
1.	 Do you feel that the proposed rates are suitably informed by the viability evidence 
provided in the Local Plan and Community Infrastructure Levy Viability Study 
(August 2013) and Viability Study Post Consultation Update (November 2013) 
produced by HDH Planning & Development?

2.	 Do you believe the evidence on viability is correct? 				                         
If not, please set out alternative evidence to support your view.

3.	 Do you think the rates proposed strike an appropriate balance between helping 
to fund infrastructure through CIL and the potential effects of imposing CIL 
on the viability of development needed to deliver the aspirations of the Local 
Development Plan?



YES  	                NO

YES  	                NO

YES  	                NO
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4.	 Do you think the Council should introduce an instalments policy?

5.	 Do you think the Council should include discretionary relief from CIL for charitable 
investment or ‘exceptional circumstances’ as outlined in section 2.5 of the CIL 
Preliminary Draft Charging Schedule consultation document?

5.	 Do you have any other comments on the preliminary draft schedule or  
supporting evidence?
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	Please tell us your views: I am pleased to see that the Council's consultant has used the methodology for assessing CIL for retirement housing which was prepared by Three Dragons on behalf of Retirement Housing Group.  However when I attempt to replicate the calculations carried out by the consultants using the Three Dragons methodology I do not come to the same or even broadly similar conclusions.

I have used the information on house prices, unit sizes and communal areas provided in the consultants report plus published data on build costs and the standard assumptions in the RHG methodology.

My analysis using the Three Dragons toolkit and the RHG briefing paper shows a negative residual value with 40% affordable housing (and no CIL).  A positive residual value is achieved with 100% market housing (and no CIL), but my reading of policy H1 is that this would be contrary to policy.  

I recognise that viability analysis involves multiple assumptions about costs, prices and phasing and would be happy to discuss with the Council and its consultants the assumptions and modelling approach used so that viability analysis can be carried out on a comparable basis.  




