstream 
housing. If they are not recognised and assessed charging 
schedules could disproportionately affect the viability of 
development.  

6. The CIL Regulations make it clear that charges should not prejudice 
the delivery of policies of the Development Plan.  

7. A ‘typical’ retirement apartment should be used as a basis for a 
development typology in the CIL evidence base. VA to inform the 
draft Charging Schedule should consider the relative viability of 
retirement housing when set against both existing site values, and a 
range of alternatives for the land on which a retirement development 
might be situated. 

8. CIL could constrain land supply.  
9. Significant threat to land with a high existing use value and therefore 

to the delivery of retirement developments, which are limited to 
urban, centrally located previously developed sites.  
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10. .’In proposing a levy rate(s) charging authorities should show that 
the proposed rate (or rates) would not threaten delivery of the 
relevant Plan as a whole’ (Paragraph 12 of the 2012 CIL 
regulations) 

11. Non-saleable floorspace is far higher in sheltered (30%), Extra Care 
(40%) than general needs (16%). This places providers of specialist 
accommodation for the elderly at a disadvantage in land acquisition 
as the ratio of CIL rate to the net saleable area would be 
disproportionately high when compared to other forms of residential 
development.  

12. Longer sales rate which in turn has an effect on the financial return 
on investment. Typical sales rate is one unit per month, so a 40 unit 
retirement scheme can take 3-4 years to build out.  Sales and 
marketing fees for specialist accommodation for the elderly are 
typically in excess of 6% of GDV not 3% as ordinarily applied to 
conventional development.  

13. Properties can only be sold upon completion of the development 
and the establishment of all the communal facilities and on-site 
manager. These costs are subsidised by the developer until a 
development is sold out. Service charge monies for empty units are 
subsidised by the Company. A 40 unit retirement scheme, Empty 
Property Costs are on average £225,000.  

 
Intu Properties 
Plc 

1. The assessment appears to be very broad brush and not a fine 
grained assessment as required under the new CIL Guidance 
(December 2012) if Charging Authorities are to charging differential 
CIL rates? A map of the zones will need to be provided in the 
Viability Report to ensure consultees are able to identify where each 
of the zones are located. For urban/suburban land, the value per 
hectare in each of the zones has been reduced, significantly in 
some cases, since the previous consultation.  Evidence will be 
required within the viability report to justify these changes.  

 
2. What assumptions have been made regarding the status of the 

land? For example:  
 

1. Detailed maps are available on 
the Council’s website and will be 
hyperlinked in the next full 
update of the Viability 
assessment.  
 
2. In answer to the questions: 
 
a)/c) The threshold value is 
meant to reflect the cost that a 
seller would be prepared to sell 
at as a minimum 
b) Vacant 
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A Are the land values listed for both existing/current use as well as the 
proposed use? 
B  Is it assumed the land is vacant or that the land contains existing    
buildings/uses?   
C What allowance has been made regarding hope value/incentives for 
land owners to release the land for development?  Land values will 
need to be significantly higher than existing use values to incentivise 
owners to sell. 

 
3. Overall the values appear lower than those we have encountered.  

Within Newcastle City Centre most development sites are likely to 
have existing commercial buildings/uses (offices, retail, leisure) and 
these will generate a land value greater than £2m per hectare.  
Similarly, we are aware of vacant industrial sites close to intu 
Metrocentre where the land owners are seeking values far in excess 
of £235k per hectare, which is currently assumed within Figure 3 for 
this type of land. 

 
4. An overall rent of £400 per square metre for city centre ‘small retail’ 

is considered to be too high. Whilst described as ‘small retail’, this 
£400 per square metre assumption covers all A Class uses, 
including non-retail uses that achieve considerably lower rental 
values than what Class A1 retail floorspace typically achieves within 
city centre and regional shopping centre locations. Retail 
developments such as intu Eldon Square and intu Metrocentre 
contain a wide range of stores generally including 
Department/Anchor Stores, Multi-Space Users (MSUs), 
convenience retailers, an ever increasing proportion of A3 
restaurants, as well as specialist retail stores. Only the latter of 
these would be likely to generate top end rents.  Department Store 
and MSUs, which by their very nature take up a significant 
proportion of the centres, require much lower rents and substantial 
incentives such as fit outs and longer rent free periods. 
Furthermore, the viability assessment assumes 100% occupancy 
rate whereas in reality, even during good economic conditions 

 
3) The values will vary between 
individual sites.  Our transactions 
data helps to provide a typical value, 
however, this highlights the difficulty 
of establishing assumptions. 
 
4) We will review city centre retail 
rents and will undertake some further 
sensitivity analysis, seeking the 
collaboration with the respondent to 
ensure accuracy of data. 
 
5) We will review rent free periods. 
 
 
6)/7)/8)/9) We will review the 
comparison retail notional scheme, 
including the build /external costs 
and professional fees subject to the 
respondent assisting with the 
appropriate evidence. 
 
8) As s106 costs have historically 
been variable any appropriate 
evidence from the respondent would 
be helpful. 
 
Engagement meeting has since 
taken place and respondent has 
agreed to provide further evidence to 
support their response to inform the 
Councils review of CIL charging 
rates for retail development. 
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vacancies will be around 10%.   All of these factors result in an 
overall ‘blended’ rent for the centre significantly below £400 per 
square metre currently used within the viability assessment. 
Dartford Council viability assessment (GVA) which covers Bluewater 
includes a rental level of between £215 and £223 per sqm and the 
assessment for Thurrock (SKM/Colin Buchanan), which includes 
intu Lakeside, tests a range of £200 to £325 per square metre.  
Comparable City Centre charging schedules such as the Bristol City 
(BNP Paribas) covering Cabot Circus used a rental value of £250 
per square meter whilst Leeds City Council (GVA) set the rental 
value at £250-270 per square metre. The Council should undertake 
a sensitivity test to identify the impacts of a lower ‘blended’ rate. The 
Council may also wish to seek input from a wider body of 
professional advisers on rental ranges. 

 
5. Whilst we support the increase in rent free periods from 6 months, 

as previously used, to 12 months, tenants are continuing to seek 
extended rent free periods (particularly for MSU’s and anchor 
stores) and up to 24 months is not uncommon.  We would therefore 
suggest a rent free period of 18 months is used within the viability 
assessment to ensure a robust assessment is made. 

 
6. BCIS index is notoriously ‘hit and miss’ and is often based on very 

few or relevant examples.  this is particularly the case for large scale 
retail development with very few comparables in recent years.  
Costs unclear., therefore assumed “build” rates referred to are for 
the building only without any external works or associated 
infrastructure. The figures should also include an allowance for full 
shop fit out costs, however the rates provided are clearly not 
sufficient to allow for fit out which can add between £900/m2  to 
over £2,000/m2 depending on the type of unit. City centre 
development will often be required to use higher quality and 
traditional materials which attract a premium.   It will also include 
complex construction methods, higher environmental and health 
and safety standards and ‘out of hours’ working to limit disruption to 
other town centre users.  These will again add premiums to the build 
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costs which are not currently reflected in the viability assessment. 
The build cost associated with shopping centres will need to be 
applied to significant areas of landlord space such as mall areas, 
multi-story car parks, lifts and escalators, customer toilets, internal 
seating areas etc.  It should not just be applied to the retail units. 

 
7. The range for commercial external costs, from 7.5% to 15% of the 

overall build cost, is significant and a more accurate figure will need 
to be used in relation to specific development types. It is important 
to understand what elements are included within the externals 
allowance and what elements are within the build cost.  For 
example, as discussed in relation to Figure 7, a City Centre scheme 
will include elements such as multi-storey car parks, mall space, lifts 
and escalators etc. If these are included as externals the allowance 
would need to be at the very top end of the range. Our cost 
consultants have also indicated that whilst the build costs for a retail 
park may be relatively low, the costs of externals will often be 
significantly higher than 15% due to the large areas of car parking 
provided.  Examples ranged from 45% for an extension to an 
existing retail park up to 75% for a retail park where a significant 
amount of re-grading was required.  

 
8. It is unrealistic to set S106 payments at zero within the viability 

assessment for commercial development (and is also unreasonably 
inconsistent with the allowance of £1,000 or £5,000 per unit being 
made for residential development). There will still be a need for non-
strategic infrastructure to be provided as part of the proposed 
developments and this is likely to be delivered via a S106 or S278 
agreement rather than CIL. It is likely that developer contributions 
are likely to remain common-place for commercial developments as 
they inevitably give rise to local mitigation measures that are 
scheme-specific and not identified as strategic infrastructure in the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan. This is in contrast to residential 
development where items such as education and healthcare 
contributions are to be captured by CIL and, therefore, likely to lead 
to a reduction in the amounts secured via S.106 for residential 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

P03



 93 

schemes. It is, therefore, unreasonable to assume a zero rate for 
commercial development yet make such allowances for residential 
development. Terminology used in relation to developer profit where 
this refers to ‘on costs (save shared acc.)’ and ‘on costs (shared 
acc.)’needs further explanation on this point.  The allowance of 10% 
for professional fees is considered to be too low.  Whilst some of the 
more straight forward development schemes will come in around 
this figure, the range is typically between 10-15% and therefore, to 
ensure a robust assessment is made, a figure of 15% should be 
used as the benchmark.  

 
9. The commercial build periods listed do not include city centre 

retail/mixed use schemes.  These are typically the most complex 
and lengthy of all construction projects involving demolition and 
construction in extremely constrained circumstances. We would 
expect the viability assessment to include a worked example of town 
centre retail development of a similar scale and complexity.   

 
Sheila Cooper 
(Walbottle 
Resident) 

1. Considers the values for Walbottle are incorrect. 
2. Considers the consultation is aimed at property professionals. 

 
 

Noted. There are no development 
sites proposed for allocation in 
Walbottle. 

Gavin Black & 
Partners 

1. Retail warehouse and supermarket yields are too ambitious.  Retail 
warehousing should be 10%, 8.5% and 7.25% moving from low to 
high. Supermarket likewise 9%, 7.5% and 6.75% from low to high. 

 
2. Offices currently in the city centre are 3 months rent free for every 

unbroken year. i.e. a 10 year lease would achieve 30 months rent 
free plus assistance with carpets and floor boxes. Rent free and other 
inducements relate not only to the market but also the headline rent 
and there is not a standard period but rather a blend of rental levels 
and rent free and other inducements. 

 
3. Professional fees will be in the range of 7% - 12% depending on the 

scheme. Developers profit commercially will range from 15% to 20%. 

1. The respondent is requested to 
assist on any comparables to 
support yield suggested. 

 
2. We can run some sensitivity 

analysis based on 30 months rent 
free, assuming a 10 year term. 

 
 
3. I think we concur on his point.  All 

commercial except student is at 
20% on costs. 
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Finance costs vary considerably over short periods and so any 
indicative costs are just that, and need to be amended to reflect 
market conditions. 

 
Stephen 
Chisholm 

Not qualified to comment.  

Charlie Hoult I am not qualified to judge the derivation of these figures.  
Tim Rutter Agrees with assumptions.  
PNE Group 1. Agrees with student housing assumptions. 

2. Does not agree with rent free periods. 
3. If a business starts off in rented space and can't pay ANY contribution 

towards their costs, it not only distorts the wider rental market, it does 
the business no favours in understanding its true costs.  Considers it is 
better to have a small, escalating cost over the first trading period. 

 

Comments Noted, clarification to be 
sought. 

Michael Kurton 1. Agrees with assumptions, but considers a 15 month rent free period for 
B1(a) offices to generous, 12 months is adequate.  

This view conflicts with view above 
and the Councils’ emerging view, but 
will seek respondent’s clarification. 

Barratt David 
Wilson Homes 

1.  The values are overstated. There are "price thresholds" due to 
earnings and I would argue that in the mid zone a 4 bed is £180k, a 3 
bed is £140k and a 2 bed is £110k. Similarly these apply to the other 
zones too. The evidence is in actual sales revenues received. 

2. I cannot agree with these figures as all landowners are different. But if 
you are asking if these values are a reasonable incentive to sell, then 
they appear to be.  

3. Outside area of expertise. 
4. Cost is Cost, BCIS also measures gross internal area. What are your 

revenue figures measuring? Home Builders build and sell in net 
saleable square feet. You need to understand this. Also BCIS only 
measures housebuild and prelims. How are you accounting for roads, 
sewers, services, gardens etc? I'm sorry, but these show a lack of 
understanding of cost.  

5. Externals should be at least 20-25%. 
6. Marketing Costs too low. 6% on residential. See HCA EAT tool kit. 

Externals too low. Abnormals please explain where the 5% comes 

These matters are addressed in the 
main report and the review of 
assumptions at Appendix 4.  As part 
of ongoing engagement we are 
committed to undertaking further 
clarification on such evidence and 
monitoring any changes, so that we 
can exchange evidence and come to 
a clear position. 
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from?  
7. Houses are built to sales. Lead in 16 weeks then 0.5 per month. 

 
Rachel Davison Agrees with assumptions stated  
David Bewer Agrees with assumptions made.   
Hall and 
Partners 

Agrees with assumptions stated, except rent free periods and externals 
allowance. Clarity required regarding typical rent free periods and externals 
allowance.  

Further evidence to be presented in 
this report and the next Viability 
Assessment report. 

Metnor 1. Considers land values are to unstable to agree to assumptions set 
out 

2. Again land values for commercial are very unstable and depends on 
a complex mix of factors for a particular development. Most office 
commercial is currently unviable due to low rents, short covenants 
and relatively high construction costs and actually requires gap 
assistance. 

3. Yields are now looking too ambitious for north east moving forward. 
Â wide spread of potential yield based on whether backed by strong 
covenant or poor covenant. Remove rental value £/m2 to heading as 
this does not apply to all the figures.  

4. FM charge too low - should be 25 to 30%  
5. Not as easy as this. Rent free periods vary greatly and are influenced 

by lease terms, fit out incentives etc. as student housing supply 
increases operators are offering £5 of per week rent incentives.  

6. Never found BCIS national data base with a regional factor very 
accurate for forecasting north east build costs. Needs a warning but 
would prefer a locally based QS report based on a good sample of 
north east projects to be the basis for this data. 

7. Depends on the scheme and whether externals include utility 
infrastructure. For viability would hope the percentages for external 
works were less than stated.  

8. Every development is different however the general assumptions are 
not too far out of a reasonableness test. Please note vat is generally 
worked at 4.75% on purchase price SDLT as the tax is calculated on 
the vat inclusive amount. 

 

1. Comments noted regarding 
the fluctuations in the market, 
caution has been built into 
the overall CIL rate setting 
process, but  the comments 
highlight the  difficulty of this 
process. 

2. – 8. Further clarification is 
sought regarding appropriate 
evidence sources. 
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Roger Malton  Agrees with assumptions.   
Darren Penman Agrees with assumptions   
Hammerson Does not agree with assumptions. Hammerson wish to reserve there 

position until such time as the Draft Charging Schedule is consulted on 
later this year. 

Comment noted, we will continue to 
seek early engagement on CIL rate 
setting and viability matters. 

Dean Lowes Does not understand maps or figures, clarifications required.   
BNP Paribas 
Real Estate 

1. Appreciate that numbers are averages, but combination of broad 
brush zoning and average rates means that there will be distortions 
at both ends of the spectrum. The affordable reduction does not 
reflect the different tenure options. Our calculations are that the 
reductions can be anything between 30 and 70% depending on 
tenure mix. 

2. Land values driven by development solution and viability. No 
evidence that commercial solutions are viable. There is no variation 
here for industrials, which is not appropriate, there are clearly prime, 
secondary and tertiary industrial locations. 

3. Must qualify user for A1 retail warehouse - range of rental values and 
yields depending on whether open unrestricted, bulky goods etc.  

4. Small retail yields in secondary and tertiary can be as far out as 15%, 
use categories too wide for this level of generalisation. Yields 
sensitivity to lease terms is significant - must qualify assumptions. 

5. All inclusive FM/operational cost charge too low. At best this would 
be 25%. University average 30% 

6. Marketing costs need to include promotional campaigns not just fees 
Developers profit levels insufficient and/or should reflect level of risk. 
Abnormals allowances look low. What provision is there to reflect site 
specific costs. Need an allowance for demolition. 

7. If these are construction period should be fine, but insufficient for 
project life - e.g. finance costs on site sale should be calculated over 
project life not construction period 

1. We have adopted reduction 
of circa 40% which falls within 
this range 

2. Noted.  The respondent is 
requested to indicate 
appropriate evidence 
sources. 

3. This is very fine grain and it 
may be that developers will 
always try to aim for the 
highest possible value use. 

4./5. We can review retail yields 
and FM charges but seek the 
respondent’s evidence to 
support the figures 
suggested. 

6. We will consider further 
analysis on marketing. 

7. These are construction 
periods 
 

Mehrban Sadiq Agrees with assumptions.  
Taylor Wimpey 
North East 

1. Agree 41.25% reduction in affordable units. 
2. Considers Zone 2 (HIGH-MID) is to high at £2,100/sqm (£195/sqft). 

Hometrack Report for Kenton Bank Foot supports an average upper 
decile revenue of £1,956 (£182/sqft).  

These matters are addressed in the 
main report and the review of 
assumptions at Appendix 4.  As part 
of ongoing engagement we are 
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3. Considers new build revenues achieved in and round Newcastle are 
far lower. 

4. Residential Values Profile Map is largely about right. 
5. Considers that the Zone A land due south of the A696 at Upper 

Callerton (Newbiggin Hall, Westerhope etc) is a weaker housing 
market than the remainder of Zone A due north of the A696 (Kenton 
Bank Foot, Newcastle Great Park etc). Hometrack evidence 
suggests upper decile revenues at 1,820/sqm which aligns with mid 
market Zone 3. Considers that four Residential Rates should apply.  

6. A Benchmark Value set at only 40% of the VOA (a 60% reduction in 
anticipated land receipt) is unrealistically low. This figure is well 
below the minimum purchase price in many reasonable contracts 
already signed between landowners and developers.  

7. Benchmark Value is a terminology that has been created for the 
purposes of justifying CIL rates and does not reflect reality. Reality is 
that the landowner expects to receive a competitive return for their 
land based on a simple residual land value to generate a Market 
Value regardless of whether the land was previously in agricultural 
use or in the urban area.  This principle is encapsulated in paragraph 
173 of the NPPF. Supports the use of BCIS although reserves further 
comment on detail as they are not privy to the source of the BCIS 
data the Council has applied.  

8. Further abnormal development costs incurred in order to comply with 
planning policy in respect of climate change, lifetime homes, and 
SuDs must also be factored into viability.   

9. A figure of at least 20% is typically adopted by the industry 
(comprising 10-15% for externals and 5-10% for plots/preliminaries) 
and would be more aligned to other North East Local Authorities, 
including: Northumberland County Council 20%, Durham County 
Council 20% and Darlington 15%. The Council should therefore 
revise its assumption for externals to 20%. 

10. Fees, finance and sales timings are about right. Sales and Marketing 
is to low at 3%, HCA EVA Toolkit suggests 6% which aligns with 
Taylor Wimpey’s view. 

11. Developer profit is split between private and affordable tenures at 
20% and 6% respectively. The majority of builders do not split profit 

committed to undertaking further 
clarification on such evidence and 
monitoring any changes, so that we 
can exchange evidence and come to 
a clear position. 
 
At the time of writing further 
engagement discussions have taken 
place and an agreement to exchange 
further evidence. However, such 
discussions were not considered to 
affect the overall viability of the 
stakeholder’s sites to be allocated in 
the Plan. 
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this way round and instead take a ‘blended’ margin across the site 
which fixes profit at 20% GDV for private and affordable combined.  

 
NLP on behalf 
of The 
Northumberland 
Estates and 
Bellway Homes 
North East 

1. Callerton Park should be relocated from Zone 2 (High-Mid) into Zone 
3 (Mid). Considers that asking prices in the area are too high – 
anticipated sales values at Callerton Park are approximately 
£1,800sqm rather than £2,100sqm identified at present.  

2. The land value assumptions identified by the Council are too low – 
development at Callerton Park must achieve a land value of between 
£400,000 and £600,000 per acre in order to be competitive and 
thereby facilitate the landowner to sell. Strongly encourages the 
Council to identify land values on the basis of 25% of the GDV.  

3. No objection to the use of BCIS data. 
4. Support assumption that the level of developer profit on open market 

housing is 20% of gross development value, this is a minimum.  
5. Does not agree that the level of developer profit on affordable 

housing is 6% of GDV. Profit level is prescribed by banks when 
lending finance. This is to ensure that the risk of not receiving a 
return on their investment (for example in the event that GDV is lower 
than anticipated or build costs/abnormals higher than expected) is 
minimised. If the prescribed profit level cannot be achieved, the 
banks will not provide the finance and the development cannot be 
funded and therefore, delivered and developers typically secure 
planning permission for open market and affordable housing 
simultaneously as part of a scheme and not in isolation. Profit level 
demanded by banks applies to both affordable and open market 
housing, different levels for each are not prescribed in isolation. See 
Land at The Manor, Shinfield, Reading (APP/X0360/A/12/2179141)(8 
January 2013). 

6. The Council has included costs of £5,000 per unit on non-urban sites 
and £1,000 per unit for urban sites. Further information is required on 
the scale of infrastructure which should be funded from specific 
developments through CIL / s106 costs and whether or not affordable 
housing is included. Considers the VA is likely to have 
underestimated the scale of s106 contributions. The CIL and the 
soundness of the Local Plan is dependent on the delivery of a 

These matters are addressed in the 
main report and the review of 
assumptions at Appendix 4.  As part 
of ongoing engagement we are 
committed to undertaking further 
clarification on such evidence and 
monitoring any changes, so that we 
can exchange evidence and come to 
a clear position. 
 
At the time of writing further 
engagement discussions have taken 
place and an agreement to exchange 
further evidence. However, such 
discussions were not considered to 
affect the overall viability of the 
stakeholders’ sites to be allocated in 
the Plan. 
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number of larger sites which may be required to pay significantly 
higher s106 contributions that £5,000 per unit.  CIL should be 
established on the basis of worst case scenario and that it will 
support and incentivise development.  

7. Housebuilders generally adopt a figure of at least 20% for externals 
(10-15% for externals and 5-10% for plots/preliminaries. 

8. Marketing costs should be 6% not 3% 
9. Other development costs do not include any assumptions relating to 

the increase in build costs associated with site sustainability issues, 
Lifetime Home or Code for Sustainable Homes and therefore 
assumes the Council will not seek to be incorporated into new 
developments.  

10. Highlights the approach of Swindon Borough Council, which 
proposes a CIL throughout the Borough of £55sqm, however all 
proposed ‘new communities’ in the Borough are excluded from the 
CIL.  

11. Considers that the ‘headroom’ is significantly lower than that 
identified by the Council. There is strong risk that Callerton Park 
cannot afford to pay the current CIL (88sqm) whilst also providing 
s106 contributions which are significant to deliver the required site-
specific infrastructure. Therefore strongly encourages the Council to 
consider: a) reducing the CIL from £88sqm and identifying additional 
CIL charging zone which applies specifically to Callerton Park.  

Theatres Trust  Would expect the Schedule to include a nil rate for other uses for D1, D2 
and specific sui generis uses.  

These uses were not part of the 
PDCS for CIL and are not being 
considered currently for inclusion, 
except for the sui generis category 
which can cover a variety of uses. 

Tom Quigley I agree with your premise that the CIL should not be charged at a level 
that will discourage development or threaten the delivery of 
NewcastleGateshead  Core Strategy and Urban Core Plan. At this stage 
however I do not really have the commercial working knowledge to say 
whether I think that the various rates (rentals, development costs and 
yields etc) in the questionnaire are realistic assumptions. I think this is 
more for the commercial developers, surveyors etc to look at. I think (if 
you are planning one) a public event at some stage in the future, with the 
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commercial reps. present to discuss the CIL rates would be very 
interesting.  

 
One of the slight concerns that I raised at the end of the first CIL event 
was that CIL rates need to be coordinated across regions for example, if 
the CIL rates were higher in relative terms in NewcastleGateshead than 
in Sunderland then we could lose out to development and investment 
which could be attracted to Wearside. I think that this has been of 
concern in other regions too 
 

Homes and 
Communities 
Agency 

Thank you for requesting comments from the Homes and Communities 
Agency (HCA), the national housing and regeneration agency. 

Our enabling role is to support our local authority partners in creating 
opportunity for people to live in high quality, sustainable places. We are a 
national agency working locally. We help provide funding to deliver 
affordable housing, bring land back into productive use and improve quality 
of life by raising standards for the physical and social environment.  

The HCA support the proposals being put forward but have no specific 
comments to make at this stage of the consultation process. 

 

Support noted. 

Durham County 
Badger Group 

Thank you for consulting the Durham County Badger Group regarding the 
CIL but we do not have any comments. I have looked at the survey and am 
reasonably content with it, but being a wildlife organisation I do not think we 
know enough about the subject to make a useful assessment. 

 

Noted 

Save Dunston 
Hill 

e all firmly agree that residents’ views must be given as much weight as those 
of the local developers.  However we do not have the technical nor the 
market expertise to assess if the viability assumptions in your questionnaire 
are likely to represent the maximum planning gain possible for residents. We 
therefore rely on your own technical expertise in this matter, and also on your 
robust and critical examination of the developers’ claims and responses. 

 
We can however make two general points for inclusion in the 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

P03



 101 

Consultation. 
 
1)  We would like to see rates which strongly encourage the 
redevelopment of sites within the existing urban area.  There are 
hundreds of these in Gateshead's SHLAA.  We also submitted 35 more 
at our meeting with you on 18 March.  These could provide many 
hundred's more homes for OCS.  We will not accept development on our 
Green Belt whilst these urban areas lie derelict and property empty. The 
CIL is one mechanism to help ensure that this does not happen. 
 
2)  It is crucial to get the correct balance.   A CIL that is too low will result 
in the tax payer having to pick up the bill for shortfalls in infrastructure, 
and the developers will make huge profits.  On the other hand a CIL that 
is too high will push development to other areas. 
 
You told us at the meeting that you are working with neighbouring 
authorities to try to avoid discrepancies in CIL rates, which would then 
have a major influence on the location of development.  Also that County 
Durham's CIA is at a similar stage of preparation to ours.  It is therefore 
essential that Durham and Newcastle/Gateshead's CIL rates are 
compatible.  You are aware that tens of thousands of residential units are 
planned for North Durham in their Core Strategy. 
 
In sending this response, I have consulted within Gateshead's Green 
Belt Protection Groups. 
 
Please send me the Draft Charging Schedule when it is published. 

 
 
 
 
1) Noted 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2)  Policy DEL1 will help to achieve 
this.  
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Appendix 4 Viability Assumptions Review 
 
App4.1 Executive Summary  
 
The stage 1 Viability Assessment (VA) report setting out the initial viability findings supporting 
the setting of the Community Infrastructure Levy (“CIL”) was published in [May 2012]. 
 
Subsequent to the publication of the Stage 1 report a number of consultation events have been 
held as well as individual discussions with interested parties and questionnaires. 
 
As well as the engagement carried out by the Newcastle and Gateshead Councils a number of 
reports have been published21 22 23 – an index of which is set out below – providing guidance on 
the key issues that have been arising across the country  This has informed the compilation of 
this report.  Also a number of Planning Inspectorate Reports have been considered24 25 26 27 28 
29.  
 
The format of this report is as follows.  It will look at the each of the tables of the viability 
assumptions contained within the Stage 1 Viability Report taking into account the changes 
where suggested and accepted by the Councils.  Where amendments to assumptions have 
been made these are clearly highlighted as is the rationale for the change.  Where changes 
have been suggested, but have not been incorporated, these too are highlighted. 
 
References in this report to Figures refer to Figures contained within the Stage 1 Community 
Infrastructure Levy Viability Report dated [May 2012] 
 
 
App4.2 Residential Schemes 
 
The following figures relate to tables of data for residential development assumptions. 
 
Figure 3: Proportion of Future Market Sectors by No. of bedrooms (stage 1 VA extract) 
 

1 Bed 2 Bed 3 Bed 4+ Bed 

10% 30% 30% 30% 
 
 
Figure 4: Residential Scheme Types (stage 1 VA extract) 
 

Scheme 
Type Scheme Type Scheme Mix Private 15% 

Affordable 

A 
1 Unit Housing Scheme (0.03 

ha) 
1 x 4BH 1 0 

B 
15 Unit Housing Scheme 

(0.25 ha) 
3 x 1BF, 4 x 2BH, 4 x 

3 BH, 4 x 4BH 15 0 

C 
25 Unit Housing Scheme 

(0.60 ha) 
4 x 1 BF, 7 x 2BH, 7 x 

3BH, 7 x 4BH 21 4 

                                                 
21 Financial Viability in Planning, RICS Guidance Note 1st Edition (GN 94/2012) August 2012 
22 Viability Testing Local Plans – Advice for Planning Practitioners June 2012 (The Harman Report, “Harman”) 
23 Community Infrastructure Levy Guidance, DCLG, December 2013 ss21,25,26,27 
24 Inspector’s Report to Greater Norwich Development Partnership Ref. PINS/G2625/429/6 ss. 8,9,22,25  
25 Inspector’s Report to Plymouth City Council Ref. PINS/N1160/429/15 
26 Inspector’s Report to Southampton City Council Ref. PINS/D1780/429/7 s.34 
27 Inspector’s Report to Wycombe District Council Ref. PINS/K0425/429/11 ss.7,8, 15 
28 Inspector’s Report to Fareham Borough Council Ref. PINS/A1720/429/4 ss. 9,10,11 
29 Inspector’s Report to East Cambridgeshire District Council Ref. PINS/V0510/429/4 ss. 12,18,19,21,22 
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D 
50 Unit Mixed Scheme 

(0.50 ha) 
5 x 1 BF, 15 x 2 BH, 
15 x 3BH, 15 x 4BH 43 7 

E 
100 Unit Mixed Residential 

Scheme (2.4 ha) 
10 x 1BF, 30 x 2BH, 
30 x 3BH, 30 x 4BH 85 15 

F 
100 Unit Flatted  Residential 

Scheme (0.25 ha) 
30 x 1BF, 60 x 2BF, 

10 x 3BF 85 15 

 
The Stage 1 report took an overall, simplistic, approach to the split between different bed sizes 
of units in the schemes to be appraised.  This created a split of 10% 1 beds, 30% 2 beds, 30% 3 
beds and 30% 4 beds.  This has been refined in the process leading to this report to provide a 
break down by scheme type – 1 unit, 15 unit, 50 unit and 100 unit.  It is recognised that a ‘one 
size fits all approach’ may not necessarily be appropriate when considering such a vast 
differential in scheme types and geographical area and that in the opinion of the Councils that 
this revision below accurately reflects work progressed underpinning the Core Strategy and 
Urban Core Plan for Gateshead and Newcastle and thus the scheme and residential mix likely 
to come forward in the respective value areas in the plan period.  In summary the scheme mixes 
are: 
 
Table A:  
 
ZONE SCHEME  TYPE 1 BF 2 BF 3 BF 2 BH 3 BH 4 BH

OVERALL UNIT NUMBERS

HIGH A 1 UNIT 1

HIGH MID 1 1

MID 1 1

LOW MID 1 1

LOW 1 1

HIGH B 15 UNITS 6 9

HIGH MID 15 9 6

MID 15 4 7 4

LOW MID 15 6 9

LOW 15 6 9

HIGH C 50 UNITS 10 15 25

HIGH MID 50 10 20 20

MID 50 14 24 12

LOW MID 50 20 24 6

LOW 50 20 27 3

HIGH ‐ FLATS (CC) D 100 UNITS 30 60 10

HIGH ‐ HOUSES 100 20 40 40

HIGH ‐ HOUSES (CC) 100 20 40 40

HIGH MID 100 20 40 40

MID 100 25 45 30

LOW MID 100 30 55 15

LOW 100 30 55 15  
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Net Site Areas   
 
These have been amended as follows 
 
Table B: 
SCHEME TYPE A 1 UNIT SCHEME TYPE B 15 UNIT SCHEME TYPE D (RENAMED SCHEME TYPE CSCHEME TYPE E 100 UNITS

50 UNITS

NET SITE AREA NET SITE AREA NET SITE AREA NET SITE AREA

STAGE 1 REPORT 0.03 STAGE 1 REPORT 0.25 STAGE 1 REPORT 0.50 STAGE 1 REPORT 2.40

HIGH 0.04 HIGH 0.33 HIGH 1.25 HIGH ‐ FLATS (CC) 0.25

HIGH MID 0.04 HIGH MID 0.33 HIGH MID 1.25 HIGH ‐ HOUSES 3.00

MID 0.04 MID 0.33 MID 1.25 HIGH ‐ HOUSES (CC) 3.00

LOW MID 0.03 LOW MID 0.30 LOW MID 1.20 HIGH MID 3.00

LOW 0.03 LOW 0.30 LOW 1.20 MID 3.00

LOW MID 2.50

LOW 2.50  
Scheme Mix   
 
The scheme mix is detailed in Table A. 
 
Affordable Housing 
 
15% affordable housing was adopted for all residential schemes above 15 units.  A pro-rata split 
of the unit types was adopted. 
 
This has been amended as follows with 15% affordable housing applied to all schemes with the 
exception of the 1 unit scheme.  It has also been amended it to tailor it to specific value areas as 
set out in the table below. 
 
Table C: 
 

UNITS 1 BF 2 BF 3 BF 2 BH 3 BH 4 BH

HIGH B 15 2

HIGH MID 2

MID 1 1

LOW MID 1 1

LOW 1 1

HIGH C 50 4 3

HIGH MID 4 3

MID 4 3

LOW MID 4 3

LOW 4 3

HIGH ‐ FLATS (CC) D 100 10 5

HIGH ‐ HOUSES 8 7

HIGH MID 8 7

MID 8 7

LOW MID 10 5

LOW 10 5

AFFORDABLE HOUSING MIX

 
 
 
Figure 5: Residential Unit Sizes (stage 1 VA extract) 
 
These have been amended as follows following an analysis of typical property sizes and 
represent an average Gross Internal Area. 
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Unit Type  VA 1  Amended 
1 bed flat  45m2  45m2 – no change 
2 bed flat  60m2  60m2 – no change 
3 bed flat  Not included  75m2 
2 bed house  70m2  70m2 – no change 
3 bed house  80m2  84m2 
4 bed house  105m2  120m2 
 
 
Figure 7: Residential Values (stage 1 VA extract)  
 
Values of completed units has driven considerable debate throughout the consultation period. 
 
This debate has been concentrated on the High/Mid Area (Zone 2) 
 

HIGH HIGH-MID MID LOW-MID LOW
Zone 1 Zone 2 Zone 3 Zone 4 Zone 5

AVERAGE 
RATE £/m2 2,500         2,100        1,800         1,425         1,200         

2,500         2,100        1,800         1,425         1,200         
Size (m2)

1 bed flat 45          112,500     94,500      81,000       64,125       54,000       
45         112,500    94,500      81,000      64,125      54,000      

2 bed flat 60          150,000     126,000    108,000     85,500       72,000       
60         150,000    126,000    108,000    85,500      72,000      

3 bed flat 75          187,500     157,500    135,000     106,875     90,000       

2 bed house 70          175,000     147,000    126,000     99,750       84,000       
70         175,000    147,000    126,000    99,750      84,000      

3 bed house 84          210,000     176,400    151,200     119,700     100,800     
80         200,000    168,000    144,000    114,000    96,000      

4 bed house 121        302,500     254,100    217,800     172,425     145,200     
105       262,500    220,500    189,000    149,625    126,000    

RESIDENTIAL VALUES

Sales Values (£/unit)

STAGE 1 REPORT FIGURES  
 
Analysis has been carried out of new and existing properties available for sale.  This analysis 
indicates that the overall sales value/m2 is, in the opinion of the author, correct as a merged 
average across sales types in the High-Mid area. 
 
Figure 10: Development Costs – Build Costs (stage 1 VA extract)  
 
Build Costs have been re-based to BCIS Median, Quarter 4 2012 0.90 other than as stated in 
the table below.  Costs have also been adjusted to take in a difference in product between high 
value areas and low value areas.  To do this a straight line average has been taken between 
Median and Lower Quartile Build Costs from BCIS  In addition a differential has been made 
between city centre and out of town flats to more accurately reflect typologies in city centre 
(assumed 6+ storeys) and non-city centre (3-5 storey) flats. An additional 5% was added to 
allow for increases in build and sustainable construction specifications. 
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Gross to net ratios have not been adjusted. 
 
Build Costs 
Table D: 
 

Use Class- Property Type 
Profile Area 

BCIS build 
Cost (£/sq 

m) 

BCIS build 
Cost (£/sq m)  

+ 5% 

Stage 1 
Build 

Cost, May 
2012 

Gross to 
Net 

High Median 1017 1,068 1060 100% 
High 
Mid   1,025  100% 

Mid   983  100% 
Low 
Mid   940  100% 

C3 Houses-
(One off) 

Low Lower Qtle. 854 897  100% 
High Median 711 747 804 100% 
High 
Mid   720  100% 

Mid   694  100% 
Low 
Mid   667  100% 

C3 Houses 
Mixed 

Developments 

Low Lower Qtle. 609 640  100% 
 1049 1,101 1004 83% C3 Flats City Centre 

6 storeys      
High Median 808 848 1004 83% 
High 
Mid   819  83% 

Mid   789  83% 
Low 
Mid   760  83% 

C3 Flats Non 
City 

Centre 3-5 
Storeys 

Low Lower Qtle. 695 730  83% 
 
 
Figure 11 - Externals Allowance (stage 1 VA extract) 
 
The Stage 1 Viability Assessment provided for an externals allowance of 10%.  Representations 
have been received that suggest that an externals allowance of 15% - 20% should be included. 
 
Regard has been had to Inspector’s reports and the background information provided to the 
respective Inspectors3031 
 
Those referenced include external rates below 10%.  In addition no allowance has been made 
in the appraisals referenced in those reports to EPC and NHBC costs or to an additional level of 
abnormal costs which Newcastle and Gateshead have allowed.  Accordingly no changes have 
been applied to external rates. 
 
 
Figure 12 - Other Costs (stage 1 VA extract)  

                                                 
30 Inspector’s Report to Fareham Borough Council Ref. PINS/A1720/429/4 
31 Inspector’s Report to East Cambridgeshire District Council Ref. PINS/V0510/429/4 
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The costs provided for in the Stage 1 Viability Assessment are detailed below against costs 
proposed now.  A commentary is provided where appropriate 
 
Item Stage 

1 
Update Comments 

Professional 
Fees 

12% 10% 10% is in line with HCA guidance 

Site Acquisition 
Fees – Agents 

1% 1% No change – in line with HCA guidance 

Site Acquisition 
Fees – Legal 

0.75% 0.75% No change – in line with HCA guidance 

Finance 6.5% 6.5%  No change.  HCA Guidance suggests 5% above LIBOR.  
LIBOR as at July 3rd 2013 ranges from overnight at 
0.48% to 12 months at 0.91% (rounded to two decimal 
places) 

Marketing Costs 3.0% 3.0% Representation have been received that this sum is too 
low and it has been indicated that HCA guidance 
suggests a marketing rate of 6% of GDV.  Whilst it is 
accepted that on some smaller schemes a higher 
percentage such as 6% may be appropriate on larger 
schemes economies of scale are evident and it is 
suggested that 3% is appropriate.  It will be noted that 
representations have been received from parties 
developing large sites where the 3% rate is considered 
appropriate. This is supported by Inspectors Reports and 
supporting submissions3233 

Legal Fees £600/ 
unit 

£600/ 
unit 

No change – no representations 

Developer Profit 
– Private for 
Sale 

20% of 
GDV 

20% of 
GDV 

No Change 

Developer Profit 
– Affordable 
Housing 

6% of 
GDV 

6% of 
GDV 
 

No Change.  Representations have been received on this 
issue that affordable housing should attract a developer 
profit of 20%.   
When merging profit on GDV of 20% for private housing 
and 6% on GDV for affordable housing a merged rate of 
about 18.5%.  It is noted from the “Shinfield” decision34 
that figures for net profit margin for national housebuilders 
ranged from 17% to 28% with the usual target range 
being 20% to 25%.  The Inspector concluded that the 
figure of 20% of GDV overall was reasonable.  18.5% falls 
within this range.  We have also had regard to Inspectors 
reports and supporting submissions35.  This suggests 
profit on GDV for affordable provision of 6% in line.  It is 
interesting that in the report on Fareham 20% on costs 
was accepted equating to just under 17% profit on GDV.  
This is below the return on costs modelled by the Council.  
It is important to note that the 20% profit requirement 
represents the risk premium of not being able to sell 

                                                 
32 Inspector’s Report to Fareham Borough Council Ref. PINS/A1720/429/4 
33 Inspector’s Report to East Cambridgeshire District Council Ref. PINS/V0510/429/4 
34 Land at The Manor, Shin field, Reading (APP/X0360/A/12/2179141) Jan. 2013 
35 Inspector’s Report to East Cambridgeshire District Council Ref. PINS/V0510/429/4 
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individual units to individual purchasers.  Disposals to  
Registered Providers are necessarily less risky hence the 
approach adopted by NewcastleGateshead 

s.106 Costs – 
Urban Sites 

£1,000 
/ unit 

£1,000 
/ unit 

No change 

s.106 Costs – 
Non-Urban 
Sites 

£5,000 
/ unit 

£5,000 
/ unit 

No change 

Abnormals 
Allowance 

5% of 
build 
cost 

5% of 
build 
cost 

No change 

Externals 10% of 
build 
cost 

10% of 
build 
cost 

No change.  See Figure 11 above 

Contingency 5% on 
build 
costs 

5% on 
build 
costs 

No change 

NHBC and EPC 
Costs 

£1,000 
/ unit 

£1,000 
per unit 

No change.  EPC could be added to marketing costs.  
This would increase the marketing percentage as set out 
above  

Sales Timings   See detailed breakdown below 
 
 
Figure 13: Residential Build Period and Sales Timings (stage 1 VA extract)  
 
Build Periods have been amended from the Stage 1 report as follows:- 
 
Scheme Type Stage 1  Update 
1 Unit Scheme 8 months 9 months 
25 Unit Scheme 15 months 12 months 
50 Unit Scheme 18 months 24 months 
100 Unit Scheme 30 months 36 months 
 
The figures set out in the update are tied in to sales profile as ultimately it is acknowledged that 
this demand will guide supply.  The sales profiles are set out below. 
 
Table E 
 
Scheme Type First Sale Sales/Annum 
1 Unit Scheme 9 25 
25 Unit Scheme 9 25 
50 Unit Scheme 12 30 
100 Unit Scheme 12 35 
 
 
Figure 15: Benchmark Value – Residential Table (stage 1 VA extract) 
 
The Stage 1 report contained the following Benchmark Values shown in the boxes shaded grey 
in the table below.  The definition of Benchmark Value has for the purposes of the updated 
report been re-named as Threshold Value.  These have been amended for the Stage 2 report 
shown in the non-shaded boxes.  These amendments have been carried out following a detailed 
review. 
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Table F: 
 
  Zone 1 

High 
Zone 2 
High‐Mid 

Zone 3 
Mid 

Zone 4 
Low‐Mid 

Zone 5 
Low 

Urban £/ha  £2,240,000  £1,880,000  £1,610,000  £1,280,000  £1,070,000 

Non‐Urban 
£/ha @ 30% 

£672,000  £564,000  £483,000  £384,000  £321,000 

Urban £/ha  £2,000,000  £1,500,000  £1,000,000  £500,000  £100,000 

Non‐Urban 
£/ha @ 40% 

£800,000  £600,000  £400,000  £200,000  £40,000 

 
As discussed in the body of this report the establishment of Threshold Value is an iterative 
process and it is anticipated that these figures will continue to be refined throughout further 
consultation with Stakeholders. 
 
 
 
App4.3 Commercial Schemes 
 
The figures for commercial development including offices are subject to an ongoing dialogue 
with stakeholders including local property professionals and developers - a process that has 
been facilitated by RICS. 
 
Notwithstanding this, certain amendments have been made to the assumptions for offices since 
the publication of the 1st Stage Viability Report and these are detailed below. 
 
Figure 6 Commercial Scheme Types (stage 1 VA extract) 
 
Offices 
 
Definition & 
Use Class 

Example Scheme 
Type 

GIA (m2)/(ft2)  Site Coverage 
(plot ratio) 

Site Size 
(ha)/(acres) 

B1(a) – 
Offices 

Office – City Centre 
(4 storey) 

4000 / 43,055 400% 0.1 / 0.25 

 Office – 
Neighbourhoods/Out 
of Town 
(single storey) 

2000 / 21,500 80% 0.25 / 0.62 

A1-Retail City Centre- 
comparison 

11,000/118,400 500% 0.3/ 

 
No amendments are proposed to Figure 6 in respect of offices 
 
 
Figure 8 Rental and Capital Values and Yields for Commercial Schemes (stage 1 VA 

extract)  
 
Scheme Type Rental Value £/m2 (£/ft2) 
 Low Med. High City Centre 
B1(a) Offices 86 (8) 108 (10) 161 (15) 215 (20) 
Yield 8.0% 8.0% 8.0% 6.5% 
A1-Retail - - - £400 per sq m 

(£37 per sq ft) 
Yield - - - 7.25% 
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No amendments are proposed to Figure 6 in respect of offices 
 
 
Figure 9 Typical Rent Free Periods (stage 1 VA extract) 
 

Scheme Type Adopted Rent 
Free Period 

Retail Warehouse 
 

6 months 

Small Retail 6 months 
Supermarkets 6 months 
Offices 15 months 
Industrial 10 months 
Hotel Nil 
Residential 
Institution 

Nil 

Student Housing Nil 
Following comments during consultation it has been established that there is a need to 
standardise assumptions.  To this end for all lease transactions it has been assumed that leases 
are for a term of 10 years.  On this basis of 3 months rent free for every unbroken year of a 
lease, rent free periods have been increased from 15 months to 30 months .  
Comparison Retail scheme was added at 12 months rent free. 
 
 
Figure 10 Development Costs / Build Costs (stage 1 VA extract )) 
 
Use Class Property Type BCIS Build Cost 

(£/ sq m)* 
Gross 
to Net 
% 

A1 – Shops Retail Warehouse 
(Non-food) 

£466 90% 

A1 – Shops - Supermarket Supermarket £1,121 95% 
A1, A2, A3, A4, A5 – (Small Retail) Convenience Store  

- Non City Centre  
City Centre 
 

£607 
 
£955**** 

90% 
 

Office Building – 
Urban Core. 3-5 
storey air 
conditioned 

£1,152 80% B1(a) Offices 

Office Building – 
Neighbourhoods – 
Offices (Generally) 

£1,069 85% 

B1 Light Industrial B2, B8 – Industrial Industrial 
Warehouse 
(Purpose Built) 

£433 100% 

C1 – Hotel***** Hotel – City 
Centre/High  
Hotel -  Outer 

£1,282 
 
£1,199 

100% 

C2 – Residential Institution  Nursing Home £1,186 83% 
Shared Accommodation Student Housing £1,126 100% 
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The large scale retail comparison scheme has been added after comments made during viability 
appraisal  consultation with costs £89 per sq ft 4Q 2012 BCIS , gross to net ratio of 85%. 
No other amendments have been made to either build cost rate or net to gross percentages 
 
 
Figure 11 Externals (stage 1 VA extract) 
 

Scheme Type Externals Allowance – 
Percentage of Base Build Cost 

Residential 10% 
Commercial 7.5% - 15% 

 
No amendments have been made to externals percentages 
 
 
Figure 12 Development Costs – Fees, Finance and Profit (Commercial) stage 1 VA 

extract  
 
Professional Fees Reduced from 12% to 10% following consultation 
Site Acquisition. Fees No amendments 
Finance No amendments 
Marketing Costs Sales fees reduced from 1.5% to 1% 

Advertising fees reduced from 1% to 0% 
Lettings fees remain at 10% first years rent 
Letting legal fees increased from 0% to 5% first years rent 
Legal fees on sale increased from 0% to 0.25% of capital value 

Externals No amendments – see above 
Developer Profit Increased from 15% on cost to 20% on cost 
Abnormals Allowance No amendments 
City Centre Abnormals 
Allowance 

No amendments 

Contingency No amendments 
s.106 No amendments 
EPC Increased from £0 to £0.50/m2 
 
 
Figure 13 Build Period (stage 1 VA extract) 
 

Scheme Type Build Period (months) 
Retail Warehouse 9 
Convenience Store 12 
Supermarket 12 
Office Building – Centre 14 
Office Building – Out of Town Business Park 12 
Industrial Warehouse 6 
Hotel 16 
Nursing Home 16  
Student Housing 16 

 
The retail comparison scheme was added after consultation - build period of 24 months. 
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Figure 16 Commercial Benchmark (now Threshold) Values 
 
For offices these have been amended as per the residential values as, as per the Stage 1 
report, these follow the same pattern.  The table below shows the revised values 
 
  Zone 1 

High 
Zone 2 
High‐Mid 

Zone 3 
Mid 

Zone 4 
Low‐Mid 

Zone 5 
Low 

COMMERCIAL 
ZONE 

HIGH  &  CITY 
CENTRE 

  MEDIUM    LOW 

Urban  £/ha 
(Stage1) 

£2,240,000  £1,880,000  £1,610,000  £1,280,000  £1,070,000 

Non‐Urban 
£/ha  @  30% 
(Stage1) 

£672,000  £564,000  £483,000  £384,000  £321,000 

Urban £/ha  £2,000,000  £1,500,000  £1,000,000  £500,000  £100,000 

Non‐Urban 
£/ha @ 40% 

£800,000  £600,000  £400,000  £200,000  £40,000 
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Appendix 5:  Response to Barratt’s correspondence 
 
1. Assertion - NCC/GC Build Costs are not accurate.   

 
The submission from Barratt concerns a table submitted by the House Builders 
Federation to Durham County Council.  This has been reviewed and having regard to all 
factors the Councils are satisfied that the costs base does not differ substantively from 
the HBF submission, mainly due to the more sophisticated methodology adopted in 
respect of finance costs.  A copy of the annotated table is set out below:- 

 
Fig.4 

 
  

2. Assertion - NCC/GC has not taken into account difference between net floor 
area and gross area in respect of residential dwellings.   
 

A copy of the e-mail (dated 11th June 2013) detailing this is reproduced below:- 
 

“One of the great issues that cause concern is the use of BCIS to measure build 
cost and the use by developers of net sales area to define their house sizes. 

  
 There is a world of difference and I wish to illustrate that, as I appreciate that at 

times it isn’t clear. I will use a Chile house type. Standard 3 bed house, 
aspirational if you like to many families. You will see in the bottom left, it is 
identified as 88.0m2 in Floor area. Ask anyone in Barratt how big it is and you will 
get that response. But Barratt in common with all developers are talking net 
saleable area (NSA). BCIS measures Gross Internal Area (GIA). Its GIA is 
104.45m2. 

   
I have seen examples of LPAs calculating revenue per square metre, and its 
build costs per square metre using the builder’s measure of floor area. Hence 

Initial Viability Figures for Strategic Sites North of Durham City - FOR DISCUSSION

Source £/m2 NCC FIGURES 
BASED ON 50 UNIT 
MID HIGH SCHEME -
4800m2

£/ft2 Unit 
(1,000ft2 / 
93m2)

Acre 
(13,000ft2)

Hectare 
(2,984m2)

Input (% of 
BCIS)

Comments 

a Build Costs 740.00 720.00 68.75 68746 893698 2208160 BCIS 2 storey estate housing (DCC figure)
b Externals 148.00 72.00 13.75 13749 178740 441632 20% DCC scale 10 - 20%; HCA 20 - 30%
c High Quality Cost Premium 18.50 0.00 1.72 1719 22342 55204 2.5% DCC figure 
d Professional Fees 74.00 79.00 6.87 6875 89370 220816 10% HCA figure/Shinfield/DCC
e Contingency 37.00 40.00 3.44 3437 44685 110408 5% HCA figure/Shinfield
f Finance 51.80 95.00 4.81 4812 62559 154571 7% DCC figure (HCA range 5 - 7%)
g Acquisition 11.10 30.00 1.03 1031 13405 33122 1.5% DCC figure

h Total (a to g inc) 1080.40 1036.00 100.37 100369 1304799 3223914 46% sum of above

i Sales Value 2152.60 2100.00 200.00 200000 2600000 6423358 Developer View - mid point £190 - £210

£/m2 £/ft2 Unit Acre Hectare Input (% of 
GDV)

Comments

j Marketing Costs 129.16 70.00 12 12000 156000 385402 6% HCA figure as % of GDV (DCC 2.5%)
k Developer Profit 430.52 420.00 40 40000 520000 1284672 20% 20% GDV - Shinfield decision

l = (h + j + k) Total Costs and Profit 1640.08 1526.00 152.37 152369 1980799 4893987

m = (i - l) Residual Value 512.52 574.00 47.63 47631 619201 1529372 To cover abnormals, CIL, S106 and land

n Abnormals 0 40.00                     0 0 0 0 To be confirmed

o Section 106 Contribution 250 23.23 23225 301925 746000 DCC IDP figure for CIL

p Affordable 0 0 0 0 0 Assume zero - see below for implications

q Land 262.52 534.00 24.41 24405.84 317275.92 783371.62
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assuming the house was £200,000 to buy and BCIS said build cost was £1000 
per m2. Utilising the net saleable floor area figure the developer gave you of 
88m2 the revenue is £2272.73m2 and total build cost is £88,000.  
  
That LPA is mixing its measures. BCIS measures GIA. Not the developers NSA. 
So the figures are the house sells for £200,000 and BCIS build cost is £1,000m2. 
Using the “unmixed” measure: revenue is £1,914.79m2 and total build cost is 
£104,450.It is vital that this is understood. It remains in my experience the 
biggest misunderstanding in LPA analysis of viability. HBF understand the desire 
to utilise BCIS, but it measures cost in terms of GIA. It is vital revenue is 
calculated the same way. Otherwise the analysis is completely incorrect.” 

  
In response the Councils have analysed a different house type.  The house type 
analysed is “Berwick” (plot 66 and 67) and can be found at Hazel Walk, Kenton, 
Newcastle. This is a three bed semi (with no garage) on the market for £149,950. It has 
a GIA of 836ft2 (77.7m2) according to the Barratt website.  This property is in the mid 
price area. 
 
Applying the Councils’ figures equates to a sales value of £1,800/m2 x 77.7 = £140,000.  
Assuming a deduction for negotiation this seems consistent.  You will see that the net 
sale area is exactly the same as the GIA from the calculations carried out using 
Barratt’s floor plans. 
 
The Council’s view is that the heterogeneity of house types means that it is important to 
compare identical products wherever possible. On the basis of this  the Councils are 
confident that this approach is correct and doesn’t conflict with the views of the HBF.  
The HBF example adopts the ‘Cheadle’ house type. This is a 3 bed house with an 
integral garage. This is where the difference lies.  The Councils have not assumed any 
garages in the adopted sales values (the Councils are assuming 80m2 for a 3 bedroom 
unit) so if garages are added in then this value would go up. In line with that have not 
applied a reduced construction cost for any part of the building that may be a garage.  
On that basis the Councils conclude that the approach adopted is correct and consistent 
– comparing like with like. If garages were to be included then values as well as costs 
would increase in the views of the Councils. 
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Appendix 6 Extract of Viability Model  

 
 
Extracts show assumptions and Viability calculations 
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Appendix 7 – Strategic Housing Land Availability and Site Policy Viability Information 
 

This appendix provides initial, indicative information on the viability of Allocated Sites, including associated infrastructure. These 
tables will be updated and completed for all Allocated Sites to support submission of the Core Strategy and Urban Core Plan to 
Secretary of State. 

 

Tables 1 & 2 are a summary of selected SHLAA sites tested for cumulative costs. 

 

Section 2 contains the site policy viability summaries, which follow the order of the site policies in the Plan 

 
Please Note: The following caveat should be read in conjunction with all Appraisal Summaries: 
 
The financial information provided in the tables provide hypothetical, high level appraisals for the purposes of indication only and are 
based on a set of general assumptions based on a quantum of development contained within the SLR, SHLAA and ELR. Although 
appropriate to use these figures at this stage, it does not mean that they represent the form of eventual development in any way and 
the assumptions will be subject to further and regular review to reflect changes in market conditions, demand and any relevant 
negotiations. The appraisals will be updated, and further sites will be tested, as the Councils refine their plans, and work with 
infrastructure providers and partners. This will ensure thorough and sound delivery documentation for Submission to Secretary of 
State. They are further subject to review following earlier consultation responses. 
 
The residual land value represents the potential sum available to purchase current interests in the land, but no investigation has 
been carried out of costs required to obtain vacant possession of the site nor does it indicate the willingness of owners or occupiers 
to dispose of their interests. 
 
No account has been taken of any potential title or other legal issues, nor in any further specific demolition costs over and above the 
abnormal costs detailed herein. It does not take into account the likelihood or otherwise of any demand at the present time for end 
uses. The extent of the scheme contemplated in this report is not defined in terms of any particular land ownerships. 
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Table 1 Newcastle Sites Assessed 
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1. The Malings / 
East Bank 
(former Ice 
Factory & 
Heaney Works).  

High 
Mid 

1,661,000 656,000 N/A 34,000 0 10,000 0 613,000 82,000 530,000 

2. Princes Bingo 
Hall, Rokeby 
Street 

Low 35,000 N/A 17,000 14,000 0 0 0 2,000 10,800 -9,000 

3. Westerhope 
Centre, 
Newbiggin Lane, 
Westerhope 

Mid 597,000 197,000 N/A 27,000 28,000 0 0 143,000 21,600 121,000 

4. Jesmond 
Nursery 

High 3,735,000 235,000 N/A 69,000 93,000 5,000 243,000 -174,957 54,000 -229,000 

5. Westgate 
Community 
College (north), 
Grange Road 

Mid 1,681,000 11,000 N/A 86,000 0 5,000 0 -81,000 64,800 -145,000 
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Table 2 Gateshead Sites Assessed 
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1. Brandling 
Village, Felling 

Low 752,000 -413,000 n/a  20,000   -433,000 260,000 -693,000 

2. Clasper Village, 
Teams 

Low 
Mid 

2,121,000 -30,000  n/a  15,000   -45,000 187,000 -232,000 

3. Former Dunston 
Hill Primary 
School 

Mid 1,167,000 453,000  n/a  0   453,000 36,000 418,000 

4. Former Axwell 
Park Primary 
School 

High 
Mid 

2,594,000 1,535,000  n/a  5,000 255,000 1,275,000 56,000 1,220,000

5. High Spen 
Industrial Park 

Mid 1,060,000 -5,000  n/a 0 150,000 -155,000 33,000 -187,000 
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Section 2 Site Viability Assessment Summaries36 
Please read in conjunction with the caveat on Page 111. 
Information on infrastructure required via developer contributions can be found in the Gateshead and Newcastle Infrastructure Delivery Plan, Part III IDP Schedule.  
 

NC2 East Pilgrim St, City Centre   D3 Forth Yards, City Centre   AOC1 Newburn  

Development Assumption  Value  Development Assumption  Value  Development Assumption  Value 

Residential Units                               
Retail 
Offices 

250 
50,000 sq m 
75,000 sq m 

 
Residential Units                               
140,700 sq m Offices 

528  Residential Units 1,000 

Residual Value 
£33m to 
£38m 

 
Residual Value                                   
Office rental value @ 20 psf, 

£28,112,000  Residual Value £33,957,000 

Developer Contributions - Enabling £0  Developer Contributions - Enabling    Threshold Value (£235,000/ha.) £7,050,000 

Developer Contributions - Minimum    Developer Contributions - Minimum    Total Headroom  £26,906,112 

Public Open spaces (model) £3,500,000  Public Open spaces (model) £100,000  Developer Contributions - Enabling   

Affordable housing £1,200,000  Affordable housing £193,000   Doorstep Open Space (model) £339,000 

Electric car charging points £337,000  Electric car charging points £400,000  Subtotal enabling contributions £339,000 

Highways & transport (UC Transport 
Model) including £2m 
(IDP EPS4 & EPS7) 

£4,400,000  
Highways, pedestrian and transport 
improvements £1,685,000 ( IDP ref. 
DQ) up to £5,722,000 

£5,722,000  Developer Contributions - Minimum   

Total Enabling & Minimum 
Contributions 

£9,437,000  
Total Enabling & Minimum 
Contributions 

£6,415,000  Education – primary age(model) £2,920,000 

Developer Contributions - 
Transformational 

  
Developer Contributions - 
Transformational 

   Education- secondary age £2,216,000 

Pedestrian route £84,000  Lifetime Homes £570,000  
Open space, sport and recreation 
(model) 

£1,459,000 

Contribution towards multi storey 
car park 

£9,400,000  Total Contributions £6,985,000  Affordable housing £4,014,000 

Contribution towards Pedestrian 
and cycle bridge 

£5,800,000     
Highways Impact on network 
(model) 

£1,710,000 

Contribution towards Bus station £7,000,000     Electric car charging points £100,000 

Lifetime Homes £270,000     
Total Enabling & Minimum 
Contributions 

£12,658,000 

      
Developer Contributions - 
Transformational 

  

      Lifetime Homes £1,080,000 

      Total Contributions £13,738,000 

                                                 
36 Note Corrections of Total Headroom figures from the Proposed Submission Document Sep. 2013 
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NN1 Upper, Middle, Lower Callerton  NN2 Kingston Park/Kenton Bank Foot NN2  NN4 Newcastle Great Park 
       
Development Assumption  Value  Development Assumption  Value  Development Assumption  Value 

Residential Units 3,000  Residential Units 800  Residential Units 1,200 

Residual Value £146,075,000  Residual Value £39,465,000  Residual Value £58,000,000 

Threshold Value (£600,000/ha.) £64,800,000  Threshold Value (£600,000/ha.) £16,980,000  Threshold Value (£600,000/ha.) £24,000,000 

Total Headroom  £81,275,000  Total Headroom  £22,485,000  Total Headroom  £35,000,000 

Developer Contributions - Enabling    Developer Contributions - Enabling    Developer Contributions - Enabling   

Transport Access Road link 
sections between A69 - A696, incl. 
Junctions at A69 Hockley & A696 
Kingston Park 

£23,200,000  
Transport Access- highway 
improvements Brunton Road, to 
A696 - Brunton Lane 

£4,500,000  Doorstep Open Space ( model) £422,000 

Doorstep Open Space ( model) £1,055,000  Doorstep Open Space (model) £282,000  Subtotal enabling contributions £422,000 

Subtotal enabling contributions £24,255,000  Subtotal enabling contributions £4,782,000  Developer Contributions - Minimum   

Developer Contributions - Minimum    Developer Contributions - Minimum    Education – primary age ( model) £3,600,000 

Education – primary age (model) £9,057,000  Education – primary age (model) £2,416,000  Education- secondary age ( model) £2,754,000 

Education- secondary age (model) £6,884,000  Education- secondary age (model) £1,836,000  
Open space, sport and recreation 
(model) 

£1,815,000 

Open space, sport and recreation 
(model) 

£4,538,000  
Open space, sport and recreation 
(model) 

£1,211,000  Affordable housing £5,660,000 

Affordable housing £14,000,000  Affordable housing £3,800,000  
Highways Impact on network (incl. 
contributions to A696 Airport to 
Great Park A1 road) (model) 

£2,106,000 

Highways Impact on network 
(model) 

£3,400,000  
Highways Impact on network 
(model) 

£1,200,000  Electric car charging points £120,000 

Community Building £1,500,000  Electric car charging points £80,000  
Total Enabling & Minimum 
Contributions 

£16,477,000 

Electric car charging points £300,000  
Total Enabling & Minimum 
Contributions 

£15,325,000  
Developer Contributions - 
Transformational 

  

Total Enabling & Minimum 
Contributions 

£63,934,000  Lifetime Homes £864,000  Lifetime Homes £1,296,000 

Lifetime Homes £3,240,000  Total Contributions £16,468,000  Total Contributions £17,773,000 

Total Contributions £67,174,000       
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NN3 Newbiggin Hall   NV1 Dinnington   NV2a Hazlerigg  

        

Development Assumption  Value  Development Assumption  Value  Development Assumption  Value 

Residential Units 360  Residential Units 

250 
 
  Residential Units 400 

Residual Value £9,770,000  Residual Value £12,918,000  Residual Value £12,633,000 

Threshold Value (£400,000/ha.) £4,720,000  Threshold Value (£600,000/ha.) £4,080,000  Threshold Value (£400,000/ha.) £6,400,000 

Total Headroom  £5,050,000  Total Headroom  £8,838,000  Total Headroom  £6,233,000 

Developer Contributions - Enabling    Developer Contributions - Enabling    Developer Contributions - Enabling   

Transport Access-Connections to 
A696/ Access Road  

£578,000  Doorstep Open Space £99,000  Doorstep Open Space ( model) £136,000 

Doorstep Open Space ( model) £122,000  Subtotal enabling contributions £99,000  Subtotal enabling contributions £136,000 

Subtotal enabling contributions £700,000  Developer Contributions - Minimum    Developer Contributions - Minimum   

Developer Contributions - Minimum    Education – primary age ( model) £846,000  
Education – primary age(model )  
from £0 to £1,168,00 

£1,168,000 

Education – primary age (model )  
from £0- to £872,000 

£872,000  Education- secondary age ( model) £643,000  
Education- secondary age, from £0 
to £887,000 ( model) 

£887,000 

Education- secondary age  (model )  
from £0- to £798,000 

£798,000  
Open space, sport and recreation ( 
model) 

£424,000  
Open space, sport and recreation ( 
model) 

£584,000 

Open space, sport and recreation ( 
model) 

£525,000  Affordable housing £1,168,000  Affordable housing £1,649,000 

Affordable housing £1,200,000  
Highways Impact on network and 
Contribution to Access Road A696- 
A1 ( model) 

£375,000  
Highways Impact on network ( 
model) 

£684,000 

Highways Impact on network ( 
model) 

£616,000  Electric car charging points £25,000  Electric car charging points £40,000 

Electric car charging points £36,000  
Total Enabling & Minimum 
Contributions 

£3,578,000  
Total Enabling & Minimum 
Contributions 

£5,145,000 

Total Enabling & Minimum 
Contributions 

£4,747,000  
Developer Contributions - 
Transformational 

   
Developer Contributions - 
Transformational 

  

Developer Contributions - 
Transformational 

   Lifetime Homes £303,000  Lifetime Homes £432,000 

Lifetime Homes £389,000  Total Contributions £3,880,000  Total Contributions £5,577,000 

Total Contributions 5136000       
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NV2b Wideopen   NV3 Throckley   KEA1 Newcastle International Airport 

        

Development Assumption  Value  Development Assumption  Value  Development Assumption  Value 

Residential Units 100  Residential Units 
550 

 Office Floorspace (sq.m) 28,800 

Residual Value £5,169,000  Residual Value £17,881,000  Build period (quarters) 12 

Threshold Value (£600,000/ha.) £3,000,000  Threshold Value (£400,000/ha.) £8,720,000  Total Headroom  -£2,001,000 

Total Headroom  £2,169,000  Total Headroom  £9,161,000  Residual Value Negative 

Developer Contributions - Enabling    Developer Contributions - Enabling    
Developer Contributions - 
Enabling/Minimum 

  

Doorstop Open Space (model) £36,000  
Transport Access- link to A69 
junction 

£600,000  
Highways and transport 
improvements- contribution towards 
Access Road A696- Great Park A1 

£1,000,000 

Developer Contributions - Minimum    Doorstep Open Space (model) £170,000  Electric car charging points £70,000 

Education – primary age (model)  £302,000  Developer Contributions - Minimum £770,000  
Total Enabling & Minimum 
Contributions 

£1,070,000 

Education- secondary age (model) £230,000  
Education – primary age- costs for 
remodelling existing multi-functional 
building up to £1,900,000 (model) 

£1,000,000    

Open space, sport and recreation 
(model) 

£152,000  Education- secondary age (model) £1,108,000    

Electric car charging points £10,000  
Open space, sport and recreation 
(model) 

£730,000    

Affordable housing £707,000  Affordable housing £2,222,000    

Highways Impact on network  and 
Contribution to Access Road A696- 
A1 (model) 

£176,000  
Highways Impact on network and 
Contribution to Access Road A69- 
A696 (model) 

£825,000    

Total Enabling & Minimum 
Contributions 

£1,613,000  Electric car charging points £55,000    

Developer Contributions - 
Transformational 

   
Total Enabling & Minimum 
Contributions 

£6,708,000    

Lifetime Homes £108,000  
Developer Contributions - 
Transformational 

     

Total Contributions £1,718,000  Lifetime Homes £540,000    

   Total Contributions £7,248,000    
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SG1 Exemplar Neighbourhood  AOC2 Metrogreen   GN1 Dunston Hill  

        

Development Assumption  Value  Development Assumption  Value  Development Assumption  Value 

Residential Units 1,000  Residential Units 862  Residential Units 530 

Residual Value 21,389,000  Residual Value 25,200,000  Residual Value 25,950,000 

Threshold Value (@£1m/ha) 21,700,000  Threshold Value  19,020,000  Threshold Value (@£600k/ha) 10,596,000 

Total Headroom  -312,000  Total Headroom  6,180,000  Total Headroom  15,354,000 

Developer Contributions - 
Enabling 

   
Developer Contributions - 
Enabling 

   
Developer Contributions - 
Enabling 

  

Doorstop Open Space 2,916,000  Doorstop Open Space 2,271,000  Doorstop Open Space 1,328,516 

Developer Contributions - 
Minimum 

   
Developer Contributions - 
Minimum 

   
Developer Contributions - 
Minimum 

  

Affordable housing 3,589,000  Affordable housing 3,739,000  Education – primary age 2,650,000 

Electric car charging points 100,000  Strategic Fluvial Flood  Alleviation 3,600,000  Affordable housing 2,162,000 

Total Enabling & Minimum 
Contributions 

6,605,000  
Strategic Surface Water 
Management 

200,000  Highways Impact on network 1,590,000 

Developer Contributions - 
Transformational 

   Electric car charging points 65,000  Electric car charging points 50,000 

Lifetime Homes 1,080,000  
Total Enabling & Minimum 
Contributions 

9,875,000  
Total Enabling & Minimum 
Contributions 

7,781,000 

Highways, Pedestrian, Cycle 
Improvements 

1,500,000  
Developer Contributions - 
Transformational 

   
Developer Contributions - 
Transformational 

  

Maximum Contributions 9,185,000  Lifetime Homes 931,000  Lifetime Homes 573,000 

   Maximum Contributions 10,806,000  Maximum Contributions 8,354,000 
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GV1 Chopwell   GV2 Crawcrook (South)   GV2 Crawcrook (North)  

        

Development Assumption  Value  Development Assumption  Value  Development Assumption  Value 

Residential Units 385  Residential Units 197  Residential Units 174 

Residual Value 12,671,000  Residual Value 9,457,000  Residual Value 8,620,000 

Threshold Value (@£400k/ha) 5,132,000  Threshold Value (@£600k/ha) 4,980,000  Threshold Value (@£600k/ha) 3,486,000 

Total Headroom  7,539,000  Total Headroom  4,477,000  Total Headroom  5,134,000 

Developer Contributions - 
Enabling 

   
Developer Contributions - 
Enabling 

   
Developer Contributions - 
Enabling 

  

Doorstop Open Space 966,000  Doorstop Open Space 596,000  Doorstop Open Space 526,000 

Developer Contributions - 
Minimum 

   
Developer Contributions - 
Minimum 

   
Developer Contributions - 
Minimum 

  

Education – primary age 1,925,000  Education – primary age 985,000  Education – primary age 870,000 

Affordable housing 1,243,000  Affordable housing 837,000  Affordable housing 625,000 

Highways Impact on network 1,155,000  Highways Impact on network 591,000  Highways Impact on network 522,000 

Electric car charging points 30,000  Electric car charging points 15,000  Electric car charging points 15,000 

Total Enabling & Minimum 
Contributions 

5,319,000  
Total Enabling & Minimum 
Contributions 

3,024,000  
Total Enabling & Minimum 
Contributions 

2,558,000 

Developer Contributions - 
Transformational 

   
Developer Contributions - 
Transformational 

   
Developer Contributions - 
Transformational 

  

Lifetime Homes 416,000  Lifetime Homes 213,000  Lifetime Homes 188,000 

Maximum Contributions 5,735,000  Maximum Contributions 3,237,000  Maximum Contributions 2,746,000 
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GV3 Highfield    GV4 High Spen   GV5 Kibblesworth  

        

Development Assumption Value  Development Assumption  Value  Development Assumption  Value 

Residential Units 55  Residential Units 174  Residential Units 225 

Residual Value 2,684,000  Residual Value 8,621,000  Residual Value 11,107,000 

Threshold Value (@£600k/ha) 1,110,000  Threshold Value (@£600k/ha) 3,480,000  Threshold Value (@£600k/ha) 7,188,000 

Total Headroom 1,574,000  Total Headroom  5,141,000  Total Headroom  3,919,000 

Developer Contributions - 
Enabling 

   
Developer Contributions - 
Enabling 

   
Developer Contributions - 
Enabling 

  

Doorstop Open Space 138,000  Doorstop Open Space 436,000  Doorstop Open Space 565,000 

Developer Contributions - 
Minimum 

   
Developer Contributions - 
Minimum 

   
Developer Contributions - 
Minimum 

  

Education – primary age 275,000  Education – primary age 870,000  Education – primary age 1,125,000 

Affordable housing 208,000  Affordable housing 626,000  Affordable housing 907,000 

Highways Impact on network 165000  Highways Impact on network 522,000  Highways Impact on network 675,000 

Electric car charging points 5,000  Electric car charging points 15,000  Electric car charging points 20,000 

Total Enabling & Minimum 
Contributions 

791,000  
Total Enabling & Minimum 
Contributions 

2,469,000  
Total Enabling & Minimum 
Contributions 

3,292,000 

Developer Contributions - 
Transformational 

   
Developer Contributions - 
Transformational 

   
Developer Contributions - 
Transformational 

  

Lifetime Homes 60,000  Lifetime Homes 188,000  Lifetime Homes 243,000 

Maximum Contributions 851,000  Maximum Contributions 2,657,000  Maximum Contributions 3,535,000 
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GV6 Ryton   GV7 Sunniside (South)   GV7 Sunniside (North)  

        

Development Assumption  Value  Development Assumption  Value  Development Assumption  Value 

Residential Units 550  Residential Units 83  Residential Units 48 

Residual Value 26,823,000  Residual Value 4,401,000  Residual Value 2,500,000 

Threshold Value (@£600k/ha) 12,468,000  Threshold Value (@£600k/ha) 1,662,000  Threshold Value (@£600k/ha) 780,000 

Total Headroom  14,355,000  Total Headroom  2,739,000  Total Headroom  1,720,000 

Developer Contributions - 
Enabling 

   
Developer Contributions - 
Enabling 

   
Developer Contributions - 
Enabling 

  

Doorstop Open Space 1,666,000  Doorstop Open Space 250,000  Doorstop Open Space 122,000 

Developer Contributions - 
Minimum 

   
Developer Contributions - 
Minimum 

   
Developer Contributions - 
Minimum 

  

Education – primary age 2,750,000  Education – primary age 415,000  Education – primary age 240,000 

Affordable housing 2,302,000  Affordable housing 277,000  Affordable housing 209,000 

Highways Impact on network 1,650,000  Highways Impact on network 249,000  Highways Impact on network 144,000 

Electric car charging points 55,000  Electric car charging points 5,000  Electric car charging points 0 

Total Enabling & Minimum 
Contributions 

8,423,000  
Total Enabling & Minimum 
Contributions 

1,196,000  
Total Enabling & Minimum 
Contributions 

715,000 

Developer Contributions - 
Transformational 

   
Developer Contributions - 
Transformational 

   
Developer Contributions - 
Transformational 

  

Lifetime Homes 594,000  Lifetime Homes 90,000  Lifetime Homes 52,000 

Maximum Contributions 9,017,000  Maximum Contributions 1,286,000  Maximum Contributions 767,000 
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KEA2 South of Follingsby Lane  

  

Development Assumption  Value 

Net Floorspace (sq.m) 90,000 

Build period (quarters) 24 

Residual Value 919,000 

Total Headroom Negative 

Developer Contributions - 
Enabling/Minimum 

  

Strategic Surface Water 
Management 

1,700,000 

Highways and transport 
improvements 

850,000 

Electric Car Charging Points 225,000 

Total Enabling & Minimum 
Contributions 

2,775,000 
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