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Execut.

ES

ES

ES

ES

ES

ve Summary

1 Aspinall Ver di has been appointed by Cannock Chase
throughout this report) to provide a Financi al Vi e
Council 6s Draft Local Pl an.
2 The primary aim of the commission is to produce
form a robust and sound evidence base for the new L
planning obligations and to review the current CIL
gui de and manage the development of the District dur
for delivering growth, set out and describe a spat
pl anning policies t o manage change, all ocate and
devel opment, and wil/ establish a monitoring framew
3 Our financi al viability appraisal has been carri
requirements comprising primary | egislation, planni |
4 Our general approach is illustrated on the diagra
det ai | in Section 4 i Viability Assessment Method.
Figure ES.1 - Balance between RLV and BLYV

GDV (inc. AH)

Less

* Fees

« S106/CIL No. Units / Size

- Build costs x Density

« Profit = size of site (ha)

» Interest etc. x BLV (£/ha)

=RLV =BLV
Source: Aspinall Verdi E Copyright
5 We have carried out financi al resi dual appraisal
This is a traditional mod el having regard to: the g
including Affordable Housi ng; and deducting all/l co
scheme is viable if the RLV is positive for a givel
being 6fundamentall yd viable.
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ES 6 We have had regard to the cumulative i mpact of t

the policies (either direct or indirect) is set out
ES 7 This is then compared to the Benchmark Land Val u
l andowner wil |l be willing to sell their | and for de\
Values and Existing Use Values (EUV), the size of 1t}

density assumption.
ES 8 The RLV |l ess BLV results in an appraisal O0bal ance

1 If the ¢6ébalanced is positive, then the proposal
Oviable for plan making purposes®d6 herein.
1 | f the o6balanced is negative, then the proposa

purposesd and the ClIL and/or Affordable Housing

ES 9 In addition to the RLV appraisals and BLV analysi
scenarios for each of the typologies. This is to as
the sensitivity of the appraisals to key variabl es
cost s; density; BLVY and profit; and, to consider th
de-emphasise the BLV in each typology and help cor

context of sales values, devel opment cost s, conting
appraisal i nput s.

ES 1ot i s important to note that the BLVG6s contained h
purposes and the appraisals should be read in the
(contained within the appraisals). It is important
particular BLV A in the base-case appraisal typol og
can be used by applicants to negotiate site specifi
have obvious abnormal costs (e.g. sloping topograph
should be deducted from the value of the | and. The

appraisals should be thoroughly evidenced having re

site in accordance with the PPG. This report is for

prejudiced to future site-specific planning applica
ES 11 Our detailed assumptions and results are set out

detailed appraisals which are appended. I n summary

ES 12 Section 10 of our report sets our conclusions r

provide a summary below for each of the uses we hav

g Aspinall



Residenti al Us es

ES 13 Our robust testing for Cannock (including Bridg
devel opment sites is marginal. This means that t he

appraisal is not viable due to the assumed Benchmar

ES 14 We would therefore recommend that the current po
and a ClIL payment of A51.27 remain the same for s«

Brigtown).

ES 15 Our robust testing for Hednesford shows that the

viabl e.

ES 16 With regards to affordable housing, we have exami
These tables show that ther e i s ample green comin
affordable housing could be delivered. There is pot
to a maximum of 30% whilst still maintaining a posi

ES 17 With regards to CI L, we have examined the sensiti
that there is scope to increase ClL should the Coun

ES 18 Our robust testing for Rugeley shows that the vi

viabl e.

ES 19 With regards to affordable housing, we have exami
These tables show that ther e i s ample green comin
affordable housing could be delivered. There is pot
to a maximum of 35% whilst still maintaining a posi

ES 20 With regards to CIL, we have examined the sensit
that there is scope to increase ClL should the Coun

i Aspinall



ES 21 Our robust testing for Norton Canes and Heath H

devel opment sites are all viable.

ES 22 With regards to affordable housing, we have exami
These tables show that there is ample green comin
affordable housing could be delivered. There is pot
to a maximum of 35% whilst stildl mai ntaining a posi

ES 23 With regards to CIL, we have examined the sensit
that there is scope to increase ClL should the Coun

ES 214 We provide at Figure ES1.1 the affordable housi nc¢

across the District. The zones are as follows and a
1 Cannock (including Bridgtown) 1T 20% affordabl e h
1 Hednesford i 30% affordable housing (blue shadin
1 Rugeley T 35% affordable housing (brown shading)
i Norton Canes [/ Heath Hayes i 35% affordabl e hous

. Aspinall



Cannock Chaseiladoddli Pl an

Cannock ChaGeeurmDi strict
Augi202
Figure ES1.1 - Cannock Chase Affordable Housing Zon

Source: AspinallVerdi, June 2022
FIl atted Devel opment
ES 25 Our robust testing of flatted typologies shows
purposes based on 20% affordable housing and a CIL
ES 26 We recommend that the policy requirements are ma
should align with any updates to the affordable hou
Bungal ow Devel opment
ES 27 Our robust testing for bungal ow devel opments acr
sites are all viable, expect for Typology BX which
ES 28 We would recommend that the affordable housing

aligns with any updates to the affordable housing r

S e



ES 29 Wi t
t hat t
Speci al
ES 30 Our
sites
ES 31 The
Di stri
bal anc
ES 32 We
housin
Di stri
ES 33 The
benefi
contri
Ret ai |
ES 34 We
|l and.
ES 35 Our
whi ch
commer
mor e d
being
ES 36 As
(inclu
Commer c
ES 37 The
streng
down.

h regards to CI L, we have examined the sensiti

here is scope to increase ClL should the Coun
i st Accommodation for Older Peop
robust testing for older persons housing acr
are al/l unviabl e.
appraisals results do not suggest that ol der
ct. However, in a plan viability study where
ed and conservative approach to the assumpti o

would therefore recommend that the current ad

g and a ClL payment of AO psm remain the same
ct .

current CIL Charging Schedule which exclude:
t of providing flexibility for Devel opment N
butions (affordable housing and/or infrastruc

Typol ogi es

have appraised 10 typologies across the Distr

appraisals for retail uses are all viable ex|
is marginal. However, in this current climate
cial schemes including retail. Expanding the
i fficult. However we anticipate that where d
proposed will not affect the overall deliverat
a result of this, we woul d t herefore recomme
ding smaller 100 sgm units) at its current ra

I al Typol ogi es

viability of i ndustri al devel opments remain

t h, |l ocati on, |l and acquisition price, site sp

v Aspinall



ES 38 We would therefore not recommend applying a CIL
add cost to development which could undermine deliv

Vi Aspinal



| ntroducti on

Aspinall Verdi has been appointed by Cannock Chase

throughout this report) to provide a Financi al Vi e
Council 6s Draft Local Pl an.
The primary aim of the commission is to produce

form a robust and sound evidence base for the new I
ClL charging schedul e to be updat ed. The new Loc:
devel opment of the District during the period to 20
set out and describe a spatial strategy, present str
change, allocate and safeguard | and for different

monitoring framewor k.

The Community I nfrastructure Levy (ClIst)Yuararging
2015. The Counci l currently charges ClIL on private
devel opments for elderly accommodation), out of towl

I'n carrying out our review of the Local Pl an, we
devel opment of the Local Pl an policies. The objecti
1 To provide an assessment including the cumul at

requirements on the viability of development acro

in order to satisfy the tests of viability and

Pl anning Practice Guidance).

i To advise on affordable housing and CIL in the ¢
with the Community Infrastructure Levy (ClIL) regi

i Ensure that policies are realistic, and that t he
will not undermine deliverability of the plan

1 Set viable policy requirements that take accoun:
needs.

i Al l ocate sites and set polices for sites, such a
del i verabl e, without the need for further viabil

1 Devel op typologies for certain types of sites to

1 Review the existing ClL charging schedule and r

required.

1 Aspinall



RI'CS Practice Statement

1.5 Our FVA has been carried out i n accordance with

Conduct and Reporting Practice Statement (May 2019)

1.6 Our FVA is also carried out in accordance with th
1 Nati onal Pl anning Policy Framework (NPPF, Februe
1 Pl anning Practice Guidance (PPG, September 2019)
1 Assessing viability in planning under the Natio

England (March 2021) .

Objectivity, | mpartiality and Reasonabl

1.7 We have carried out our review in collaboration w
(LPA) and in consultation with industry (Registered
al | ti mes we have acted with objectivity, i mparti al
our viability assessment and review.

1.8 At all stages of the viability process, we have a

engagement between the parties.

Conflicts of Interest

1.9 We <confirm that we have no conflict of interest
independently and impartially.

Local Pl an Revi ewed

1.10 We have reviewed the February 2021 draft of the
to test the cumul ative impact of these policies in

1.11 The remainder of this report is structured as fol

2 Aspinall
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Se
As

Se
As

Se
Ho

Se
As

Se
As

Se
As

n: Content s:

n 2 - I[IThis section sets out the statutory re
Conteyand ClIL viability including the NPPF,

website.

n 3 - LDbkiad Pedtiicyn sets out the details of t
t the Local Pl an policies which will hav

The assumptions we have made to mitiga

out in the following sections.
n 4 - YThis section describes our generic met
ment Meviability of devel opment which is base

as required by guidance and best pract

n 5 - RWesisemtoat the devel opment typol ogies

mptions &pd&Rretsudft st he study and summari se the co

made in the financial appraisals. This
papers on the residenti al mar ket and

appended to this report.

n 6 - (This section sets out the typologies t

g & Rescost assumptions for older persons hou

n 7 - Blulmigaloxevwti on sets out the typologies t

mptions & Retsulatssumptions for bungal ows. Thi s

separate paper on the bungalow housing

n 8 - IThis section sets out the typologies t
mptions ¢cost assumptions for retail uses. This
papers on the retail and commerci al ma

to this report.

n 9 - Cbhmmerseati on sets out the typologies t

mptions & Retsudssumptions for commerci

separate papers on the retail and comil

appended to this report.

: Aspinall



Section: Content s:

Section 10 - Finally, we make our recommendations
and RecommencPlan including affordable housing, CIL
cost s.

; Aspinall



2.1
2.2
Nat
2.3
2.4
2.5
2.6

Nati onal Policy Context

Our FVA has been carried out having regard to th
primary | egislation, planning policy, statutory reg

We identify below the key cross-references in the
of wviability and deliverability. This is not meant

made to the relevant sections of the NPPF and PPG.

I onal Pl anning Policy Framewor Kk

The NPPF (l ast updated 20 July 2021) sets out the
and how these should be applied and provides a fram

for housing and other dévelopment can be produced

I't confirms the primacy of the development plan i

that the NPPF must be taken into account in prepari
consideration iniplanning decisions
I't is important to note that within the NPPF, par

del et ed. The original paragraphodétodpeefervedrbdbuwrnDE

willing | and owner and willing developer to enabl e

The new NPPF r @fedri v emmdivedifaymigiWet yWdoaw your attent
the following key paragraphs (Table 2.1).

Table 2.1 - NMRRH ekeey Cross-

Paragraph Number - | tem Quote / Comment s

Para 34 - Dev Pl ans shoul d set out t he contribut
contributions devel opment . This should include set

types of affordable housing provision

infrastructure (such as t hat needed

transport, flood and water managemen
i nfrastrSwcecthur ppl i ci es shoul d not un
del i verabi I.i t(yo uorf etnhpeh apsliasn)

INational Pl anning Policy Framewor k, 20 July 2021, para 1
2National Pl anning Policy Framewor k, 20 July 2021, para 2

: Aspinall



Paragraph Number - 1 tem Quote / Comment s

Para 57 - Pl anPliangni ng obligations must only be sou

obligations [ ttehset sflol | &awi ng tests

a) necessary to make the devel opment

ter ms;
b) directly related to the devel opmen

c) fair and reasonably rel ated i n ¢

devel opment .

Not withstanding the |l atest changes t
(2019) which do away with the requir
123 | i st of infrastructur e, t hese t
Aut horities cannot charge S106 or CIl
t he same infrastructure (as t his W (

reasonabl e).

Para 58 - Pre Where up-to-date policies have set

viability expected from devel opment, pl anning a
with them should be assumed to be vi
applicant t o demonstrate whet her part
justify the need for a viability ass
stage.weThlgd t to be given to a viabili
matter for the, deavsngnr r egéed t o a |
circumstances in the case, including
viability evidence underpinning it is

in site circumstances since the plan

viability assessments, i ncluding any
making stage, should reflect the rec
nati onal pl anning guidance, including
should be made publicly availabl e. (o

We understand that the Governmentos o
del ays to delivery of new housing due

process that was created as a result

173. Once a new Local Pl an is adopted
assessment shoul d be required (exc
3SSet out in Regulation 122(2) of the Community Infrastructure Levy R

: Aspinall



Paragraph Number - 1 tem Quote / Comment s

circumstances) and developers should
buying decisions the <cost of pl annin

affordabl e housing).

Para 64 - 10 Unit Threshol d Provision of af fordab
residenti al devel opmentevdlhag meartes, no
other than in designated rural areas
a |l ower threshold of 5 wunits or fewer

Para 64 - Vac To support the re-use of brownfield I :

Credit (VBC) ar e being reused or redevel oped, an

contribution due should be reduced by

The VBC provides another | ayer of cor

site typologi es.

Para 65 - 10% Véhfefroer dmabjloer devel opment involving the
home ownershipproposed, planning policiesé should e
tot al number of homes to be avail abl

ownership unless this would exceed t

housing required in the area, or sign
to meet the identified affordable hc
groups. Exemptions to this 10% requi

made where the site or proposed devel
a) provides solely for Build to Rent

b) provides specialist accommodati on
specific needs (such as purpose-bui

el derly or students);

c) is proposed to be developed by peo
commi ssion their own homes; or

d) is exclusively for affordable hous
site or a rural exception site.

Source: NPPF (l ast updated 20 July 2021) and Aspina

4Major development: For housing, devel opment where 10 or more homes
mor e. For non-residenti al devel opment it means additional floorsp
ot herwi se provided in the Town and Country Planning (Development Man

7 Aspinall



Pl anni Pract.

ng

The PI
updated i

7 anni

ng
ne

1

n | Wi

and | atterly Sep

Bel ow we summar.i

Table 2.2 - PPG Vi

Paragraph

001 -

requirements

Se Pl a
d

typ
infr

Par a

ev

tra

infr

The
i nfr
ass
pol i
i mpl
sect
can
prov
be
requ

type

e

Thi s
Cl L
typo

Para 002 - Del
|l oca
real

iter

SPPG Viability has been

C

Practi

Number -

iverabil

updated in

e Guidance for Viabil it

Gui
NPPF.
2019.

dance for Vi

Thi s

ce
t he

ability
ha®csabsegeent |

wa s
th

tember

se some key aspects of the PPG fo

ability Key Cross-References

Il tem Quote / Comment s

d set out t he contribut

opment . Thi s
af fordabl
structure
fl

structure).

shoul

shoul d include

ng
t hat

set

of e housi provision

(such as needed

port., ood and water managemen

Qv O O»

be i
aff prdplwlre i Powag ieng
t hat

requirements shoul d

policy

structure and

nu 9 O

smefnt vi abil ity takes into

| oc al and nati onal

t he

i es, and st a

cations of nfras
OROILI0OGY
be accurately
ide thi

pressed

Communi ty I

c
tr
h o
rat he

reqgui rementsso shhoaul dt hbeey

accounted for in

s certainty, af fordabl e

as a single
be

devel opment .

figure

i rements may set for different

of (our emphasis)

Aut hori ti
ng by

confirms that Local es

and/ or af fordabl e housi gr

|l ogies (see below also).

ity It is the responsibili
ot her
Dr af

engagemen

| community, devel and
del

and i

oper s

i stic, iverable policies.

ative nf or med by

February 2019, 2019 and 1
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Paragraph

Par a

Par a

testi

003/ 4

005 -
ng

Number - 1 tem Quote / Comment s
| andowner s, and infrastructure and
provider s.
And, policy requirements, particul ar/|
should be set at a |l evel that takes a
and infrastructure needs and all ows
sites and devel opmewitt htooutb et hdee | n eveedr afk
further viabikhttyhasdessmeéonn making s
Al so, respsnshbility of site promoter
maki,ng ake into account any costs inc
expectations and ri sks, and ensur e
devel opment are policy compliant. (ou
In this respect we have previously ¢
wor kshop to consult wi t h industry (
devel opers and | andowner s) in respect
BLV assumptions of the site allocatio
privately on a one-to-one basis witt
promotor s of Key Large / Strategic
addendum report to this main viabilit

- Pl an makers can use site typologies t
pl an making stage.
A typology approach is a process pla
ensure that they are creating realisti
on t he type of sites that ar e i ke
devel opment over the plan period.
Pl an makers can group sites by shared
|l ocati on, whet her brownfi el d or gr ee
current and proposed use or type o
characteristics used to group sites s
typical sites that may be developed w
type of devel opment proposed for allo

St rPa taeng inta kSeirtse scsaint eu nsdpeerctiafkiec vi abil ity a
sites that are critical toofdet heering
pl an. This could include, for exampl

; Aspinall



Paragraph

Para 006
Strategic

Number - 1 tem Quote / Comment s

S

En

t

provide a significant proportion of
enabl e or unlock other devel opment si

regeneration areas.

In this respect we have specifically

sites:
1 Land south of Cannock Road, Heat h
1 Land at Wi mbl ebury Road, Cannock
1 Land West of Hednesford Road, Nor
Pl ease see our addendum strategic sit
Pl an makers should engage with | andow
infrastructur e and aff otrodabkeurheousin

evidence on costs and valuesat o infor

the plan making stage.

It irsestphoensi bility of sihepprommbakiBagt
t ake i nto account any costs includ
expectations and ri sks, and ensur e
devel opment are policy complianté

Wher e up-to-date policies have set
expected from devel opment, pl anning

comply with them should be assumed to

applicant t o demonstrate whet her par
justify the need for a viability ass
stage.

In this respect we have carried out
engagement on a one-to-one basi s Wi
promotors and developers of potenti al
all ocati ons. This is to establish, n
their deliverability in terms of deve

Pl an period.

o Aspinall



Paragraph

Par a

carrying

010 -

assessment

bal ance)

Par a

devel

Par a

costs

011 -

opment

012 -

Number - 1 tem Quote / Comment s

priVnicaibpilleist yf cars sessment is a process of

out

af ivniaanbciilailtlyy vi abl e, by Il ooking at whe

( star i keevel opment is more than the <cost

gr
Vv

i
v

r

S
t

ncludes l ooking at the key el ements
al ue, cost s, | and val ue, |l andowner

eturn I i . e. a residual |l and value a

n plan making and decisoositmakien@ vi

al ameteween the aspirations of devel oy
n terms of returns against ri sk, an
ystem to secure maxi mum benefits i

hrough the granting of planning perm

For residenti al devel opment , this ma
capitalised net rent al income from d
ot her external sources of funding sho
For commerci al devel opment broad asse
with industry practice may be necessa
For broad area-wide or site typology
maki ng asvteargaeg,e f i gur.,e swictam dadj wsterdent
t ake into account | and us e, form, S C
yi el ds, di sregarding outliers in the

d e vAes| soepsnsemmetn t of costs should be based

r

eflective of | ocal market conditions
build costs - e.g. Building Cost I n
abnor mal costs*

site-specific infrastructure costs*
the total cost of all relevant pol.
general finance

professional *, project management ,
|l egal costs i ncorporating organi

associated with the site.

1 Aspinall



Paragraph Number - 1 tem Quote / Comment s

1 project contingency costs shoul d
circumstances wher e sc heme speci fi
deemed necessary, wi t h a justifica

relative to project risk and devel o]

*t he PPG suggest s that t hese costs

account when defining benchmark | and

Para 013 - Be A benchmark | and value should be esta
Land Value (B thexisting use value (EUV) fofr ttthe | anc

|l andowner. (our emphasi s)

Para 014 - Wh aBte nfcahcntaorrks | and value shoul d:
h I'd b i d t
shou e consﬂl ggegasgd

upon existing use value (E
establish BLV?

] all ow for a premium to | andowners

] refl ect t he i mplications of abnor
infrastructure cost s; and professiol
Para 014 - Ma Mar ket evidence can al so be used a s
in BLV benchmark |l and val ue but shoul d not
benchmark | andmayl he. aTHevergence bet

benchmark | and val ues aardd prhamk ena kewv isd

shoul d be aware that this could be du

and met hodol ogi es used by i ndi vi due

promoters and | andowners. (our emphas
Para 014 - Ci r[cMalrakreitt]ly eowfi dence should be based on
l and values fully compl i ant wi t h emer gi,ng or up

including affordable housing requirem

set out in the plan. Where this evid
maker s and applicant sevdtdewmlcke iachegnt i
adj ust meontrsefl ect the cost of policy
t hdt storic benchmark | and values of

devel opments are not used. tpoourmfl ate

emphasis)

2 Aspinall



Paragraph

Par a

Val

ue

Par a

Number - 1 tem Quote / Comment s
015 - Ex EUV is the value of the | and in its e
(EUV) Existing use value is naoti srlegapdi ce
hope value.
Exi sting use values wil|l vary dependi
devel opment types.
EUV can be established in collaborati
devel oper s and l andowner s by assessi
speci fic site or type of site usin
information such as agricultural or i
appropriate capitalised rental |l evel
(excluding any hope value for develop
016 - Premium The premium is the amount a
goes to the |l andowner.

The premium shoehdopablbvedeneaeentive fo
owner to bring forwarahbhbbdwifog adevel

sufficient contributionegoi famegmtsomp

Pl an makers should establish a reaso
l andowner for the purpose of assessin(
Thi s wi || be an i t erbayt i p e o fpersoscieosnsa |l i
judgememd must be based upon the best
informed by cross sector collaboratio
Mar ket evidence can include benchmark
viability assessments.

Land transacti onesnlcyanasea udradstdhied h e c k

ot her evidence.

Any data wused should reasonably i der

necessary to reflect the cost of poli

affordable housing), or differences i
scal e, mar ket performance of di fferen
reasonabl e expectations of | ocal l and

s Aspinall



Par

Par

evi

Par
Val

Par

dev

agraph Number - I tem Quote / Comment s
Policy compliance means that the deve
with up to date plan policies includi
for contributions towards affordabl e |
relevant | evels set out in the plan.
a 016 - Pr Local authorities can request data on
dence the price expected to be paid througl
agreement) .
The PPG emphasises throughout (para 2
the price paid for |l and is not a rele
accord with relevant policies in the
However, data on actual price paid (o
paid through an option or promotion a
relevant for strategic sites to ensurt
over-ti me.
a 017 - Al tTehrinsatiisvemoUsee at the decision-making s
ue ( AUV) herein are all for broadly defined us
a 018 - Pr For the purpose a@afSspmpni onmkohgl&n20%
el oper s) gross devel opmemdy viae ueo { GiDd/gr ed a su
return to developers in order to est
policies. Pl an makers may choose to ¢
where there is evidence to support tfF
scale and risk profilelofwepl|l dnmadede:
ma y be mor e appropriate i n consider
af fordabl & nhocusricrugnst ances where this
end sale at a known value and reduces
may al so be appropriate for different
emphasis)
In this respect we have provided sel
mar gi n.
L4 Aspinall



Paragraph Number - 1 tem Quote / Comment s

Para 019 - BuiTlhde ctoonormencts of build foomebuid$dhémes sq
(BTR) as they depend on a |l ong term income
it i s exptelée echort mal form of af forda
provision will be.aWherdaplanpmakate v

to set affordable private rent propor

l evel di ffering from national pl annin
can be justified through a viability
making stage. (our emphasis)

We have not tested Build to Rent appr

viability assessment.

Source: PPG Viability (last updated 1 September 201

anning Practice Guidance for CIlL

.9 There is a separate section of the PPG for Cl L
gui dance for our viability assessment is set out be
.10 The ClL PPG guidance was first published in June
The PPG is intended to provide c¢clarity on the CIL
introduced in April 2010 and amended in February 20

2014, March 2015 atnmd Sept &mget a20bds have never bee

.11 We draw your attention to the following key par af
Table 2.3 - PPG ClIL Key Cross-References
Paragraph Number - | tem Quote / Comment s
Para 010 - Ap When deciding the l evmust atseg i kanaau
bal ance appropri atbeethwaleaanceddi ti onal i nvest mer
devel opment and t he potenti al ef fec
devel opments. (our emphasis)
Para 017 - | nfTrhaest riuncftruarset r uct ur e funding stat eme
Funding Statemennftrastructure needs, t he tot al cos

anticipated funding from developer

Shttps://www.l ocal .gov.uk/ pas/pas-topics/infrastructure/cil-regulati

15 Aspinall



Paragraph Number - 1 tem Quote / Comment s

choices the authority has made about

wi || be used.
Para 019 - pr Viability assessmepnopgor s honbhtde,besi mp
evidence to s transpaanedntpubl icly avail abl e i n acc
charge viability guidance. (our emphasi s)
Viability assessments can be prepared

of both plan making and preparing ch
evidence should be presented in a doc.
charging schedul e) t hat shows the p
proposed | evy rate or rates on the

across the authoritybés area.

Where the |l evy is introduced after a |
be appropriate for a | ocal aut hority
evidence wi t h assessments of recen
devel opment trends, and through wor ki
through | ocal devel oper forums), rath

evidence.

Para 020 - HowChsahroguilndg aut horities should use evi de
devel opment beplvaanlnuiendg fprracti ce gui dance on viabil:i

the purposes oMi atbhiel ilteywyK?ey Cross- References above)

Para 020 - O6a A charging authppiboprimasé awvaildbabl e e
avail able evi (as defined in the section 211(7A) of
inform the preparation of their dr af
recogni sed t hat t hanlaivkaeillyabt e et a u

comprehelbiavgi ng authorities need to

their proposed | evy rate or rates ar ¢
availabled ewvwndé@éstweinnandt hat evidence
their area as a whole. (our emphasis)
Para 020 - sampldemgrging authority shoul d directly
[typol ogi es] range of types of sites across its ar

Charging authorities that decide to

need to undertake more fine-grained s

L6 Aspinall



Paragraph

Par a

Par a

020

022

Number - 1 tem Quote / Comment s
The sampling exercise should provide
about t he potenti al ef f,echasl amfc etdh e I

against the need t o a(voourd eemxpcheasssiisv)e d

A charging authorityods proposed rat.
reasonagilween the avail abl e nevidence,
requirement for a proposed r.ate to ex
For exampl e,notthibse mipgphrtopri ate if t h
pointed to setting a chargeThieglkt at
is room for some pragmati emsulre woul d
that a o6bufferd ,orsomarhgitn tihse il necvlyu dreadt
to support devel opment when economic

(our emphasi s)

Note that the PPG does not specify wh
should be.

Differenti al rates Charging authoritie

di fferenti al rates to optimise the

through the | evy.

Di fferences in rates need to be just

viability of devel opment.

Di fferenti adokreatuss® ds mesulad means to del

objectives. (our emphasis)

Di fferential rates may be appropriate
1 geographical zones;

1 types of devel opment ; and/ or

] scal es of devel opment .

A charging authority that plans to s
seek avoid undue. cOmad gxmgy schedul es
di fferentiahotrahaee shodl dproportionat
particul aror s ecpteccrisal i st f or ms of dev

emphasis)

17 Aspinall



Paragraph Number - 1 tem Quote / Comment s

I'n all cases, di fferenti al rates must

they constitute a notifiable State ai

contr ol since |l eaving the EU].
Para 023 - di Charging authorities may also set dif
by wuse to different intended uses of developr
for this purpose is not tied to the

Order although that Order does provi d:

(Para 201 describes how changes to t

affect charging schedules that set di

use classes that no | onger exist).
Para 024 i di fRaetreesntciaanl breatseests by reference to eith
by scal e of units or dwellings in a developmen
Para 025 - di The wuplift in I and value that devel op
by | and value the existing use of | and sandbptopygsed
[greenfield / may be different if high value uses |
on |l and in an exi §eigg bhgwical uterateag
areal compared to |tolwer civedtuieonusefs
devel opment on | and already in a high

brownfield areal]

Charging authorities can take these f

evidence used to set differential |l ev
the funding received through the | evy
Given the increasing emphasis in the
certainty in respect of policy obliga
best practice; and the wisdom of brir
viability reviews into synchronisatio

di fferentiating CIL (and affordable h

and brownfield (previously developed

Thi s, together wi t h PPG Viability p
confirms that ClL and affordable hous

by greenfield and brownfield existin

o Aspinall



Par a

Par a

for

Par a

for

Par a

rel i

graph Number - Il tem Quote / Comment s
should make the process of pl anning
value capture) much simpler and mor e

026 - di fCfiefrfeenrteinatli arlatresst es f or geographic zor

zones charging authorityés area.
Aut horities may wi s h t o align zona
devel opment sites.

026 - di Charging authorities may want to cons

strategic ensure that the |l evy compli ments pl an
This may i nclpedda fset triangegs ftdmatstrate
refl ect the | and value wuplloiwtort heir
zero rates may fberaggppbpni gptod i ci es
significant contributions towar ds h
through planning obligations. (our em
See also the comments above in respec
doubl e-dipping. (NPPF Para 57 i Pl ann
We have carried out separate appraisa
However, the working assumption is th:
their own harm through S106 and not c
psm zone(s)) . This is to ensure that
of contributions.

065 - SocSoacli aHo uhsoiunsgi ng relief is a mandatory

ef [inc. Ftior sme ¢loimaels] rent , affordabl e rent , al
dwel Il i ngs, provided by a | ocal aut ho
provider, and shared ownership dwelli

Subject to meeting specific condition
al so applsyotuated rengradvipdreodpebyt i ecdi e
which are neither a | ocal aut hority

provider.

Mandatory soci al housing relief can
where the first and subsequent sales

of their m&r ket o¥yameeo u(ri emphasi s)

o Aspinall



2.

2.

2.

12

13

14

Paragraph Number - 1 tem Quote / Comment s

Para 128 - Ca 6Yesd - Where a charging authority wi

made in instainstal ments, they must have published

their website. An instal ment policy ¢
del i very of devel opment by taking

restrictions, for example in areas suf
within the buy to | et sector. For the
herein, we have assumed that the paym

Source: PPG ClIL (last updated 16 November 2020) and
The government have published the Levelling Up a

covers a range of i ssues including the introducti

proposals follow the earlier Planning for the Future
Government s proposals are to:

1 reform the Community Infrastructure Levy (CIlL)
obligation as a locally set, valwue-based fl at r at
is for the new Levy to raise more revenue than
contributions, and deliver at | east as much T i f
present . The reform is to capture a greater shar
devel opment .

1 give Il ocal aut horities greater powers to deter mi
including by expanding the scope of the Levy tc
Ensuring that S106 affordable housing is kept at
delivered on-site to ensure that new devel opment
Local authorities wild.l have the flexibility +to
communities as well as new communities [for examj

1 seek to extend the scope of the consolidated | nf
from it to capture changes of wuse through per mit
homes delivered through this route bring with thq
The Government states that it wants to bring fo

contributions are: f ai , transparent and consistent

previous refor ms. I nterestingly, this time the Gove
to be Obuoyant 6. Thi s s O06so0o that when prices go
0 Aspinall



devel opers and the |l ocal community, and when prices

agreementso.

.15 The precise approach to be taken is to be devel oj
a pilot approach taken where the new approach wil/
.16 Whil st the Government is rightfully seeking to 6

proposed changes could |l ead to delays as plan- mak:¢
l andowners wai't for policy to crystallise. For t
negotiation of S106 agreement s, careful considerat.i
on |l and value, profit and planning policy requireme
.17 For the purposes of our viability assessment, we
early to take them into account but they wil!/l need

PPG for Housing for ol der & disabled pe

2.

2.

18 There is another separate section of the PPG to

housing for older and disabled people (published 26

19 We draw your attention to the following key par af
Table 2.4 - PPG for Housing for ReEflere& disabled pe
Paragraph Number - 1 tem Quote / Comment s
Para 001 - Wh The need to provide housing for ol der
i mportant to are |living longer |ives and the propo
housing needs popul ation is increasing. In mid-201
peopl e? people aged 85 and over; by mid-2041 t

to 3.2 million.

Para 002

Wh yT hies pirtovi si on of appropriate housing

i mportant to pilnacnl ufdoirngt hsepeci ali st and supported ho
housing needs tohfemlitsabl ede safe and independent I i
peopl e? adapt ed housing can have a negative

peopl eé

Para 008 - Wh Accessible and adaptable housing enab
benefits of aindependentl vy, while also saving on h
adaptable hou the future. I't is better to build acc:

rather than have to make adaptations

1 Aspinall



Paragraph Number - 1 tem Quote / Comment s

terms of cost and with regard to peo

safe and independent in their homes.

Accessi bl e and adaptabl e housing wi

convenient approach rout es into and

out side areas, suitable circulation s

and kitchens within the home. Wheel chc:

additional features to meet the need

wheel chairs, or all ow for adaptations

Para 009 - minAlmunmi ng policies for housing can set
reqguirements fhooru saicncge stshiabtl ewi | | be delivered to the
housin . . .
g 1 M4 (1) Category 1: Visitable dwellir

standard that applies)
1 M4(2) Category 2: Accessible and ac

1 M4 (3) Category 3: Wheelchair user ¢

Para 010 - Sp There are different types of speciali.i
housing for o the diverse needs of ol der peopl e, wh
1 Age-restricted gener al mar ket housi
is generally for peopl e aged 55 an
el derl y. It may include some share
commun al gardens, but does not i ncl

services.

1 Retiremendhélitvemgddhmossiusgal |y cons
of purpose-built flats or bungal ows
facilities such as a |l ounge, | aundr
does not generally provide care ser.\v
support to enable residents to I|ive
include 24 hour on-site assistance
house manager.

f Extra careohowmoiursg ng-wi th-car e: T h
consists of purpose-built or adapte:
a medium to high | evel of care avail

an onsite care agency registered th

22 Aspinall



Paragraph

Par a

proposals

housi

015

ng

Number - 1 tem Quote / Comment s

Commi ssi on (CQC) . Resi dent s ar e

i ndependently with 24 hour access t
staff, and meal s ar e al so avail ab
extensive communal areas, such as s
wel |l being centre. I n some cases, t h
known as retirement communities or

is for residents to benefit from val

progresses.

1 Resi denti al care homes and nursing
individual rooms within a resident:i
high | evel of care meeting all acti
do not usually include support ser
living. This type of housing can al
homes.

Ther e i s a significant amount of vV a

specialist housing for older people.

indication of the differkkewntt its presct of
defini {ovue emphasi s)

< OO0 u ou
®Q O ® < T S

this respect we have appraised ger
eltered housing schemes typically
ch as McCarthy & Stone or Churchi |l
ction 5 i typol ogi es) . We have not
mes and nursing homes as these are

l ued by reference to trading profit

vi aviiabiitlyi toyf gui dance (see Table 2.2 -

for

Rsepf eecri eanl ci esst ) sets out how plan makers
should take account of viability, i nc
for older people. Plans should set out

from devel opment .

Viability guidance states that where
out the contributions expected from
applications that comply with them s
viable. It is up to the applicant to

circumstances justify the need for a

23 Aspinall



Paragraph

Number - 1 tem Quote / Comment s

PPG

Fi

24

Ma'y
2.5).

2.5

Source:
PPG for
2.20 On

(Tabl e

Tabl e

Paragraph

Par a

Ho me ?

001

r

applicat iSwumc hstcage.umstances could inc
devel opment which may significantly v
of development for sale (for).example
(our emphasis T hence why we have ap|]

persons housing typologies).

Housing for older & disabled people (Pu

St Ho me s

2021 MHCLG (now DLUHC) i ssued guidanc:¢

PPG for First Homes Key Cross-Reference

Number - 1 tem Quote / Comment s

Wh First Homes are a specific kind of

housing and should be considered to
6affordable housing6 for pl anning pu

Homes are discounted mar ket sale unit

a) mudtsbeunted by a andaii mutm toHe 3Ma&4 k ¢

val ue

b) are sold to a person or persons n

eligibility criteria [Para 002]

c) on their first sal e, wi || have a r
at HM Land Registry to ensure this di:
current market valwue) and certain oth

on at each subsequent title transfer;

d) after the discount has been applie
a prriacehigher than A250,000 (or A42

Londan

First Homes are the governmentds pref
tenur eshamud d account for at | east 259
housi ng duenliitvser ed by devel oper s t hr

obligations. (our emphasis)
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Paragraph Number - 1 tem Quote / Comment s

Para 004 - Mi nlinmuoor der to qualify as a Fiatst Ho me,
di scount |l east 30% below the open market value
Local authorities have t he di screti

mi ni mum di scount of either 40% or 50%

a need for this. As part of their p
planning authorities shoul d underta
assessment to take into account the n¢
types and tenures, including various

(such as First Homes) .

Para 013 - 25 Pl ans shoul d set out t he contribut
devel opment . This should include set
types of affordable housing provision

Policies for First Homes should refl e
mi ni mum of 25% of all affordabl e hous|

devel oper contributi o.ns( stroudmp thaes iFd)r

Para 015 - HowOnscheoud dmitrhiemum of 25% of First Homes
remaining 75% foofr , soci al drednitvesgteadulidn btehe same per

af fordabl e housseithgoubte i n.t ibdel oemai mldam of the aff ol

secured t hr ougthe nduerveesl ospheorul d be delivered in |line w

contributions?n the | ocal plan policy.
For example, if a |l ocal plan policy re
mi x of 20% shared ownership units, 4
and 40% soci al rent units, a planning
nati onal policy would deliver an affo
of 25% First Homes and 40% soci al ren
would be split in line with the ratio
which is 40% affordable rent to 20% s
35% split in this way results in 12%

affordable rent.

In another exampl e, if a |l ocal plan p

to be shared ownership and 20% to be

s Aspinall



Paragraph Number - 1 tem Quote / Comment s

compliant application would deliver 2!
soci al rent and 55% shared owner ship.
Para 016 - Fi The Community Infrastructure Levy (CI
Cl L amended) make provisions for charging
or grant exemptions from dlhleow evy. i

devel opers of First Homed rbm obheain

requirement to pay CI L.

This is the same for all/l af fordabl e h
Para 023 - 10% hoef 25% expected First Homes contribu
affordabl e honpersodsuhcotul ddarmbemake up or contribute to

avail abl e f or nauniboerrd aobfl ehomes expected to be an aff

home ownershipproduct on major developments as set
Source: PPG First Homes (Published 24 May 2021) and

2.21 The next section of the report sets out the | ocal

6 Aspinall



3 Local Policy Context

3.1 This section sets out the | ocal policy context fo

3.2 The Cannock Chase Llaodcoaplt eRIl amn (JRuanret 210)1,4 , sets out t

strategy for the District up to 2028. It includes st
requirements, (alongside other key policy areas)
devel opment management policies were to be consider
consulted on an I ssues and Options Local Pl an (Part
3.3 Subsequently the Council decided to cease work
commencing a full Local Pl an review. This decision
changes being proposed at the national l evel , i nclu
Framework and the new | egal requirement to review L
3.4 The new Local Pl an will replace the adopted Loca
Pl an Part 2. I't will set the context for delivering
present strategic and detailed planning policies to
for different types of development, and will estab
3.5 The purpose of the Viability Assessment wil/| be
wi de and site-specific policies related to develope
evidence base for a review of the Community I nfrast
Cannock Chase District, Preferred Optio
3.6 We have reviewed the Cannock Chase District, Loca
3.7 A detailed matrix of all the planning policies is
this outlines how the relevant policies have both
assumptions adopted within the appraisals. We highl
3.8 The policies considered to have a direct influenc

27 Aspinall
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n

n

cies with a Direct I m
ving and Enhancing the I
t density and cost s.
ons: BCI'S and External \
ity of the built envirort
t density and cost s.
ons: BCIl S, external WO
fees
es which deter c¢cri me anc
t cost s.
ons: BCI S, external WO r
fees.
rovision of community i1
t cost s.
ons: CIL & S106.

h and amenity.

t cost s.

ons : BCI S, External Wo r
gs and professional f ees:s
e |l eisure and sport faci
t cost s.

ons: Cl L.

ities for heal thy | i ving
t cost s.

ons: External Wor k s .
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Pol

Pol

Pol

cy

SOAlS5 ot ments and community food growing.

| mpacts devel opment density and costs.

Not specifically appraised - the developer

cost and value of acquiring / re-providing
SO Housing choice.

| mpacts devel opment typol ogies.

Typol ogies matrix summari ses affordabl e he

typology as well housing mix assumed.
SO®Ped3ivering high quality housing.

|l mpacts devel opment typologies and costs.

Typol ogies includes M4(2) and M4 (3) Dwell
SOProvision for new empl oyment uses.

| mpacts devel opment cost s.

Financial assumptions: External works.
SOProd»vision for | ocal employment and skills

| mpacts devel opment cost s.

Financi al assumptions: A professional f e

costs for preparing the employment and ski
SO Accessi ble Devel opment .

|l mpacts devel opment cost s.

Financi al assumpti ons: The policy pl ace

applications to demonstrate compliance wi

are standard considerations in planning

woul d be mitigated through our professione:

SOEomuni cation Technol og

| mpac

Finan

ts

ci

d

al

i es.

evel opment costs.

assumptions:

29
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e design.
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wn Centr e
wn Centre
wn Centr e
wn Centre

Town Cen

Town Cen

, Conseryv
ty.
vel opment

assumptio
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tre

tre -

Transport.
cost s.

ns: Professional fees

ic charging points.

cost s.

ns: External wor ks.

own centre uses and t 0\

cost s.

Professional Fees

e requirement for an i

expected with retail

s all owances.

cost s.

ns: BCI'S and external \

Re d e vReell capt neesn tt oArsd & se s

typol ogy mat

- infor ms

RedeRel apment oAsetases

typol ogy mat

- informs

R-e dRe/led togpsnetnd dAirteeas

nforms typology

ing and Enhancing Biodi

cost s.

BCI S.
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Policy SOBrownfield and Despoiled Land and Under - Ut
| mpacts devel opment cost s.
Financial assumptions: A50, 000 per acre. |
to greenfield due to historic | and uses ac
with the Council
Policy SO8&8a®&aging Waste.
| mpacts devel opment cost s.
Financial assumptions: External works + pi
Source: Cannock Chase, Preferred Options, February
3.9 A detailed analysis of these and al/l the policie
economic assessment , is set out in the policies mat
Exi sting Community Infrastructure Levy
3.10 The Cannock Chase Community Infrastructure Levy
onstJune 2015. The Council's charging rates are set
Table 3.2 - Chnhochl CBhEel
Use Type Charge A psm
Housing T (excluding ret A40.00
Food stores with floorspace > 280 squarAé Omeotor es
Out of centre retail park developments
Source: Cannock Chase Community I nfrastJwmeure Levy
2015.
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3.11 I't is important to note that the above CIL rates

current ClL rates are set out in Table 3.3 below.

Table 3.3 - @drr &€rhtar@2 M22)
Use Type

Housing 7T (excluding ret A51. 27

Food stores with floorspace > 280 squarAd 6matlr es

Out of centre retail park devel opments
Source: Cannock Chase District Counci |, 2022
3.12 We have used the current adopted ClIL rates as tfF

have made recommendations about the scope to vary

evidence base for a review of the Community I nfrast

s Aspinall



Cannock Chase Local
Cannock Chase
Augi20:

Nei ghbouring Authority Policies

3.13 Figure 3.1 shows the |l ocal authority district bol

Figure 3.1 - Local AQammochki es Adjacent to

f; ; oY ;. 5 : h - 10 fem 14 ] Cannock Chase District Boundary
Contains Ordnance Survey data & Crown copyright and databiase right 2022 12| [ Neighbouring Authority Boundaries

Source: Aspinall Verdi GI'S, March 2022

3.14 The property mar ket within Cannock Chase sits i
consider the Affordable Housing targets and ClIL reqt
Each Il ocal authority area has unique geographic and
the performance of the property mar ket specifically

3.15 We set out bel ow the headline Affordable Housin

authorities for ease of comparison.

C e



Table 3.4 - Neighbouring AuthorPblies Affordable Housing and CIL

Local AuthcAffordable Housing Residential CI Retail / CommOther CIILL
Stafford Two affordable hOUSInThree~zones wSuper mar kets N o char iengf or
A40, A70 and Adiscount supe¢all other uses
No charge for ArRO
housing
Retail Wareho 100

East StaffomMasketr ehousing | ed r eNoitdecnhtarageddevel opmenNot charged N ot
that wil.l provide 4 or more dwellings or on a
site of 0.14 hectares or more shall provide wup
to 40% of the dwellings as affordable housing.

On previously developed | and within the built
up areas of Burton and Uttoxeter: 25 %;

On Greenfield sites within and on the edge of
Burton and Uttoxeter: 3 3 %;

On other 1l and; 40%.

Lichfield The percentage targetThree residen Super markets No <char de for
i s flexible dependi ndevel opment chcharged A160 all ot hear aises.
circumstances. with rates of metr e Ret ai | us e

. . . per square metdevel opments be
| L_|chf|e_ld el i 3 antor apartment charged A70 ar e
housing wi || be re 7 d
devel opments for 15 metre. Nei g ’
sites of 0. 5ha or n convenience !
accordance .with nat i Vel OpIMONE S b e

. charged A20 ar e
Out si de t hese t wo r

. metr e

affordabl e housi n¢ on

"From Planning Resour €éeLCWhatWhtchwhWeébsicharging (what@&sse®l BAMENY Resource

s Aspinall




Local Aut hcAf fordabl e Housing Residenti al Cl Retail [/ Comm Ot her CIILL

housing devel opment s
set threshol ds.

A flexible approac
proportions, tenur e,
taken on a scheme by
housing needs in the
scheme viability, su
approach by developer

Wal sal | 25% af fordabl e housing. Fdwamr gé argealscalMNeod b ar gteaitflioa |
housing and fl @eveééwvpmepmentawi | bt helre uses
charging zoneschwatgped athd90ofper squar e
A100, A75, A50meamc. A5 Npar food retail
square metre. Warughonesdei undevel opment s
scal e resi dentwi &l bheous hagged A75 per
devel opment chaggbang menhes.
with rates of A100, A50, A25
and A5 per square metre.
Four smal | scale residential
housing devel opment
charging zones with rates of
Ai100, A75, A50 and A5 per
square metre. Small scale fl at
devel opments will be charged
A5 per square metre
City of 25% af fordable housinCity of Wolver Not charged Not charged
Wol ver hampt Counci l does n
South StaffBoldishyrd2 of the adopNetd ClharegeSd rat egy seNst charged N o t

out the threshol ds at which affordabl e

housing will be required on new devel opment:

6 Aspinall



Local Aut hcAf fordabl e Housing Residenti al Cl Retail [/
a) 10 or more dwellings (or sites of 0.3
hectares or more in size) within the Main
Service Villages, or
b) 5 or more dwellings (or sites of 0.2
or more in size) within the Local
Service Villages, or
c) 2 or more dwellings (or sites of 0.1
or more in size) within the Smal/l
Service Villages.

The Counci l wi || seek t o ensur e t hat a

proportion of affordable housing is

provided on gualifying sites meeting t he

above threshold criteria in accordance

with the following targets:

On sites of 10 or more dwellings i 30%

affordable housing on previously

devel oped | and; 40% affordable housing on

greenfield | and;

Within the Local Service Villages and Small

Service Villages on sites of 5-9

dwel lings T 20% affordable housing (provided

on-site);

3

Within Smal.l Service Villages on sites of

dwel |l ings i 20% af fordabl e housing

equivalent in |lieu of on-site provision.
Source: Counci | websites 2022; Pl anning Resource ClI
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Cannock Chase LoReb
Cannock Chase

Pl an Viabi

Augi20:

4 Viability Assessment Met hod

4.1 In this section of the report, we set out our me:
l and uses and devel opment typologies described in t

4.2 Cross-reference should be made back to the PPG Vi
the guidance in respect of EUV, premium and profit.

4. 3 We also reference the professional guidance that
financial viability appraisals and some i mportant p

Viability Modelling Best Practice

4. 4 The gener al principle is that ClL/planning oblig:e
|l evied on the increase in | and value resulting fror
there are fundamental differences between the | and
is different. Therefore, in order to derive the pot
the O6éappropriate balance6 it is important to wunder
underpin the viability analysis.

4.5 The wuplift in value is calculated using a residu
illustrates the principles of a RLV appraisal
FigureThe 1Resi dual Land Ve

ALL COSTS OF THE DEVELOPMENT I5 VIABLE WHEN GDV
GROSS DEVELOPMENT DEVELOPMENT INCLUDING 15 EQUAL TO THE WHOLE COSTS OF
VALUE LAND AND PROFIT DEVELOPMENT
i e.g, affordable holsing and the cast af any
Deyslaper fetifn i patel sttt Dt il
" rathier than 35  financial contribution,
Cumulative policy tasts -I Irfrastiucture finciuding CiL and 5 108)
i Site-specfic mitigation:  Safety standards
Designand tulding  Sustalnabiliey measdres
Land
Source: RICS Assessing viability in planning under
2019 for England, Guidance Note, 1st edition, March

-



In the above diagram, a scheme is viable if the C

is greater than the total of al |l the costs of dev
cumul ative policy costs and profit (developers retu
tot al costs of devel opment, t he scheme wil|l be unvi
I n accordance with the PPG, to advise on the abi
affordable housing and ClL/planning obligations we
(RLV) from the viability analysis against existing
typology 1T the Benchmark Land Value (BLV). This is

RLY and BLV bel ow.

Figure 4.2 - Balance between RLV and BLYV
GDV (inc. AH)
Less
» Fees
» S106/CIL No. Units / Size
» Build costs x Density
» Profit = size of site (ha)
- Interest etc. x BLV (£/ha)
= RLV =BLV

Source: Aspinall Verdi E Copyright

If the balance is positive, then the policy is vi

viable and the ClIL and/or affordable housing rates

Our specific appraisals for each for the | and use:

bel ow.

Benchmark Land Value (BLV) Approach

.10 Benchmark | and value has been subject to much det

the most appropriate method to determine it for p |
approaches have been O6Existing Use plus premiumdé an
l atter, although a more mar ket facing approach, has

not necessarily been adjusting |l and values fully fo

y Aspinall



inflation from competition in the market place for

PPG now provides a clear single method (Existing Us:i
4. 11 Paragraph: 013 Reference I D: 10-013-20190509 of t

To define | and value for any viability assessment,k

on the baexisstoifng heese ofal ukel (UB&NA ,prfeomi utnhe | andowne

The premium for the | andowner should reflect the mi
reasonabl e | andowner would be willing to sell t he
reasonabl e incentive, in comparison with other opti
for development while allowing a sufficient contrib
Landowners and site purchasers should consider pol
transactions. This approach is often called dexisti
4. 12 See Table 2.2 - PPG Viability Key Cross-Referenc

PPG for the definition of EUV and the premium.

4. 13 The RICS also supports the EUV plus met hod whe
purposes. The RI'CS Assessing Viability i n Pl annin
Framewor k, Gui dance Not et,heMaRRG 20 2uln asmhait gewso U sh att h aot

primary @®prband transaction evidence should only &

EUV plus premium. The RICS guidance emphasises the
@ny data used should reasonably identify any adjust
compliance (including for af fordable housing), or (
mar ket performance of di fferent buil ding use type

|l andowner so

4. 14 The RIEWYV dfedri ntelse 6pur poses of FVAs as the value |
prospect of future change to that use. This may hec
change of wuse within the same planning use c¢l ass, b

refurbishment or redevel opment workK& to the existin

4 .15 The RICS International Valuation Standards, Noverl
60Current use/existing use is the current way an ass
i s used. The current use may be, but ild not necess
8RI CS, March 2021 (effective from 01 July 2021), Assessing viability

2019 for Engl and, paragraph 5.7.7
9 bid, paragraph 5.7.6
10 pid, paragraph B. 1.2

1R cs Valuation i Global Standards Incorporating the |1VSC Internatio
from 31 January 2020, Paragraph 150.1

‘o Aspinall



Gui

4.16
4.17
4.18

dance on Premiums/ Land Value Adjustm

The PPG requires the existing use value plus prert
is no specific guidance on the premium. One theref

on evidence.

A number of reports have commented upon the crit
These inform the relationship between the O0premi umb
of market value. The PPG is explicit that hope valu
arriving 'at tHoeweEWEY, hope value is a fundament al pa
therefore is relevant in the context of the premium

We set out on the following table our considerat

Premium for BLY Considerations.

Table 4.1 - Premium for BLY Considerations

Evidence / Source Quote / Comment s

RI' CS, AssessinThe RICS acknowledge that o6there is
Pl anning under the premium and the setting of real.i
Pl anning Policthat satisfy the reasonable incenti ve¢
2019 for Englathe premium is a vefy difficult judg:

AU (EffECt'VThe RI' CS guidance further explains t

20zl FVA, the EUV and the premium is |ike
same devel opment typology, but it wo
site that required higher costs to e
achieve a | ower residual value. This
of in different site typdtiogies at tI
Local Housi ng DOdlei vidaryman Report was published in
Group Chaired bytSiodurdhrmn of viability becoming

Har man, 20 June@l2a®Mh2ng system post the introducti ol

Viability TESt'Trh% 0acramlanplraenpso’rt refers to the conc

Advice for plaRnings (TLv). HarmhneshatdslLahdt Vahae
a

n
u
practitioners %B%% rrrg%r?esent the value at which a

Report)

12paragraph: 015 Reference | D: 10-015-201905009, Revi sion date: 09 05
13R1 CSs, March 2021 (effective from 01 July 2021), Assessing viability
2019
14 pid, paragraph 5.3.7

for Engl and, paragraph 5.3.3

o Aspinall



Evidence [/

15 o0cal
practitioners,

16|
17|
18|
19|
20|

Housing
page 28
bid,
bid
bid,
bid
bid

page 29

page 30

Delivery

Source

i s
acc
t he

rep

Al t
t he
app
The
app
gi v
an
Har
wi |
Val
ot
i np
It
own
t ak
di s
sel
ove
tru
t he
sit
I an

ur b

Group

Quote / Comment s

ur ate

eage
description
Land Val
th the

Whndef ohi deveal
the i mportant
(BLV)

ter mi

kely to rel
of

ter mir

ogy i

Benchmar k ue

ort in-1line wi nol

the Har man
abili

det er mi

hough
PPG

roach

Report pre-dates

on Vi ty it does recom

t o ne |l and value for

h a

co

advocates t
Land Val

Har man report al so

Benchmar k
t hat

ropriate
ehheof dct

ue,

policy
owner s o

future plan

i mpact on |l and valuedd and

man , does acknowledge that refere

checko
the ap

ar e

usef ul 6sense
being

recommended

| provide a
t hat used in

t hat

ues ar e

not t hese

ntl'é a

i s

ut i model

t hatl

forced

ahdr I
di

over

al so acknowl edges arge

er s ar e stress

t h
6 p
once in a
t hat
owWnedshi p

rarely or

e a much | onger term vi

ofld t Hei

| erpoG@ easi al ly

e w

posing rredesast to these

maki ng a

r whether to sell an asset ma

for
t |

st or institutionés

se circumstances, Harman st ates

es theatupl & ft t o current use val

be

very

downer wi ||l invariably signi fi

an context and requireés car e

Chaired by Sir John Har man, 20 June 20
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Evidence / Source Quote / Comment s

HCA Transparenln terms of the EUV + premium appr o
Assumptions (ACommunities Agency (now Homes Engl a

consul tation paper on transparent as:¢

Viability Modelling.

Thi s not es that , 0typically, this {
expressed as a percent age over E U
devel oped | and and as a multiple of
greenfield | andd.

It al so notes that benchmar ks and e
appeals tend tolb® ton Z20YaapgpevefEWVLV
ur ban areas. For greenfield | and, b ¢

rang&Oofo 20adriimewl U aurvempédasi s)

I nspector' s PosltheHd aarsipregct or 6s |l etter is in relatio

Letter to NorthhEeswvaeaxability evidence of three prop

Authorities i n North Essex. The three Gar den
provide up to 43,000 dwellings in to
for the Garden Communities is in agl

I nspector recognised that the EUV f
around A10, 000 per gross acre. I'n t
was of the opinxloim rmihlattA pa0r@, OO0 ap e r

gross acre) would provide sufficient

to sell.tBetngceesanvily substanti al |
the Plands policiesd a price Obel ow
capabl e of providing a competitive
| ando®h erToh e Il nspector, howe viesr , jud
extremely doubtful that, for the pro
bel ow A50, 000/ acre i half the figur e
refl ect current mar ket expectations
sufficient incentive to a | andowner.
214CA, August 2010, Area Wide Viability Model (Annex 1 Transparent Vi
22p| anning lnspectorate, 15 May 2020, Examination of the Shared Strate

204
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Evidence / Source Quote / Comment s

therefore |likely to |Iie somewhere be
and A100, 002 per acre

Par khurst Road The Hi gh Court case bet ween Par khu

LBI (22018) (Claimant) and Secretary of State f ol
Government and The Council of the 1
Il slington (Defendant(s)) addresses t|
and the circularity of I and values w
a policy compliant basis.

In this case it was common ground th
redundant and s o t he existing use

inegligibleo. There was no alternati
which could generate a higher value
(AAUVO) than the devel opment propose
site did not suffer from abnor mal c
contended that there was considerahb
valuation of such a site enabling it
amount of af fordabl e housing i n ac (

=

equirements. Further mor e, t hat t he

u
objective was being frustrated by Pa

inflated6 BLV for the site which fai
requirements. Mr Justice Holgate di:
and agreed wi t h LBI t hat wha't i s

comparabl e market evidence, or a fAm
ireflect policy requirementso in ord

pr ob3>em

Land Value CaptlTihree Hoaper tof Commons - Housi ng, Comm

(Sept 22018) Government Committee has published
principles of l and value capture.
capture, the scope for capturing addi

23 pid, Paragraph 205

2 arkhur st Road v SSCLG & LBI, Bef ore MR JUSTI CE HOLGATE Bet ween: Pa
of State for Communities and Local Government and The Council of the
CO/ 3528/ 2017

25 pjid, paragraph 39

26House of Commons Housing, Communities and Local Government Commi tte
20177119 HC 766 Published on 13 September 2018 b authority of the Ho

. spinall



Evidence / Source Quote / Comment s
l essons |l earned from past attempts t
val ue. It reviews improving existir
|l egislative reforms and alternative
capture. Paragraph 10D[9¢é]Joft hten ee xtegmtr tt
which the 6éno-schemed principle woul
much depends on the circumstanceso.
of t he countryside, whi ch woul d no
pl anning permission for housing, the
could be attributed to the scheme. H
was wundertaken within constrained ul
town extensions and redevel opmentsdwl
was much. highero
Hence it i s i mportant t o consider
infrastructure awconsndest mgnt when
For example, where existing agricult.
is being considered for housing all o«
value is attributable to the policy c
can be no development).

Land at War bur Pl anning appeal for up to 400 dwel |

Trafford (Appe The I nspector preferred the Council 6:¢

APP/ Q4245/ W/ 229 The Counci l used agricultural Il and v
They applied a x10 premium to the ne
33.75 acres and A8,000 per acre to t|
The tot al benchmark |l and value of A2
area was 62 acres (25 hectares). The
equated to A116, 000 per gross hectar
acre) [/ 5.87 multiplier on the agric
per acre. I n considering the premium
é¢ here is no evidence that | have see
should be any particular value. The
should be sufficient to incentivise
|l and and should also be the minimum i

27appeal Decision, Appeal Ref: APP/ Q4245/ W/ 19/3243720, Land at Warbur
ZM(F;;'TI an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State for Communit.i
s Aspinall



Evidence / Source Quote / Comment s

to takeé8 placwas relevant hie catse Dha!

of the two |l andowners had agreed in
sel | the |l and for whatever is left
assess?heamtdd t herefore had accepted | c

BLVY requirements.

Source: Aspinall Verdi

Land Mar ket for Devel opment in Practice

4. 19 A very important aspect when considering area-w
property mar ket for development | and works in pract

4. 20 Devel opers have to secure sites and premises in
to equal or exceed the |l andownersdé aspirations as t
devel opersd perspective, this price has to be agree
the devel opment, particularly where planning is sti/
al | risks including acquiring the site, ground congc
the devel opment; finding a tenant/ occupier; i ncreas
economy and mar ket demand etc. This is a significan
to manage; but this is the role of the developer é
devel operds profit.

4. 21 The developer will appraise all of the above cos:

site value of a particular site.

4 .22 To mitigate some of these risks developers and |
risks by entering into arrangements such as: Market
O6subject to planning6 | and purchases; promotion ag

whereby the devel oper shares any Osuper-profité ove

4. 23 From the | andownersd perspective, they wil!/l have
of their site. This could be fairly straight-forwa
agricultural l and which is subject to per hectare b
sites, the existing use value could be a | ot more s
the property; the condition of the premises,; cont ar

28Appeal Decision, Appeal Ref: APP/ Q4245/ W 19/3243720, Land at Warbur
MRTPI an I nspector appointed by the Secretary of State for Communiti

iy Aspinall
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|l ets, car parking and advertising hoardings etc. Al ¢
coul d have been state-of-the-art when it was fir
redevel opment context it might now be the subject o
l andowner finds difficult to reconcile. Accordingl
in a brownfield context.
Brownfield / Greenfield Land Economics
4. 24 Pl anning gain has its roots in the perceived win
l and by the planning system to accommodat®® new res
However, lessons from previPloulBowttleatpttshit itsaxp drttitaea
to achieve effectively without stymieing devel opmen
brownfield redevel opment schemes with all attendant
greenfield and brownfield scheme economics is wusual
housing targets; plan viability and ClIL rate settin
4. 25 The timing of redevel opment and regeneration of
the relationship between the value of the site in i
and the value of the site in its redeveloped [highe
Any pl anning gain which i mpact s on these costs w
redevel opment. This is relevant to consider when se
4. 26 Fundamentally, S106 (and together wi th CI etc
contribution to infrastructure. By definition, any
effect on the pattern of | and uses. The question as
upon how the S106 (and/ or ClL) is applied.
4 .27 Al so, consideration must be given to the O6incide
for paying it i.e. the developer out of profit, or
4. 28 This is particularly relevant in the context of
areas. Any S106/ ClL on brownfield redevel opment sit
redevel opment. This wil!l have a direct effect on ec
4. 29 I n the brownfield context redevel opment takes p
economically obsolete (as opposed to physically obs
the property falls as the operating costs increase,
comparison with modern equivalent buildings. | con
use of the site increases over time due to developm
30see Barker Review (2004) and Housing Green Paper (2007)
3t he 2007 Planning Gain Supplement, 1947 o6Development Charged, 1967
Tax06 have all ended in repeal

. Aspinall



ere is general economic growth in the economy).

decreasing existing use value crosses the rising al

4. 30 However, this is not the trigger for redevel opmel
on site demolition, cl earance, remedi ati on, and new
to be deducted from the alternative use value O6curyv
achieve the point where redevel opment is viable.

4. 31 This is absolutely fundamental for the viability
tax or obligation which increases the costs of rede
value and simply extend the timescale to when the
use value to precipitate redevel opment

4. 32 Contrast t his with the situation for devel opmel
constrained by the planning designati on. Once a si
significant step-up in development valwue T which mal
accommodating t han brownfield redevel opment . Ther
devel opment gain, without postponing the timing of

4. 33 That said, there are some other i mportant consid
the viability of greenfield sité%s. This is discusse

4. 34 The existing use value may be only very modest f
| andowner stands to make a substanti al windfall to
be a | ower benchmark (Benchmark Land Value) where t
is particularly thedicaspotwdretricalal y amalbwmg@ra once in
whet her to sell an asset that may have been in the f
gener at’Aoaasr di ngl vy, the é6windfall 6 over the existin
incentive to release the | and and forgo the future

4. 35 Anot her very important consideration is the pron
benchmark | and value therefore needs to take into
promotion cost s, option fees etc. and théThied urn r e
should be borne in mind when considering the [benct
and, in turn, the risks to delivery of adopting too
reasonably reflect the e%*onomics of site promotioné

32 ocal Housing Delivery Group, Local Government Association / Home B

Testing Local Pl ans, Advice for planning practitioners, Edition 1 (t

33.o0cal Housing Delivery Group, Local Government Association / Home B

Testing Local Pl ans, Advice for planning practitioners, Edition 1 (t

34 0cal Housing Delivery Group, Local Government Association / Home B

Testing Local Plans, Advice for planning practitioners, Edition 1 (t

iy Aspinall



4.36
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4.38
4.39
4. 40
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4. 41

e

Ho
re
un
co

en

an
be

pu

co
Fi

i n
Wh

mu

This difference between the devel opment O6gaind6 ir

ow- burn redevelopment of brownfield sites is abs:t
gime to capture development gain such as CI L. It
ether the developer or the | and owner carries the

I n the case of Cannock there are a number of ho
eenfield and brownfield sites and therefore we ha

heme typol ogi es.

Val ue
Where there is a possibility of development the |
pe val wred eime mtahrds £t value of a property in excess

flecting the prospect of some more valuable futur
certain nature or extent of such prospects, i ncl u
uld expect planning permission to be obtained or
able the more valuable use to be i mplemented. The!

ten have high aspirations of value beyond that wh

d in a falling market the | and owner my simply 0«
tter market returning in the future. The actual a
rchase price and this crystallises the value for

Note that hope value is represented in the EUV p
mpliant mar ket valwue (RLV), given RICS guidance o
gure 4.1 - The Residual Land Valuation Framewor k

Hence | and 6valued and oO6pricebd are two very diff
en formulating planning policy S106 and CI L. The
rtain extent depends on this relationship and the
rmer with a |l ong-term greenfield site might have

but huge O0priced6 aspirations for residenti al devel
much higher value in terms of sunk costs and inve
int between this and redevelopment is much more m
|l usi ons on BLYV

Current guidance is clear that the | and value ass
emium and not a Market Valwue approach. Al though t|
formed by comparable evidence the uncertainty ||

atever is the resulting |l and value (i .¢e. Existing

st reflect the cost tohfe ctoompally icnogs twiotfh apdl irceil eesvia n&

iy Aspinall
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4.

4.

48 A scheme is viable if the RLV is positive for a

herein as being 6fundamentall ydé viable.

49 However, pl anning policy in England has become i
process of real estate. Since the global financi al
sought to intervene in the | and market by requirin
0benchmarkd | and value (BLV) is achieved as a o6retur

6opend to negotiations to reduce affordable housing

which sets up a power ful force of escalating | and \
l ong term). The | atest iterations of the NPPF and P

.50 I'n planning viability terms, for a scheme to come
scheme has to exceed the | andownerdés BLV.

.51 I n Devel opment Management terms every scheme wild.|l
motivations wil/l be different (BLV).

.52 For Pl an Making purposes it is important to ben
against existing or alternative |l and use relevant t
Value 1 seeabRiveure 4. 2

.53 The results of the appraisals should therefore b
1 If the O6balance6é is positive (RLV > BLV), then

being 6viable for plan making purposes hereind.
1 If the oO6balanced is negative (RLV < BLV), then t
purposesd and the CIL rates/planning obligations

be reviewed.

1 Thirdly, if the RLV is positive, but the apprais
refer to this as being O6marginal déd. I n this case n

the sensitivity analysis.

.54 This is illustrated in the following boxes of ou
4. 3. In this case the RLV is calculated as A2.324m.
approach. The assumed BLV is Al.544m. This is bas
Paper appended. The RLV is some A780,500 higher tha
positive/in surplus 1 in the Plan/ClL is viable.

;1 Aspinall



Cannock Chase Lo®aeb Pl an Viabi
Cannock Chase

Augi120:
Figure 4.3 - Example Hypothetical Appraisal Results
RE SIDUAL LAND VALUE [RLV)
[Ressdusl Land Value {gross) 2 652 581
SOLT 2852581 @ {slabbed) (122,129)
Acquisition Agent feas 2652581 @ 10% (26.526)
Acquisition Legal fees 2552581 @ 0.5% {13.263)

[BENCHMARK LAND VALUE [BLV)

Ressdential Density I 20 spn
Site Area (Me1) 313 by 172 scres
Density analysis 3330 yomima 14 506 gotine
Benchmark Land Value (Met) 15,444 £ per plot 494.200 £ per ha [ 2000000 ¢ pes scie 1,544,375 >

BALANCE

Interest on Land 2852581 @ 625%
|Rusidual Land Value 281 1)
RLY analynis 23,249 £ per plot T43 961 £ pav ha 301,077 € per acre
C —
780,502

Sutplusi{Deficit] 249,761 € por ha 101,077 £ pet acre )
Source: Aspinall Verdi
Sensitivity Analysis
4.55 In addition to the above, we have also prepared
typologies. This is to assist in the analysis of th

sensitivity of the appraisals to key variables sucl

BLVY and profit; and to consider the impact of risincg
appraisal and how they are interpreted is shown bel
each of our hypothetical appraisals (appended) .

-



4 .

56

57

F

TABLE 1

So

Ho

l

= —=a _—a _a _a _a _a

gure 4.4 - Example Affordable Housing v ClIL Sensi

Affordable Housing - % on site 30%
Balance (RLV - BLY) 780,502 3 10% 15% 20% 5% 30% 5%
314307 2,352,077 1,955,830 1,559,091 1,161,675 763,400
2,261,184 1,870,024 1478323 1,085,877 692,502
2,170,207 1,784,024 1,397,289 1,009,363 621,529
2,078,832 1,697,730 1,316,051 933,612 550,227
1,987,367 1.611.294 1.234.607 857.212 478,814
CIL £psm 50, 2,636,198 2.266,140 1,895,529 1,624 507 1,152,892 780,502 4az151
50.00 &0 2,534,073 2,168,958 1,803,547 1,437,633 1,071,036 703,715
70} 2431,584 2,071,718 1,711,244 1,350,345 988,838 626,540 263,267
80 2,328,941 1,973,996 1,618,740 1,262,991 906,567 549,284 190,956
90 2,225,888 1,876.220 1,525,969 1,175,235 823,879 471,718 118,555
100 2122726 1,777,952 1432934 1,087,368 741,114 393,985 45,798
110 2,019,102 1,679,663 1,339,693 999,168 658,007 316,026 (27,065)
120 1915417 1,580,937 1,246,120 910,782 574,740 237,812 (100,190)
130, 1811212 1,482,046 1,152,407 822,135 491,213 159,458 (173.379)
140 1,706,948 1,382,821 1,058,288 733,221 407,438 80,754 (246,876)
150 1,602.210 1,283,350 964,083 644,125 323,488 2,003 (320 397)
160 1497.352 1,183,633 869,428 554,678 239,198 (77.055) (394,265)
170 1,392,084 1,083,594 774,675 465,131 154,822 (156.204) (468.133)
180 1,286,624 983,361 679.531 375,142 70,152 (235.622) (542,366)
190 1,180,822 862,738 684,211 285,141 (14.851) (315.173) (616.608)
200 1,074,751 781,997 488,585 194,745 (99,708) (394,957) (691,186)
210 968,414 880,780 392,833 104,288 (184,941) (474,910) (785,804
220 861,724 579,529 296,723 13477 (270.391) (555,066) (840.732)
230 754,848 477.851 200,531 (77.438) (356.055) (635.424) (915.728)
240 647,672 376,087 103,934 (168.669) (441,908) (715,958)
250 540,254 273,941 7295 (260,045) (528,003), (796,723),

urce: Aspinall Verdi

This sensitivity table shows the balance (RLV I

using (AH %) across the columns and different amo

the appraisal balance can be found by |l ooking ufg
base case ClIL (e.g.A50 psm).

Hi gher % |l evels of CIL wildl reduce the o6bal ancecd
is O6not viable6é for Plan Making purposes (note t
terms and viable in Plan Making terms depending

(see bel ow)).

Lower % |l evels of ClL willdl increase the Obal anc
scheme is viable in Plan Making ter ms.

Similarly, higher levels of AH (%) wil!/l reduce t
And, | ower | evels of AH (%) wil!/ increase the 06
We have carried out the following sensitivity an:t
Table 1 ClL v Af fordabl e Housing

Tabl e 2 Profit % Af fordabl e Housing
Tabl e 3 BLV Y Af fordabl e Housing

Tabl e 4 Density Y Af fordabl e Housing
Tabl e 5 Build Costs v Af fordabl e Housing
Tabl e 6 Mar ket Value \ Af fordabl e Housing
Tabl e 7 Low carbon Y Af fordabl e Housing

;s Aspinall



.1

Residential Assumptions & Resul

This section sets out assumptions made in relat:i

typologies to be appraised.

This section primarily deals with the rationale
typol ogies (see Appendix 2 1 Typologies matri x).

In terms of values, we append our residenti al mar
base and provides a detailed residential mar ket ana
assumptions. This report provides a summary of the f

3) .

Addendum Residenti al Reports

5.

4

Foll owing the stakehol der WoYX&mshaompy whldzxzh we otka\pd -
revi ewed our value assumptions given the time which
initial property market research. The evidence in ol

read in conjunction with our main residential mar k e

Our Addendum Report (Appendix 3a) provides update
We have reviewed asking prices for new build deve
Hednesford, Norton Canes / Heath Hayes and Rugel ey.
revi ewed second hand properties. This was subseque

attended the workamoaprgn2t0Re I»r further comment.

Resi denti al Existing Evidence Base

. 6

This section summarises the evidence base, proper

and viability for residential assumptions used in o

We have reviewed the existing evidence to ident
det ai | on residential value and | and value assumpt
outlined in the Residenti al Mar ket Report at Append

4. We have reviewed the following studies:

Housing Needs Study and SHMA Update 1 2012
Economic Viability Assessment, Adams I ntegra i 2
ClL charging schedule ¥ 2015

—- —a _a _a

Local Housing Needs Assessment 1 2019

5 Aspinall



Residenti al Typol ogy Assumptions

The detailed typologies are set out in the matrix

of assumptions within the matrix which are evidence

The typologies have been derived by our analysis

policies. These have been confirmed with the Counci
Our market research identified that there is not
the District, but subtle differences in the type of
was shown to be the slightly higher value area and
and price per square metre basis. We have assumed t
Heat h Hayes, where there has been a | ack of new- bui l

it was a higher value area.

Our assumptions for Hednesford are just below Nor

variation in sales prices achieved in this locatior

|l ower values per square metre than Hednesford, despi

sales prices. Our assumptions put Cannock as the | o
Our mar ket research and analysis is set out in

Appendi x 3).

We have analysed the proposed site allocations to

brownfield and |l ocation. The full typologies matri X
I'n summary we have appraised:
1 Cannock (inc. Bridgtown)

0] A range of sites between 10 and 180 wunits, inc

typol ogies A 1 O.
i Hednesford

o) A range of sites between 10 and 80 units, i ncl
typologies P 1T Y.
1 Rugel ey

o) A range of sites between 10 and 200 units, i nc

typologies Z 1 AS.

;s Aspinall



5.6
5.7
5.8
5.9
5.10
5.11

i Norton Canes [/ Heat h Hayes
0 A range of sites between 20 and 500 units, i nc
typologies AT i BK.
1 FIl atted typologies i typologies BL 1 BO. Each si
1 Age Restricted / Sheltered Housing 7T typologies
1 Assisted Living / Extra Care Extra 1 typologies
1 Bungal ow Typologies 1 typologies BX i CE. Each s
We have used an appropriate mix in accordance wit
This varies depending on the size of t he scheme
engineering to ensure the scheme mix is realistic be
the respective typologies. The mix has been approve
Pl ease see the typologies matrix for the specific
Foll owing the stakeholder workshop, we received a
mi x .
Ailn terms of the affordable house typologies, t her e
Providers for 2-bedroomed apartments (due to Welfa
ownership sale. |l -bedroomed fl ats ar e strongly p
intermedi ate sale) as maisonettes where service cft
property mix needs to be reflective of the propos
intermedi ate dwellings being 2 and 3 bedroomed hous
Subsequentl vy, the Counci l considered that it wou
include more 2 bed houses and fewer 2 bed apartment
in Table 5.1 - Housing MixTable 5. 1.
Tabl e HDuBi N
Uni t Percent «Mar Percent «¢Affor
1 Bed FI at 4 % 11%
2 Bed FI at 4 % 4 %
2 Bed House 20Y 6 1%
3 Bed 6 8 20
4 Bed House 4 % 4 %
For schemes of 50 wunits and above we have tested
the standard of 4% in the housing. In these apprais
;6 Aspinall



5.12 We have based our unit size assumptions on our re
regard to nationally described space standards. Thes

and affordable units.

Table 5.2 - Aspinall Verdi Applied Unit Sizes
Dwelling Type FI oor Areas
1 bed FI at 50
2 bed FI at 70
1 bed House 58
2 bed House 79
3 bed House 93
4 bed House 115
Residential Value Assumptions
5.13 The residenti al mar ket paper appended (Appendi X

housing value assumptions presented bel ow.

5.14 Bel ow we set out our market assumptions having r e
residenti al mar ket report in Appendix 3 which also
report):

i our housing market areas;
1 new build (achieved and asking) market evidence;
i fl oor area assumptions.

5.15 Table 5.3 sets out our absolute value (A) assumpt

val ue areas.

. Aspinall



Table 5.3 - Residenti(dl pvalue Assumptions

SizeCa_nnock Norton
Type (Sqm)Br(ildncI.Hednesfo@zdnes I/ Rugel ey
gt own) Heat h Hayes
1-Bed FIl at A 15100, 000A125, 000A130, 000A125, 000
1-Bed House ABB5, 000A145, 000A150, 000A145, 000
2-Bed FIl at A17505, 000A170, 000A185, 000A185, 000
2-Bed House AZ1©0, 000A235, 000A250, 000A235, 000
3-Bed House AX85, 000A270, 000A290, 000A280, 000
4-Bed+ House A21%, 000A340, 000A350, 000A345, 000
5.16 Table 5.4 sets out our values A psm assumptions f

Tabl e Res4denti al Val ue A

Si ze Cannock Norton
Type (sqm) (incHednesfor@Qanes /Rugel ey

9 Bridgtown) Heat h Hayes
1-Bed FI at B2, 200 A2,500 A2,600 A2,500
1-Bed House AB3,155 A2,500 A2,586 A2,500
2-Bed FIl at N2, 214 A2,429 A2,643 A2,643
2-Bed House A®», 658 A2,975 A3,165 A2,975
3-Bed House A3,634 A2,903 A3,118 A3,011
4-Bed+ House A25391 A2,957 A3,043 A3,000

5.17 As part of market research, we sought to make <co

an email consultation process to understand their
affordable housing units and pricing. This has only
bel ow.

;6 Aspinall



5.

.18

.19

.20

21

The one response we have received indicated a pr
intermedi ate tenures. The housing mix preference wa
3-bed houses and 10% 4-bed houses.

In terms of pricing, their opinion of value was:
65% of mar ket val ue for af fordable rent uni t s, and

These figures were caveated by the respondent be
st ock in t he di strict. From our experience, t he S
anticipated, but the other assumptions ar e in the
intermedi ate prices are valued higher but this do
introduction of First Homes which are a minimum di
prudent to not be overly optimistic on the inter med

More detail is provided within the residenti al m
assumptions are summarised in the Table 5.5 bel ow.
Tabl e AYL5 Transfer Val
Af fordabl e Ho % mi Transfer Value (% of
Af fordabl e Hous Baseline as

209
Of whiché.
Soci al Rent 359 35%
Af fordabl e Rent 25% 55 %
Af fordabl e Home 159 6 5%
First Homes 70% [ 30% di scount cappe

25 % ~

A250, 000]
y Aspinall



Residenti al Cost Assumptions
5.22 The devel opment costs applied within our apprais
out bel ow.
Il ni ti al Payment s
5.23 Table 5.6 below shows the O6up-frontd costs prior-
Tabl e Res6dential Appraisals
I'tem Comment
Pl anning ApplicAll owance for typology, generally 3
Professional Fefees. This is based on feedback rece
stakehol der workshops
Statutory Planning Fees Based on national for mu
Cl L We have adopted the current (2022) C
each Use Cl ass.
Construction Cost s
5.24 Table 5.7 below summarises our build cost assumpt
Tabl e Bbwi7Td- Cost A
It em Cost Comment s
Demol itionA50, 000 per We have assumed this for bot
Cl earance and brownfield | and. This is
coal mi ning which has taken
the majority of the District.
Estate Housing A1,072 i A1,119 psm Cannock (!
depending on scale. The | owel
adopted for schemes over 10
volume house builders are |
these schemes at a | ower r
economies of scale.
Flats 3-5 A1,200 i Al, Lower i Median BCIS depending
as above.
External Works 15% The Harman report states, O ¢
are |likely to vary significan
The pl anning aut hority s hot
appropriate average |l evels fq
site unl ess mor e speci fic
o Aspinall



availabl e. Local devel oper s
information to assist in thi:
can, taking into account
sensitivity. o
For the purposes of our appr
used 15% for external wor ks
consi der is a more than suff
all owance for a plan-wide st
have also included 3% conti ng
Garages - A10,000 per 3 bed houses: 50% have gar age
4 bed houses: 75% have garage
5 bed houses: 150% have gar a
gar ages per uni ts i 100% h
garages and 50% have doubl e ¢
Garages - 2 bed bungalowsi 502/0 have gar
Bungal ows 3 bed bungalows: 75% have gar
Desn gRequirement Cost Assumptions
5.25 Table 5.8 below summarises the additional cost as
as a consequence of Local Pl an policy requirements
efficiency etc.
Table 5.8 - Desi@QmnstRefausu ement s
I'tem Cost Comment s
Net Biodi vA268 per uni Reflects policy EN3b - cost
Costs (BNCbrownfield Bi odiversity Net Gai n and L
A1,003 per uRecovery Strategies, 2019.
greenfield
M4 (2) CateghBBgl2pér uniMd(2) Category 2 T Accessi
Accessible and Adaptabl e housing
Adaptable housing Based on DCLG Housing St a
Revi ew, Final | mpl ement at i c
Assessment , Mar c h 2015, par a
and 157 (al uni ts) .
M4(3) Cate+A10, 111 per M4(3) Category 3 - Wheelchai
Wheel chair dwel I i ngs.
Adapt_able Based on DCLG Housing St a
dwel | i ngs . . .
Revi ew, Final Il mpl ementat i c
Assessment , March 2015, par a
and 157 (al uni ts).
Energy EffA4j880yper unit Thi s i s based on
Renewabl e Low Standards i MHCL G Consul t af
Car bon changes to Parts L and F of

61

Aspinall



Regul ations Option 2 T 0 Fc
technol ogyd. Thi s wi || be
reqguirement
Carbon [/ EA7,500 per uAl l owance to achieve in addit
Reducti on 6zero carbon standardd
Subject t o i ndustry consult

stakehol der wor kshop.

EV Charging Points +ATh0BOrepét ebdssehandc€l i mate Che
+A10,000 per 4 flats.

Speci al ArA290.58 per Based on Cannock Chase SAC gl
Conservat

Ot her Cost Assumptions

Tabl e O her- Cost A

Table 5.9 summari ses all the other costs which h:
I t em Cost Comment s
Contingenc3% / 5% Continency on greenfield an

respectively

Professional Fees 6. 5% Based on the aver

OMS Mar ket3% (Marketin% of OMS GDV.
and PromotDi sposal)

Note that the marketing and p
have to be considered 6in-the
sal es val ues and gr oss pr o
devel opers have internal sal e
Sal e Agent 1% as above
Sale Legal 0. 25% as above
AffordableAHOu@Dﬁg This is for the bulk tra
Legal from t he developer t o t he

Provider

o Aspinall



Profit Assumptions

5.27 Table 5.10 below sets out the overhead and profit

Tabl e Br.dfoi t- As:¢

It em Cost Comment s
Profit on Market 20% i n Il i ne wi t h t he recommen
mar gins for Plan viability i
Profit on Affordable Housing 6 % i n i ne w
mar gins for Plan viability i
5.28 For the purposes of this wviability appraisal, W €

private housing (open market sales (OMS) values) anc

(where applicabl e). These were in |Iline with the rec
the PPG.

5.29 It is important to note that it is good practice
margins of wviability. However, in certain circumst al

in order to secure planning permission and generate
appendices show the O0balanced (i.e. RLV i BLV) for
housing to 20%. This c¢clearly shows the significant i

schemebs)

5.30 Note that on volume house-builder schemes the g
functions are | argely O6in-housed which means that t

gross profit.

5.31 I't is important to note that the revised PPG (20
appropri awe have therefore built in additional oObuf

of the range.

36Note that the final PPG (2019) now refers to profit of 15-20% whic
order to establish viability of plan policesd which is consistent wi
S’7Paragraph: 018 Reference ID: 10-018-20190509

‘s Aspinall



Finance and Acquisition Assumptions

5.32 Table 5.11 below sets out the interest and acqui ¢

Tabl e Binddnece and Acqui si

It em Cost Comment s
Debit I nte6. 25% Applies to 100% of cashfl ow
Finance Fees etc.
Acqui sition Costs St athdRO uE gr malna Tax
Agent Fees 1. 0%
Legal Fees 0. 5%

Timing Assumptions
5.33 Table 5.12 below sets out the generic timing ass:

Tabl e Bimi2ng Ass

I tem Ti mi ng Comment s

Site acquiday-one In reality for | arger sites
drawn-down in phases/tranche
Therefore, interest is only
l and for 1 year.

I nitial payment s c 6 mont hs For 6 month
on site depending on the siz
typol ogy.

Constructi Range betweerAssumed build out rate 1T per

per mont h
Sal es rates Range begwéeg 2obhsandc4ion by 3 mo
per month and 1 month for affordabl e h
Benchmark Land Value Assumptions
5.34 The Land Value Paper (Appendix 4) sets out our &
Cannock Chase District. Our benchmark | and values (

page.

o4 Aspinall



Cannock Chase&/iladbddli Pl an
Cannock Chase
Augi120:

Tabl e 5. 13 -L aBiedn cVhanhaurek A

fﬂ;’ﬁ;&?mm‘ District Wide  |Greenfield £8500] £21004|  85%| £10000] £24710] 100 £100,000 £247,100
'(;agegnggm"w District Wide | Greenfield £8,500| £21,004 75%| £11,333| £28005 10.0 £113,500 £280,459
Strategic Sites | District Wide | Greenfield £8,500| £21,004 60%| £14,167| £35006| 100 £141,500 £349,647
fﬂ;ﬁ;‘;ﬁmm‘ District Wide | Brownfield £205000| £555975|  100%| £225000| £555975 10.0% £247,500 £611,573
'('f;g";n ?;;’“9“““! District Wide  |Brownfield £200,000| £494200]  100%| £200,000| £494.200 10.0% £220,000 £543,620
Strategic Sites | District Wide  |Brownfield £175,000 £432,425|  100%| £175000| £432,425) 10.0% £192,500 £475,668

: Cepye



5.35 I't is important to note that the EUVs/ BLVOsS col

viability purposes and the appraisals should be rea
table (contained within the appraisals). It is impo
particular BLV A in the base-case appraisal typol og
can be used by applicants to negotiate site specifi
have obvious abnor mal cost s, these costs should be
The | and value for site specific viability appraisal
regard to the existing use value of the site (as 1is
for pl an-making purposes and is Owithout prejudi c:¢
applications.

5.36 Furthermor e, we are not saying that Il and can onl
EUVs/ BLV®&s. As the appraisals show there is often
which could be put to a stronger |l and bid or retai:l
high abnor mal costs then then | and may be worth
Further mor e, the sensitivity scenarios show the im
bet ween RLV and BLV) for various | evels of BLV and

o6 Aspinall



Residential Viability Results

5.37 We set out below the results of our viability aprf
out by value area and follow our typologies matri x.
any nuances in the results.

5.38 The residential appraisals are appended in full e

the end of each batch of appraisals (by grouping as

5.39 Note that in the discussion below the balance (
rounded for ease of reporting. The exact bal ance ¢

batch of appraisals.

5.40 We have appraised five brownfield typologies wit
ranging from 10 units to 50 wunits. (see Appendi x 2
appraisals can be found in Table 5.14 bel ow.

These typologies are all mar ginal for planning maki

housing and a ClIL payment of A51.27 psm.

5.41 Al | of the typologies generate a positive RLV bi
becomes more positive as the number of units increeé
ranges between A173,000 and A203,000.

5.42 With regards to affordable housing, we have exa
typol ogi es. These tables show that there is |imite
where affordable housing could be delivered.

5.43 With regards to CI L, we have examined the sensiti
that no | evel of ClL is viable on these brownfield

. Aspinall



Cannock Chase Local
Cannock Chase

Augi20:
Table 5.14 - Viability Appraisal Summary Typologies
Scheme Rel: Schems A Scheme B Scheme C Scheme D Scheme E |
Mo Units: 10 2 £ 40 50 |
Location / Value Zone: Cannock (e Brdgtown) | Cannack (inc Bridglown) | Cannock (e Bridgtown) | Cannock (i Bridgtown) | Camnosk (inc Sridgtown) |
Development Scenario: Brownfield Brownfield Brownfield Brownfleld Brownfield |
Notes: nfa n'a nfa n'a nla |
Total GOV (£) £2,061,418 £4,122,632 £6,184,248) £8.245,864 £10,307.080
AH Targst % (& mix): 0% 20%) 20% 20% 20%
Affordable Rent: 25.00% 5% 25% 25% 5%
Social Rent: 35.00% 5% 3% 8% 5%
First Homes. 25.00% 25% 25M 25% 25%
Other Intermediate {LCHO/Sub-Market etc.); 15.00% 15% 15 15% 1%
CIL (€ psm) 5127 £5127 5127 5127 £5127|
CiL (£ per unit) £3,06220 €3.88220 £3,86220) £1,08220 368220
CIL (£) (total) (36,622 {73.244) (108,865) (148,428 (183.110),
Net Biodiversity costs (per unit) £521.00 £521.00 £521.00) £521.00 mm:
Net Biodiversity costs (iotal) (2 BA0) (5, 380) (8040 {10,720} (13.400)
SAC Payment (per unit) £200 58| £260 58 £260 58 £200.58 £260.58
“SAC Payment (total) (2.808) [5.812)) {B.717) (.82 lll,ﬁ?‘]r
PartL/ FHS (per unit) £4,850.00 £4,§50.00 ©,§50.00 £4,950.00 £4,450,00
PartL/ FHS (totaf) (48,500 (97.000) (145,500 (194,000) [242.500)
Addtional Low Carbon/Energy Reduction (per unit) £7,50000 £7,500.00 £7,500.00 £7,500.00 7,500
Addtional Low Carbon/Energy (total) (75,000) (150,000) 1225,000) {300,000 (375.000)
Total Developers Profit (€) £381,508 £783,018 £1,144,527 £1,526,038 £1,907,545
Developars Profit (% on OMS) 20,00% 20.00% 20.00% 20,00% mmﬂ
Developers Profit (% on AH) 8.00% 8.00% 5.00% 5.00% 5.00%
Developers Profit (% blended) 18.51% 18.51% 18.5% 18.5% 18.5%)
Davelopers Profit (% on coats) 23.07% 23.12% 23.22% 23.16% 23.20%
RLV (£) £33,579 £62,381 £107,078 £123,350 £183,958
ALY (Eacre) £47,563 £44,179 £50,555 <43.679) £46,447
RLV (Eha) E117.527 £100,187 E124 822 E107.831 :114.m]'
BLV(E) £174,735 £14g.470 £524,205 £898,940 £775,800,
BLY (E/acre) £247,500 £247,500 £247,500 £247,500 £220,000
BLV (EMa) £611,573 £611,573 £811,573 £611,573 :mm'
Surplus/Deficit (141,156) (267.089) 17,129 (575.580) (812842)
Surplus/Deficit (E/acre) (198,837 {203,321) (196,045 (203.821) (173,583
Surphus/Deficit (£ha) (484,045) (502.406) (486,851 (503 841) (428 aw]:
Plan Viability comments
Source: Aspinall Verdi, March 2022 (220309 Cannock
Appraisals A - E v1l)
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We have appraised two brownfield typologies witt

nging from 80 units to 180 wunits and three greentf

ee Appendix 2 T Typologies Matrix). A summary of
| ow.

ese typologies are all/l mar ginal for planning maki
using and a ClL payment of A51.27 psm.

Al | of the typologies generate a positive RLV bi
comes more positive as the number of units incre:
pologies have a deficit per acre of A210,000 (Typ:«

eenfield sites have a deficit per acre of bet wee

eenfield sites have |l ess of a deficit compared to
With regards to affordable housing, we have exam
ese tables show that there is Il i mited green con
fordable housing could be delivered. Thi s i's pal
pologies (F and G) and also scheme J which is a 9
show slightly more green coming through but does
deliever more than the current policy requirment
With regards to CIL, we have examined the sensiti
at no level of ClIL is viable for typologies F, G ¢
vel of ClIL is viable but the affordable housing w

re seeking 20% onsite affordable housing then the

m. We discuss the trade off bet ween CIL and affor

o Aspinall



Cannock Chase Local
Cannock Chase

Augi20:
Table 5.15 - Viability Apprdaisal Summary Typologies
‘Scheme Ref: Scheme F Scheme G Scheme H Scheme | Scheme J
Mo Units. 80 180 30 &0 20
Location / Value Zane: Cannock (inc Bridgtown) | Cannock (inc Bridgtown) | Cannock (inc Bridgtown) | Cannock (inc Canncek (inc 8
Development Scenario: Brownfield Brownfield Greenfield Greenfield Greenfield
Notes: nia na na n'a na
Total GOV (E) £16,491,328 £37,105,488 £6,184,248 £12,368 486 £18,552.744
AH Target % (& mix): 20.00% 20.00% 20.00% 20.00% 20.00%
Affordable Rent: 25.00% 25.00% 25.00% 25.00% 25.00%
Social Rent 35.00% 35.00% 35.00% 35.00% 35.00%
First Homes: 25.00% 25.00% 25.00% 25.00% 25.00%
(LCHO/Sub elc.). 15.00% 15.00% 15.00% 15.00% 15.00%
CIL (£ pam) £51.27 5127 £51.27 £51.27 £51.27
CiL (E per unit) £3,662.20 £3,662.20 £3,662.20 £3,662.20 £3,662.20
CIL (£] (rotal) (282.976) (659,185.64) (109,885 84) (218,731.88) (329,587.82)
Nel Biodiversity costs (per unit) £521.00 £521.00] E521.00 E£521.00 E521.00
Met Blodiversity costs (total) (21,440) (48.240.00) (30,080.00) (80,180.00) (90.270.00)
SAC Payment (per und) £290.58 £200 58 £290.58 £200 58 £200.58
SAC Payment (total} (23.248) 152,304 £0)) (B.717.40) (17.434.80) (26,152.20)
Pan L/ FHS (per unit) £4,850.00 £4.850.00 £4,850.00 £4,850.00 £4,850.00
Part L/ FHS (total) (388,000) (B73,000,00), (145,500.00) (281,000.00) (438,500.00)
Additional Low Carbon/Energy Reduction (per unit) £7,500,00 £7,500.00 £7,500,00 £7,500.00 £7.500.00
Additional Low Carbon/Energy Reduction (total) (800.000) {1,350,000.00) {225,000) (450,000) (875.000.00)
Total Developers Profit (£) E3.052.072 £5,887,161 £1,144 527 £2,280,054 £3,433,581
Developers Profit (% cn OMS) 20.00% 20.00% 20.00% 20.00% 20.00%
Developers Profit (% on AH) 6.00% £.00%, 6.00% 6.00% 5.00%
Developers Profit (% blended) 18.51% 18.51% 18.51% 18.51% 18.51%
Developers Profit {% on costs) 2279% 24.21% 2350% 23.56% 23.12%
RLV(E) £458,044 £1,847,362/ £158,859 £329,091 £243.278
RLY (Efacre) €868 £129632) 75,052 €77.689 £38.287
RLV (£ha) £21457 m.ml musz] £181,870 £94,807
8LV () £1,242,560 2,795,700] 211,800] £211,800 721,178
BLV (E/acre) £220,000 £220,000 :1m.aw‘ £113,500 £113,500
BLV (Eha) £543,620 £543.620 £247.100 E280.458 £280.458
Surplus/Deficit (1,193,518) (1,148,3¢8) (52,841) (151 B85) (477.903)|
Surplus/Deficit (E/acre) (211.317)) (80,388} (24,848) (35,811) (75213)
Surplus/Deficit (EMa) (522.183), (223,300, (B1,848) (88.488) (185,851)
Plan Viability comments
Source: Aspinall Verdi , March 2022 (220309 Cannock
Appraisals F - J v1l1)
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We have appraised two greenfield typologies and t
idgtown) area ranging from 60 wunits to 180 wunits
mmary of the appraisals can be found in Table 5. 1€
have tested these typologies with 10% 4 beds ins

e housing mix (mar ket housing only).

ese typologies are all/l mar ginal for planning maki

using and a ClIL payment of A51.27 psm.

Al | of the typologies generate a positive RLV bi
comes more positive as the number of units incre.

pol ogies have a deficit per acre of A43,700 (Typo

ownfield sites have a deficit per acre of betwee]

eenfield sites have |l ess of a deficit compared to
With regards to affordable housing, we have exami
ese tables show that there is Il i mited green con
fordable housing could be delivered. This is par
pol ogies M, N and O. Typologies H and | show sl ig
t indicate the these schemes could afford to deli
With regards to CIL, we have examined the sensiti
at no | evel of ClIL is viable for typologies L, M,
vel of ClIL is viable but the affordable housing w

ught a reduced provision of onsite affordable hou
ed to reduce to A30 psm. We discuss the trade off

our conclusions.

1 Aspinall



Cannock Chase Local
Cannock Chase

Augi20:
Table 5.16 - Viability Appr@isal Summary Typologies
Scheme Ref: Scheme K Scheme L Scheme M Scheme M Scheme O
No Units: a0 20 50 80 180
Location / Value Zone: Cannock (inc Bridgtown) | Cannock (inc Bridgtown) | Cannock (inc Bridgtown) | Cannack (inc Bridgtown) | Cannock (inc Bridgtown)
Development Scenaric. Greenfield Greenfield Brownfield Brownfiekd Brownfield
Notes; nia na na na na
Total GOV (£) £12,454,808 £18,682,344 £10,379.080 £16,606,528 £37.364 688
AH Target % (& mix): 20.00% 20.00% 20.00% 20.00% 20.00%
Affordable Rent: 25.00%| 25.00% 25.00% 25.00%| 25.00%
Soclal Rent: 35.00% 35.00% 35.00% 35.00% 3500%
First Homes: 25.00% 25.00% 25.00% 25.00% 25.00%
Intermediate (LCHO/Sub-Market/Starter et ). 15.00% 15.00% 15.00% 15.00% 15.00%
CIL (E psm) £51.27] £51.27) £51.27 £51.27| £51.27
CIL (£ per unit) £3718.34 £3.716.34 £3.716.34] £3716.34 £3716.34
CIL (£} (total) (222 980) (334,470.52) (185,8186.98) (297,307.13 (BBB,941.04)
Net Biodiversity costs (per unit) £521,00 £521.00 £521.00 £521.00 £521.00
Net Biodiversity costs (total) (60,180 (80,270) 113.400) {21,440) (48,240)
SAC Payment (per unit) £200.58 £290.58 £280.58 £290.58 £200,58
SAC Payment (total) (17.435)) (26.152)) (14,520) (23.248) (52.304)
PartL/ FHS (per unit) £4,850.00 £4,850.00 £4,850.00 £4,850.00{ £4,850.00
PartL/ FHS (total) (291,000) (438 500) (242.500) (388,000) (873,000)
Additional Low Carbon/Energy Reduction (per unit) £7,500.00 £7,500.00 £7,500.00 £7.500.00 £7,500.00
Addttional Low Carbon/Energy Reduction (total) {450,000} {675,000) {375,000} (800,000) (1.350,000)
Total Developers Profit () £2.306,334 £3,450,501 £1,921,045) £3,075,112 £6,919,001
Developers Profit (% on OMS) 20.00% 20.00% 20.00% 20.00% 20.00%
Developers Profit (% on AH) 8.00% 6.00% 8.00% 6.00% 6.00%
Developers Profit (% blended) 18.52% 18.52% 18.52% 18.52%| 18.52%
Developers Profit (% on costs) 23.48% 23.03% 23.12% 23.31%| 24.12%
RLV (E) £265.308) £188,056 £138,018] £308.283 £1,548.813
RLY (E/acre) £69,735, £29,506 £38.532 e54.229] 121,877
RLV (Eha) £172.318 £73.133 £05213 £133.009, €301,158
BLV(E) £480,785 £721,178 £778,600 nzﬂz.suol £2,785,760
BLV (E/acre) £113,500| £113,500/ £220,000| EJB.ODO1 £220,000
BLV (EMa) £2080,459) £280,459 £543,620| £543, £543,620
Surplus/Deficit (185,388) (533,123) (640,581) (038,277) (1,246,847)
Surplus/Deficit (Efacre) (43.785)) (83,804) (181.468) (185.771) (88,123)
Surplus/Deficit {EMa) {108,143) (207,326) [448.407) [409,8621) (242.482)
Plan Viability comments
Source: Aspinall Verdi , March 2022 (220309 Cannock
Appraisals K - 0O v1l)
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.52 We have appraised four brownfield typologies wit.|
and 80 units (see Appendix 2 i Typologies Matrix). .
Table 5.17 bel ow.

These typologies are all/l viable for planning maki ng

housing and a CIL payment of A51.27 psm.

.53 The appraisal results show that al | four typol oc
A28, 000 and A62,800 on a per acre basis. The |l arge:
whil st Scheme Q has the | owest surplus (20 units) o

.54 The sensitivity analysis shows that each of t he

accommodate further contributions over and above t hi

affordable housing and the current CIL contribution

.55 Typol ogies Q, R and S alll can support an increa
affordable housing whilst maintaining the current (
surplus). There is also scope to increase ClIL shou
is discussed further in the Chapter 10.

.56 Typol ogy P which is the 10 wunit brownfield typol
be increased above the current 20% requirement. T h
25% affordable housing is sought on site then the ¢
the balance becomes negative, indicating an unvi abl

. Aspinall



Cannock Chase Local
Cannock Chase
Augi20:

Table 5.17 - Viability Appr&isal Summary Typologies
‘Scheme Ref: Scheme P Scheme Q Scheme R Scheme S |
No Units: 10 20 50 80
Lacation / Value Zone: Hednesford Hednesford Hednesford Hednesford
Development Scenario: Brownfield Brownfield Brownfield Brownfield
Nates: na na na na
Total GOV (€) £2.284,547 50 £4,580,085.00 £11,472,737.50 £18,356,380.00
AH Target % (& mix): 20%: 20% 20% 20%
Affordable Rent 25.00% 5% 25% 25%)|
Social Rent: 35.00% 35% 35% 35%)
First Homes: 25,00%, 28% 25% 25%|
[ late (LCHO/Sub-h /Starter etc. ). 15.00%: 15% 15% 15%
CIL (€ psm) £51.27 £51.27 £5127 £51.27
CIL (£ per unit £3,862.20 £366220 £366220 £3662.20
CiL (£) (total) (38.622) (73,243 m| (183,108 0) (202975 84)|
et Biodiversity costs (per unit £521.00 521,00 £521.00 £521.00
Net Biodiversity costs (tatal) (2,880} {s_m.nn:] (13,400.00) {21.440.00)|
‘SAC Payment (per unit) £200 58 £290.58 £260.58 £20058
SAC Payment (total) (2.908) (5.811.80) (14,528.00) (23.248.40)|
PartL ! FHS (per unit) £4,850.00 £4,850.00| £4,850.00 £4,850.00
PartL/ FHS (total) (48,500} (67,000,00)| (242.500,00) (388,000.00)|
Additional Low Carbon/Energy Reduction (per unit) £7,500.00 £7,500.00 £7.500.00 £7,500.00
Low ¢ W (total) (75,000) (150,000.00 (375,000,00) (600,000.00)|
Total Developers Profit (€] £424,303 £848,7568 £2,121,984 £3,395,143|
Developers Profit (% on OMS) 20.0% 200% 20.0% 20.0%|
Developers Profit (% on AH) B.0% B.0% B.0% B6.0%:
Developers Profit (% blended) 18.50% 18.5% 18.5% 18.5%|
Developers Profit (% on costs) 26.60% 257% 25.8% 25.4%)|
RLV (E) £195,616) £380,579 £098 402 £1.414.689
ALV (Pacre) £277,076 £275,908 £282,833 £250.478
RLV (£/ha) £684,655 £681,763 £698,881 £818,631|
BLV (£} £174.735) £349,470 £776.600 £1.242.560
BLV (E/acre) £247,500 £247,500 :m.ono| £220,000
BLV (Eha) £811,573 £811573 £543,620| £543,620
Surphi/Defict £20,681 £40,109 221,802 £i72.13)
Surplus/Deficit (Efacre) £29 576, £28,406 m.us| £30.478|
Surplus/Deficit (£/ha) £73,083 £70,181 £155,261 £75.311|
Plan Viabilty comments
Source: Aspinall Verdi, March 2022 (220309
Appraisals P - S vl)

Cepye
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.58 We have appraised three greenfield typologies wit
and 80 units (see Appendix 2 i Typologies Matrix). .
Table 5.18 bel ow.

These typologies are all/l viable for planning maki ng

housing and a CIL payment of A51.27 psm.

.59 The appraisal results show that al l three typol
benchmark | and value. The surplus ranges between A1l
.60 The sensitivity analysis shows that each of thes

contributions over and above the 20% on site affordz¢
of A51.27 psm.

.61 With regards to affordable housing, we have exa
typol ogi es. These tables show that there is ampl e
where affordable housing could be delivered. Ther e
requirement to a maxium of 30% whilst still maintai

.62 With regards to CIL, we have examined the sensit
show that there is scope to increase ClIlL should the
di scussed further in the Chapter 10.

s Aspinall
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Table 5.18 - Viability Appraisal Summary Typologies
Scheme Ref: Scheme T Scheme U Scheme V
No Units: 30 40 80
Location / Value Zone: Hednesford Hednesford Hidoaletn | i ot
Development Scenario: Greenfield Greenfield Greenfield
Notes: na na n‘a
Total GDV (£) £6,883,843 £9,178,190 £18,356,380
AH Target % (& mix): 20.00% 20.00% 20.00%
Affordable Rent: 25.00% 25.00% 25.00%
Sacial Rent: 35.00% 35.00% 35.00%
First Homes: 25.00%| 25.00% 25.00%
Intermediate (LCHO/Sub-MarkeUStarter etc.): 15.00% 15.00% 15.00%
CIL (£ psm) £51.27) £51.27 £51.27
CIL (£ per unit) £3,662.20 £3,662.20 £3,662.20
CIL (£) (total) (108,868) (146,487.92) (292,975.84)
Net Biodiversity costs (per unit) £521.00 £521.00 £521.00
Net Biodiversity costs (total) (30,080) (40,120.00) (80,240.00)
SAC Payment (per unit) £290.58 £200.58 £200.58
SAC Payment (total) (8,717) (11,623.20) (23,248.40)
Part L/ FHS (per unit) £4,850.00 £4,850.00| £4,850.00
Part L/ FHS (total) (145,500, (194,000.00) (388,000.00)
Additional Low Carbon/Energy Reduction (per unit) £7,500.,00 £7,500.00| £7,500.00
Additional Low Carbon/Energy Reduction (total) (225.000) (300,000.00) (600,000.00)
Total Developers Profit (£) £1,273.179 £1,667,571 £3,395,143
Developers Profit (% on OMS) 20.00%| 20.00% 20.00%
Developers Profit (% on AH) 6.00% 6.00% 6.00%
Developers Profit (% blended) 18.50% 18.50% 18.50%
Developers Profit (% on costs) 26.12%| 26.08% 26.13%
RLV (£) £653,574 £858,170 £1,726,278
RLV (E/acre) £308,581 £303 884 £305844
RLV (E/ha) £762,503 £750,809 £755.247
BLV (£) £211,800 £282,400 £641,048
BLV (Efacre) £100,000 £100,000 £113,500
BLV (E/ha) £247,100 £247,100 £280,458
Surplus/Deficit £441,774 £1,085,230
Surplus/Deficit (E/acre) £208,581 £192,144
Surplus/Deficit (£/ha) £515,403 £474,788
Plan Viabilty comments :
Source: Aspinall Verdi, March 2022 (220309 Cannock
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.63 For schemes of 50 units and above in Hednesford,
beds instead of the standard assumption of 4% in ¢t}
have therefore appraised three typologies within tfF
brownfield) -(see Appendix 2 1 Typologies Matrix).
Table 5.19 bel ow.

These typologies are al/l viable for planning maki ng

housing and a ClIL payment of A51.27 psm.

. 64 The appraisal results show that al |l three typol
benchmark | and value. The surplus ranges between A4
.65 The sensitivity analysis shows that each of thes

contributions over and above the 20% on site affordz¢

of A51.27 psm.

. 66 With regards to affordable housing, we have ex
typol ogi es. These tables show that there is ample
where affordable housing could be delivered. There
requirement to a maxium of 30% whilst stild]l mai nt ai

.67 With regards to CIL, we have examined the sensit
show that there is scope to increase ClIL should the
di scussed further in the Chapter 10.

’ Aspinall
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Tabl e 5. Viability Appraisal Summary Typologies
Scheme Ref: Scheme W Scheme X Scheme Y
No Urits: 80 50 80
Location / Value Zone: e ot Hednesford Hednesford
Development Scenario: Greenfield Brownfield Brownfield
Notes: nia nfa na
Total GDV (£) £18,625,180 £11,640,738 £18,625,180
AH Target % (& mix): 20.00% 20.00% 20.00%
Affordable Rent: 25.00% 25.00% 25.00%
Social Rent: 35.00% 35.00% 35.00%
First Homes: 25.00% 25.00% 25.00%
Intermediate (LCHO/Sub-Market/Starter etc.). 15.00% 15.00% 15.00%
CIL (€ psm) £51.27 £51.27 £51.27
CIL (€ per unit) £3,716.34 £3.716.34 E3.716.34
CIL (£) (total) (297.307) (185,816.96) (297.307.13)
Net Ejodiversity costs (per unit) £521.00 £521.00 £521.00
Net Biodlversity costs (total) (80,240) (13,400.00) (21,440.00)
SAC Payment (per unit) £290.58 £200.58 £290.58
SAC Payment (total) (23,248) (14,529.00) (23,246.40)
Part L/ FHS (per unit) £4,850.00 £4,850.00| £4,850.00
Part L/ FHS (total) (388,000) (242,500.00) (388,000.00)
Additional Low Carbon/Energy Reduction (per unit) £7,500.00 £7,500.00 £7,500.00
Additional Low Carbon/Energy Reduction (total) (600,000) (375,000.00) (600,000.00)
Total Developers Profit (£) £3,448,003 £2.155.564 £3,448,903
Developers Profit (% on OMS) 20.00% 20.00% 20.00%
Developers Profit (% on AH) 6.00% 6.00% 6.00%
Developers Profit (% bl 18.52% 18.52% 18.52%
Developers Profit (% on costs) 25.41% 25.94% 25.55%
RLV () £1,408,371 £1,035,693 £3,448,903
RLV (E/acre) £249 357 £203 398 £260,693
HLV (£/ha) EB1H, 162 £/24,985 £b44,1/3
BLV (E) £641,048 £776.600 £1,242,560
BLV (Efacre) £113,500 £220,000 £220,000
BLV (&/ha) £280,459 £543,620 £543,620
Surplus/Deficit £767,323 £259,083 £229.838
Surplus/Deficit (£/acre) £135,857 £73,398 £40,693
Surplus/Deficit (£/ha) £335,704 £181,365 £100,553
Pian Viability comments ig al
Source: Aspinall Verdi, March 2022 (220309 Cannock
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We have appraised seven brownfield typologies wi
d 100 wunits (see Appendix 2 1T Typologies Matri x).
Table 5.20 bel ow.

ese typologies are all|l viable for planning maki ng

using and a ClL payment of A51.27 psm.

The appraisal results show that al | seven typolc

nchmark | and value. The surplus ranges between A9

The sensitivity analysis shows that each of thes
ntributions over and above the 20% on site afford:
A51.27 psm.

With regards to affordable housing, we have exa
pol ogi es. These tables show that there is ampl e
ere affordable housing could be delivered. Ther e
guirement to a maximum of 35% whilst stildl mai nt a
not the case for typology Z (10 wunit 1T brownfi el
uld result in an wunviable scheme. In this scenar
using would maintain a positive balance and there
With regards to CI L, we have examined the sensit
ow that there is scope to increase ClIL should the
scussed further in the Chapter 10.

. Aspinall
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Summary Typologies

Table 5.20 - Viability Apprhf sal
Scheme Ref: Scheme Z Scheme AA Scheme AB Scheme AC
No Units: 10 20 30 40
Location / Value Zone: Rugeley Rugeley Rugeley Rugeley
Development Scenario: Brownfield Brownfield Brownfield Brownfield
Notas: nia nia na na
Total GDV (£) £2 358,330, £4,716,659 £7,074,889 £0 433318
AH Target % (& mix): 20.00%) 20.00% 20.00% 20.00%
Affordable Rent: 25.00%| 25.00% 25.00% 25.00%
Social Rent 35.00% 35.00% 35.00% 35.00%
First Homes: 25.00%| 25.00% 25.00% 25.00%
Intermediate (LCHO/Sub-Market/Starter etc.): 15.00% 15.00% 15.00% 15.00%
CIL (€ psm) £51.27 £51.27 £51.27 £51.27
CIL (€ per unit) £3,662 20 £3662.20 £3,662.20 £3,662.20
CIL (€) (total) (38,622) (73,243.98) (108,885.94) (146,487.92)
Net Biodiversity costs (per unit) £521.00 £521.00 £521.00 £521.00
Net Biodiversity costs (total) (2,680) (5,360.00) (8,040,00) (10,720.00)
SAC Payment (per unit) £200.58 £290.58 £200.58 £260.58
SAC Payment (total) (2,906) (5811 aml (8.717.40) (11,623.20)
Part L/ FHS (per unit) £4,850.00/ H.BS0.00' £4,850.00 £4,850.00
Part L/ FHS (total) (48,500} m.oon.oo;| (145,500.00) (194,000.00)
Additional Low Carbon/Energy Reduction (per unit) £7.500.00 £7,500.00 £7,500.00 £7,500.00
Additional Low Carbon/Eneray Reduction (total) (75.000) (150,000.00) (225.000.00) 1300.000.00)
Total Developers Profit (£) £436,732 £B873,464 £1,310,195 £1,746,827
Developers Profit (% on OMS) 20.00%) 20.00% 20.00% 20.00%
Developers Profit (% on AH) 6.00% 6.00% 6,00% 8.00%
Developers Profit (% blended) 18.52% 18.5% 18.5% 18.5%
Developers Profit (% on costs) 26.32% 26.4% 26.6% 26.5%
RLV () £239,288 E477.411 £734,878 £968,772
RLV (Eacre) £338,032 £338,110| £346,968 £342,341
RLV (E/ha) £837,501 ussml £857,357 £!45.325|
BLV (£) 174,735 :m.unl £524.208 £698,940,
BLV (/acre) £247,500 £247,500 £247,500 £247,500
BLV (£/ha) £6811,573 £611,573 £611,573 £611,573
Surplus/Deficit £64,551 £127.041 £210,673 £267,832
Surplus/Deficit (E/acre) £91,432 £90,610 £99,468 £94,841
Surplus/Deficit (£ha) £225,028 £223.896 £245,785 £234.353
Plan Viability comments




Cannock

Chase
Cannock

Scheme Ref: Scheme AD Scheme AE Scheme AF
No Units: 50 80 100
Location / Value Zone: Rugeley Rugeley Rugeley
Development Scenario. Brownfield Brownfield Brownfield
Notes: n'a nla nla
Total GDV (£) £11,791,648 £18,866,636 £23,583,205
AH Target % (& mix): 20.00% 20.00% 20.00%
Affordable Rent: 25.00% 25.00% 25.00%
Social Rent: 35.00% 35.00% 35.00%
First Homes:| 25.00% 25.00% 25.00%
Intermediate (LCHO/Sub-Market/Starter etc.): 15.00% 15.00% 15.00%
CIL (£ psm) £51.27 £51.27 £51.27
CIL (£ per unit) £38662.20 £3,862.20 £3,662.20
CIL (£) (total) (183,109.90) (292.975.84) (366,220)
Net Biodiversity costs (per unit) £521.00 £521.00 £521.00
Net Biodiversity costs (total) (13.400.00) (21.440.00) {26.800)
SAC Payment (per unit) £200.58 m.ﬁﬁl £200.58
SAC Payment (total) (14,529.00) {23,248.40)[ (29,058)
Part L/ FHS (per unit) £4,850.00 £4,850.00 £4,850.00
PartL/ FHS (total) {242.500.00) (388.000.00) {485,000)
Additional Low Carbon/Energy Reduction (per unit) £7,500.00 £7,500.00 £7,500.00
Additional Low Carbon/Energy Reduction (total) (375,000.00) (600,000.00) (750,000)
Total Developers Profit (£) £2,183,859 £3,493,854 £4,367 318
Developers Profit (% on OMS) 20.00% 20.00% 20.00%
Developers Profit (% on AH) 6.00% 6.00% 6.00%
Developers Profit (% blended) 18.5% 18.5% 18.5%
Developers Profit (3% on costs) 26.6% 262% 26.5%
RLV (E) £1,218,606 £1,778.431 £2,371,951
RLV (£/acre) £345214 £314,878 £335,970
RLV (E/ha) £853,024 E778,064 £830,183
BLV (E) £BT73,675 £1,242,560 £1,553,200
BLV (E/acre) £247 500 £220,000 £220,000
BLY (&/ha) £611,573 £543,620 £543,620
Surplus/Deficit £344 931 £535,87T1 £818,751
Surplus/Deficit (£/acre) £97,714 £04,878 £115,970
Surplus/Deficit (Eha) £241.452 £234 444 £286,563
Pt T N E—
Source: Aspinall Verdi, March 2022 (220309

Appraisals zZ -

AF
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.73 We have appraised six greenfield typologies with
200 units (see Appendix 2 1T Typologies Matrix). A ¢
Table 5.21 bel ow.

These typologies are all/l viable for planning maki ng

housing and a CIL payment of A51.27 psm.

.74 The appraisal results show that al l six typol og
benchmark | and value. The surplus ranges between A2
.75 The sensitivity analysis shows that each of thes

contributions over and above the 20% on site affordz¢

of A51.27 psm.

. 76 With regards to affordable housing, we have exam
These tables show that ther e i s ample green comin
affordable housing could be delivered. There is pot
to a maximum of 30% whilst still maintaining a posi

.17 With regards to CI L, we have examined the sensiti
t hat there is scope to increase ClIL should the Col
di scussed further in the Chapter 10.

o2 Aspinall
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Table 5.21 - Viability Appraisal Summary
Scheme Ref: Scheme AG Scheme AH Scheme Al
No Units: 20 40 80
Location / Value Zone: Rugeley Rugeley R%ﬁgxﬁﬂ
Development Scenario: Greenfield Greenfieid Greenfield
Notes: na na nla
Total GDV (E) £4,716,659 £9,433 318 £18,866,6828
AH Target % (& mix): 20.00% 20.00% 20.00%
Affordable Rent: 25.00% 25.00% 25.00%
Social Rent: 35.00% 35.00% 35.00%
First Homes: 25.00% 25.00% 25.00%
Intermediate (LCHO/Sub-Market/Starter etc.): 15.00% 15.00% 15.00%
CIL (E psm) £51.27 £51.27 £51.27
CIL (€ per unit) £3,662.20 £3.662.20 £3,662.20
CIL (£) (total) (73.243.96) (146,487.92) (262,975.84)
Net Biodiversity costs (per unit) £521.00 £521.00 £521.00
Net Biodiversity costs (total) (20.060.00) (40,120.00) (80,240.00)
SAC Payment (per unit) £290.58 £290.58 £290.58
SAC Payment (total) (5.811.60) (11,623.20) (23,246.40)
Part L/ FHS (per unit) £4,850.00 £4,850.00 £4,850.00
Part L/ FHS (total) (87.000.00) (184,000.00) (388,000.00)
Additional Low Carbon/Energy Reduction (per unit) £7,500.00 £7,500.00 £7,500.00
Additional Low Carbon/Energy Reduction (total) (150.000.00) (300.000.00) (600.000.00)
Total Developers Profit (£) £873,464 £1,746.927 £3,493,854
Developers Profit (% on OMS) 20.000% 20.000% 20.000%
Developers Profit (% on AH) 6.000% 6.000% 6.000%
Developers Profit (% blended) 18.519% 18.519% 18.519%
Developers Profit (% on costs) 26.720% 26.828% 26.507%
RLV (£) £511.561 £1,035,480 £1,922,784
RLV (E/acre) £362.295 £366,675 £340.436
RLV (£/ha) £895.231 £906,054 £841.218
BLV (£) £141,200 £282 400 £641.048
BLV (E/acre) £100,000 £1 m.oml £113,500
BLV (£/ha) £247,100 £247, tml £280,459
Surplus/Deficit £370,361 E753.090| £1,281,738
Surplus/Deficit (&/acre) £262,265 szaa.ersl £226,936
Surplus/Deficit (&/ha) £648,131 £658,954 £560,760

Plan Viability comments

Typol ogi es




Cannock Chase Local
Cannock Chase
Augi20:
Scheme Ref: Scheme AJ Scheme AK Scheme AL
No Units: 100 150 200
Location / Value Zone: Rugeley Rugeley Rugeley
Development Scenario: Greenfield Greenfield Greenfield
Notes: na na na
Total GDV (£) £23,583,295 £35,374,943 £47,166,580
AH Target % (& mix): 20.00% 20.00% 20.00%
Affordable Rent: 25.00% 25.00% 25.00%
Social Rent: 35.00% 35.00% 35.00%
First Homes: 25.00% 25.00% 25.00%
Intermediate (LCHO/Sub-Market/Starter etc.): 15.00% 15,00% 15.00%
CIL (£ psm) £51.27 £51.27 £51.27
CIL (£ per unit) £3,662.20 £3,662.20 £3,662.20
CIL (£) (total) (366,219.80) (549,328.70) (732,430.60)
Net Biodiversity costs (per unit) £521.00 £521.00 £521.00
Net Biodiversity costs (total) (100,300.00) (150,450.00) (200,600.00)
SAC Payment (per unit) £290.58 £290.58 £290.58
SAC Payment (total) (29.058.00) (43.587.00) (58,116.00)
PartL/ FHS (per unit) £4,850.00 £4,850.00 £4,850.00
PartL/ FHS (total) (485,000.00) (727,500.00) (870,000.00)
Additional Low Carbon/Energy Reduction (per unit) £7,500.00 £7,500.00 £7,500,00
Additional Low Carbon/Energy Reduction (total) (750,000.00) (1,125,000.00) (1,500,000.00)
Total Developers Profit (€) £4,367,318 £6,550,977 £8,734,635
Developers Profit (% on OMS) 20.000% 20.000% 20.000%
Developers Profit (% on AH) 6.000% 6.000% 6.000%
Developers Profit (% blended) 18.518% 18.518% 18.519%
Developers Profit (% on costs) 26.782% 27.881% 28.068%
RLV () £2.548.543E £4,730,777 £6,391.929
RLV (£/acre) r.seoaaa[ £447,571 £452 686
RLV (E/ha) £891 .990[ £1,105,948 £1,118,588
BLV (E) £801.31 DI £1,201,965 £1,602,620
BLV (&/acre) £1 13.5001 £113,500 £113,500
BLV (&/ha) £280,459 £280,458 £280.459
Surplus/Deficit £1,747.233 £3,537,812 £4.789,300
Surplus/Deficit (&/acre) £247,483 £334,071 ma,sas‘
Surplus/Deficit (£/ha) £611,532 £825,489 ms.izal
Plan Viability comments
Source: AspinallVerdi, March 2022 (220309 Cannock
Appraisals AG - AL vi1)
84
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For schemes of 50 wunits and above in Rugeley we &
stead of the standard assumption of 4% in the hou
eenfield typologies within the Rugeley area rangi

i Typologies Matrix). A summary of the appraisals

ese typologies are al/l viable for planning maki ng

using and a ClL payment of A51.27 psm.

The appraisal results show that al | four typolo

nchmark | and value. The surplus ranges between A2

The sensitivity analysis shows that each of thes
ntributions over and above the 20% on site afford:
A51.27 psm.

Wi t h regards to affordable housing, we have ex:
pol ogi es. These tables show that there is ample
ere affordable housing could be delivered. Ther e
guirement to a maximum of 35% whilst stildl mai nt a
With regards to ClL, we have examined the sensiti
at there is scope to increase ClIL should the Col
scussed further in the Chapter 10.

s Aspinall
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Table 5.22 - Viability AppraiPsal Summary Typologies
Scheme Ref: Scheme AM Scheme AN Scheme AOQ Scheme AP
Ho Units: 80 100 150 200
Location / Value Zone: Rugelsy / Edge of Settlement Rugaiay Rugsley Rugeley
Development Scenario: Greenfield Greenfield Greenfield Greenfield
Notes: na na na nia
Total GDV (£} £19,116,236 £23,895.265 £35,842 843 £47,780,560
AH Targst % (& mix): 20.00% 20.00% 20.00% 20.00%
Affordable Rent: 25.00% 25.00% 25.00% 25,00%
Social Rent: 35.00% 35.00% 35,00% 35.00%
First Homes; 25.00% 25.00% 25.00% 25.00%
{LEHC ele) 15.00% 15.00% 15.00% 15.00%
CIL (E psm) 1.7 £51.27 £51.27 £51.27
CIL (E per unit) 376 E3.718.34 £3.716.34 E3,716.34
CiL (£) (tatal) (267,307 13) (371.633.91) (557,450 87) (T43.267.82)
MNet Blodiersity costs (per unit) £521.00 £521.00 £521.00 £521.00
et Biodiversity costs (total) (80,240.00) (100,300.00) § !50.450.00]1 (200,800.00)
SAC Payment (per unit) £200.58 £200.58 m.al £290.58
SAC Payment {total) (23.246.40) (24,058 00) (43,587.00) (58,116.00)
Pari L/ FHS (per unit) £4,850.00 £4,850.00 £4.850.00 £4,850.00
PartL/ FHS (tota) (388.000.00) (485.000.00) (727,500 00)| (870,000,00)
Additional Low Carbon/Energy Reduction (per unit) £7,500,00 £7,500,00 £7,500.00 £7,500,00
Additional Low Carbon/Energy Reduction (total) (800,000,00) (750,000.00) {1,125,000.00) (1,500,000.00)
Total Developers Profit (£) £3,543,774 £4,429,718 £6,644,577 £8,859,435
Developers Profit (% on OMS) 20.00%| 20.00% 20.00% 20.00%
Developers Profit (% on AH) 6.00%| 6.00% 8.00%) 800%
Developers Profit (% blended) 18.54% 18.54% 18.54%: 16.54%
Developers Profit (% on costs) 26.55% 26 B7% 28.08% 28.16%
RLV(E) £1,868,182 2,608,131 £4,838,038 £6,523 465
RLV (Elacre) £348 648 £360.424 £456 850 £462.002
RLV (Eha) £881,508) £912 846 £1,128,878 £1,141,606
BLV () £641,048) £801,310 £1,201,9685 £1,602,620
BLV (Eracre) €113 500] £113,500 £113.500] £112,500
BLV (£/ha) £280.459 £280.459 £280,450 E£280.459
- Surplus/Deficit £1328.114 £1,806,821 £3,636,073) E4 920845
Surplus/Deficit (£/acre) £235,148| £255,924 £343,350| £348,502
Surplus/Deficit (EMha) £581,050, £632 367 EB48 417 £861,148
Flan Viability comments
Source: Aspinall Verdi, March 2022 (220309
Appraisals AM - AP v1)
8 6
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5.

83 For schemes of 50 units and above in Rugeley, we
instead of the standard assumption of 4% in the hot
appraised three brownfield typologies within the R
units (see Appendix 2 1 Typologies Matrix). A summa
5.23 bel ow.

These typologies are al/l viable for planning maki ng

housing and a ClIL payment of A51.27 psm.

. 84 The appraisal results show that al |l three typol
benchmark | and value. The surplus ranges between A1l
. 85 The sensitivity analysis shows that each of thes

contributions over and above the 20% on site affordz¢

of A51.27 psm.

. 86 With regards to affordable housing, we have exa
typol ogi es. These tables show that there is ample
where affordable housing could be delivered. There
requirement to a maximum of 35% whilst stildl mai nt a

. 87 With regards to CIL, we have examined the sensit
show that there is scope to increase ClL should the
di scussed further in the Chapter 9.

. Aspinall
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Table 5.23 - Viability Appradssal Summary
Scheme Ref: Scheme AQ Scheme AR Scheme AS
No Units: 50 80 100
Location / Value Zone: Rugeley Rugeley Rugeley
Development Scenaria: Brownfieid Brownfield Brownfield
Notes: nla nfa nla
Total GDV (£) £11,847 848 £19,116,236 £23,895,205
AH Target % (& mix): 20.00% 20.00% 20.00%
Affordable Rent: 25.00% 25.00% 25.00%
Social Rent: 35.00% 35.00% 35.00%
First Homes: 25,00% 25.00% 25,00%
Intermediate (LCHO/Sub-Market/Starter etc.): 15.00% 15.00% 15.00%
CIL (E psm) £51.27 £51.27 £51.27
CIL (E per unit) £3716.34 £37168.34 £3716.34
CIL (£) (total) (185,816.98) (297,307 .13) (371,833.91)
Net Biodiversity costs (per unit) £521.00 £521.00 £521.00
Net Biodiversity costs (total) (12,400.00) (21,440.00) (28,800,00)
SAC Payment (per unit) £200.58| £200.58 £280.58
SAC Payment (total) (14.529.00) (23.248.40) (29.058.00)
PartL/ FHS (per unit) £4,850.00 £4,850.00 £4,850.00
Part L/ FHS (total) (242,500.00) (388,000.00) (485,000.00)
Additional Low Carbon/Energy Reduction (per unit) £7,500.00 £7,500.00 £7,500.00
Additional Low Carbon/Energy Reduction (total) (375,000.00) (600,000.00) (750,000.00)
Total Developers Profit (€) £2.214 858 £3543774 £4,420.718
Developers Profit (% on OMS) 20.00% 20.00% 20.00%
Developers Profit (% on AH) 6,00% 6.00% 6.00%
Developers Profit (% blended) 18.54% 18.54% 18.54%
Developers Profit (% on costs) 26.64% 26.26% 26.54%
RLV (£) £1,247 578 £1,822812 £2,428, 832
RLV (Elacre) £353.421 czzz.?oul £344,027
RLV (EMa) EB73.304 Em.ml £850,091
BLV (£) £873,875 £1,242,560 £1,553,200
BLV (£/acre) £247.500 £220,000 £220,000
BLV (EMma) £611,573 £543§2l:|] £543,820
Surplus/Deficit £373,903 £580,052 £875832
Surplus/Deficit (E/acre) £105,921 £102,700 £124,027
Surplus/Deficit (£/ha) £261,732 £253,773 £306,471
e [ I I
Source: Aspinall Verdi, March 2022 (220309
Appraisals AQ - AS v1l)
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. 88 We have appraised four brownfield typologies wi:
ranging from 20 units and 150 wunits (see Appendi x

appraisals can be found in Table 5.24 bel ow.

These typologies are all/l viable for planning maki ng

housing and a CIL payment of A51.27 psm.

. 89 The appraisal results show that al l three typol
benchmark | and value. The surplus ranges between A1l
.90 The sensitivity analysis shows that each of thes

contributions over and above the 20% on site affordezé
of A51.27 psm.

.91 With regards to affordable housing, we have ex.
typol ogi es. These tables show that there is ampl e
where affordable housing could be delivered. Ther e
requirement to a maxium of 35% whilst still maintai

.92 With regards to ClL, we have examined the sensiti
t hat there is scope to increase ClIL should the Col
di scussed further in the Chapter 10.

oo Aspinall
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Table 5.24 - Viability AppraWsal Summary Typologies
Scheme Ref: Scheme AT Scheme AU Scheme AV Scheme AW
No Units: 20 50 100 150
Location / Value Zone: Nortan Canes / Heath Hayes Narton Canes / Heath Hayes Norton Canes / Heath Hayes Narton Canes / Heath Hayes
Development Scenario: Brownfiekd Brownfiekd Brownfieid Brownfield
Naotes: wa na nia na
Total GDV (E) £4.805.208 E£12.263.015 £24.526.030 E£36.788.045
AH Target % (& mix) 20.00% 20.00% 20.00% 20.00%
Affordable Rent: 25.00% 25.00% 25.00% 25.00%
Social Rent: 35.00% 35,00% 35.00% 35.00%
First Homes: 25.00% 25,00"%, 25.00% 25.00%
(LCHO/Sub. elc.) 15.00% 15.00'% 15.00% 15.00%
CIL (E pam) ES1.27) £51.27) £51.27 £51.07
CIL (£ per unit) £3 66220 £3 66220 £3,662 20 £3862 20/
CIL (E) (total) (73,243 90) (183,108 80 (388,21%.80) (548,32%.70)
Net Biodiversity costs (per unit) £521.00 £521.00 £521.00 £521.00
MNel Biodiversity costs (total) (5,380.00) (13,400.00) (26,200.00) (40,200.00)
SAC Payment (per unit) £200.58 £260 58 £260.58 £200.58
SAC Payment (total) (5,811.80) (14,529 00) (26,058.00) (43,567.00)
PartL/ FHS (per unit) £4,850.00 £4,850.00 £4,850.00 £4,850.00
PartL/ FHS (total) {B7,000.00) {242.500.00) (485,000.00) (727,500.00)
Addttional Low Carbon/Energy Reduction (per unit) £7.500.00 £7.500.00 £7,500.00, £7.500.00
Addtional Low Carbon/Energy Reduction {total) (150,000 00) (375,000.00) (750.000.00) (1,125,000.00)
Total Developers Profit (E) E907 824 36 £2,269,080.00 £4.538,121.50 £6,807.182.70
Developers Profit (% on OMS) 20.00% 20,00% 20.00% 20,00%
Developers Profit (% on AH) 6.00% 6.00%] 6.00% 6.00%
Davelopers Profit (% blended) 18.50% 18,50%! 18.50% 18.50%
Developers Profit (% on costs) 27.42% 27.58%) 27.50% 2873%
RLV (E) £609,901 £1,551,317] £3,046,519 £5,498,681
RLV (E/acre) £431.841 £438 467 £431,843 £519.234
RLV {£ha) £1,087.327 £1,085 922 £1,067,332 £1.263.028
BLV(E) £340.470 £873,675 £1,553,200 £2,320.800
BLV (L/acre) £247.500 £247 500 £220,000 £220,000|
BLV (EMa) £611.573 £611,573 £543.620 £543,620
Surphis/Deficit £260.431 £677.842 £1.486.319 £3.188.881
Surplus/Deficit (E/acre) 184441 E191.967 £211.943 £209.24
Surphis/Deficit (Eha) £455,755 £474, 240 £523712 £738,408
Plan Viability comments
Source: Aspinall Verdi, March 2022 (220309 Cannock (
Pl an Viability Appraisals AT - AW v1)

-



.93 We have appraised six greenfield typologies withi
from 30 units and 500 units (see Appendix 2 1 Typol
can be found in Table 5.25Table 5.24 bel ow.

These typologies are all/l viable for planning maki ng

housing and a CIL payment of A51.27 psm.

.94 The appraisal results show that al l three typol
benchmark | and value. The surplus ranges between A3
.95 The sensitivity analysis shows that each of thes

contributions over and above the 20% on site affordezé

of A51.27 psm.

.96 With regards to affordable housing, we have exam
These tables show that ther e i s ample green comin
affordable housing could be delivered. There is pot
to a maximum of 35% whilst still maintaining a posi

.97 With regards to CI L, we have examined the sensiti
t hat there is scope to increase ClIL should the Col
di scussed further in the Chapter 10.

o1 Aspinall
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Table 5.25 - Viability Appraisal Summary Typologies
Scheme Ref: Scheme AX Scheme AY Scheme AZ '
No Units: 30 50 100
Location / Value Zone: Norton Canes / Heath Hayes Norton Canes / Heath Hayes Norton Canes / Heath Hayes
Development Scenario: Greenfield Greenfield Greenfield
Notes: nfa nia na
Total GDV (£) £7,357,809 £12,263,015 £24,528,030|
AH Target % (& mix): 20.00% 20,00% zn.uuui
Affordable Rent: 25.00% 25.00% 25.00%|
Social Rent: 35.00% 35.00% 35.00%
First Homes: 25.00% 25.00% 25.00%
fiate (LCHO/Sub-Market/Starter etc.): 15.00% 15.00% 15.00%
CIL (€ psm) £51.27 £51.27 £51.27,
CIL (£ per unit) £3,662.20 £3,662.20 £3,662.20
CIL (£) (total) (109.865.84) (183,108.80) (366,219.80)
Net Biodiversity costs (per unit) £521.00 £521.00 £521.00/
Net Biodiversity costs (total) (30,080.00) (50,150.00) (1 DU,SIII_OIJ]|
SAC Payment (per unit) £290.58 £260.58 £290,58|
SAC Payment (total) (B.717.40) (14,529.00) (29,058.00)|
Part L/ FHS (per unit) £4,850.00 £4,850.00 £4,850.00
Part L/ FHS (total) (145,500.00) (242,500.00) {485,000.00)|
Additional Low Carbon/Energy Reduction (per unit) £7,500.00 £7,500.00 zr.soo.uu!
Additional Low Carbon/Energy Reduction (total) (225,000.00) (375,000.00) (750,000.00)|
Total Developers Profit (£) £1,361,436.54 £2,269,060.90 £4,538,121.80|
Developers Profit (% on OMS) 20.00% 20.00% 20.00%
Developers Profit (% on AH) 6.00% 8.00% 8.00%]
Developers Profit (% blended) 18.50% 18.50% 18.50%|
Developers Profit (% on costs) 27.80% 27.91% 27.83%)
RLV () £985,556 £1,636,579 £3,224,333|
RLV (E/acre) £465,324 £463,620 £458.704|
KLV (£/ha) E1,144 816 1,145,605 E1,128,51/|
BLV (£) £21 Lml £353,000 £801,310|
BLV (E/acre) :1oo'm| £100,000 £113,500|
BLV (£/ha) :w.mo] £247,100 ma.assi
Surplus/Deficit £773,756 £1,283,579 a,aza.mi
Surplus/Deficit (E/acre) £365,324 £363,620 ma.zmi
Surplus/Deficit (€/ha) £902.716 £898,505 £848,058
- I B E——
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Cannock Chase Local
Cannock Chase
Augi20:
Scheme Ref: Scheme BA Scheme BB Scheme BC
No Units: 200 400 500
Location / Value Zone: Norton Canes / Heath Hayes Norton Canes / Heath Hayes Norton Canes / Heath Hayes
Development Scenario: Greenfield Greenfield Greenfield
Noles: na na na
Total GOV (£) £49,052,060 £08,104,120 £122,630,150
AH Target % (& mix): 20.00% 20.00% 20.00%
Affordable Rent: 25.00% 25.00% 25.00%
Social Rent: 35.00% 35.00% 35.00%
First Homes: 25.00% 25.00% 25.00%
Intermediate (LCHO/Sub-Market'Starter etc.): 15.00% 15.00% 15.00%
CIL (£ psm) £51.27 £51.27 £51.27
CIL (£ per unit) £3,662.20 £3,662.20 £3,662.20
CIL (£) (1otal) (732,439.80) (1.484,879.20) (1,831,098.00)
Net Biodiversity costs (per unit) £521.00 £521.00 £521.00
Net Biodiversity costs (total) (200,600.00) (401,200.00) (501,500.00)
SAC Payment (per unit) £260.58 £200.58 £260.58
SAC Payment (total) (58,1 15,001[ (118,232.00) (145,290.00)
Part L/ FHS (per unit) £4,850.00 £4,850.00 £4.850.00
PartL/ FHS (total) (870,000.00) {1,940,000.00) (2.425,000.00)
Additional Low Carbon/Energy Reduction (per unit) £7,500.00 £7,500.00 £7,500.00
Additional Low Carbon/Energy Reduction (total) {1,500,000.00) {3.000,000.00) (3.750,000.00)
Total Developers Profit (£) £9,076,243.60 £18,152,487.20 £22,690,609.00
Developers Profit (% on OMS) 20.00% 20.00% 20.00%
Developers Profit (% on AH) 6.00% 6.00% 6.00%
Developers Profit (% blended) 18.50% 18.50% 18.50%
Developers Profit (% on costs) 20,19% 29.33% 20.36%
RLV () £7,760,242 £15,770,118 £19,777.409
RLV (E/acre) £549,502 £558.432 £560,267
KLV (¥/ha) £1,358,042 1,379,885 1,384,419
BLV () £1,602.620 £3,205,240 £4,006,550
BLV (&/acre) £113,500 £113,500 £113,500
BLV (E/ha) £280458 £280,459 £280,459|
Surplus/Deficit £6,157,622 £12,564,879 £15,770,859
Surplus/Deficit (E/acre) £436,082 £444.932 £446,767
Surplus/Deficit (E/ha) £1,077.584 £1,099,427 £1,103,960
Y p— T
Source: Aspinall Verdi, March 2022 (220309 Cannock
Pl an Viability Appraisals AX - BC v1)
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Cannock Chase Local
Cannock Chase
Augi20:

Table 5.26 - Viability Appraisal Summary Typologies
Scheme Ref: Scheme BD Scheme BE Scheme BF
No Units: 50 100 150
Location / Value Zone: Norton Canes / Heath Hayes Norton Canes / Heath Hayes Norton Canes / Heath Hayes
Development Scenario: Brownfield Brownfield Brownfield
Notes: wa na na
Total GOV (£) £12,407.015 £24,814,030 £37.221,045
AH Target % (& mix): 20.00% 20.00% 20.00%
Affordable Rent: 25.00% 25.00% 25.00%
Social Rent: 35.00% 35.00% 35.00%
First Homes: 25.00% 25.00% 25.00%
Imtermediate (LCHO/Sub-Market/Starter etc.). 15.00% 15.00% 15.00%
CIL (£ psm) £51.27 £51.27 £5127
CIL (E per unit) £3.716.34 £3716.34 £3716.34
CIL () (total) (185,816.96) (371,633.91), (557 450.87)
Net Biodiversity costs (per unit) £521.00 £521.00 £521,00
Net Siodiversiy costs (total) (13.400.00) (26,800 00] 40,200.00)
SAC Payment (per unit) £280.58] mu,sal £280.58
SAC Payment (total) {14.520.00}' (2!,058.00]' (43,587.00)
Part L/ FHS (per unit) ummi ummi £4.850.00
Part L/ FHS (total) [2&2.5&.00}' ms.ooo.oml (727,500.00)
Aditional Low CarbonEnergy Reduction (per unit £7.500.00 £7.500.00) £7.500.00
Additional Low Carbon/Energy Reduction (total) (375,000.00) t?iD.ODO.DCI]l (1,125,000.00)
Total Developers Profit (£) £2,207 861 £4,585,722 £6,893,583
Developers Profit (% on OMS) 20.00%| 20.00% 20.00%
Developers Profit (% on AH) 6.00%: 8.00% 6.00%
Developers Profit (% blended) 18.52% 18.52% 18.52%
Developers Profit (% on costs) 27.62% 27.54% 28.77%
RLY (£) £1,572,058 £3,089,572 £5,568,247
RLV (E/acre) M‘le M?.B\Bl £525,802
RLV (EMa) 21'100.440‘ 9.1‘081.350' E1 mml
BLV () e873675) £1,553,200 £2,320.800
BLV (Eacre) £247500 €220 000 £220,000
BLV (Eha) £611,573 £543,620 £543,620|
Surplus/Deficit £698,383 £1,536,372 £3,238,447
Surplus/Defick (Efacre) £197,842 £217.616 £305,802
Surplus/Deficit (EMa) £488,868 £537.730 £755.638
Plan Viability comments
Source: Aspinall Verdi, March 2022 (220309 Cannock
Pl an Viability Appraisals BD - BF v1)
95
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pologies with 10% 4 beds instead of the standard
using only). We have therefore appraised five gre
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The sensitivity analysis shows that each of the:
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pol ogi es. These tables show that there is ample
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Cannock Chase Local
Cannock Chase

Augi20:
Table 5.27 - Viability AppraiKsal Summary Typologies
Scheme Ref: Schome BG Scheme BH Schome BI Scheme BJ Scheme BIK |
N Unils: 50 100 0 400 00
Location | Vaue Zone: Norton Canes / Heath Hayes | Norton Canes / Heath Hayes | Noron Canes / Heath Hayes | Norton Canes / Heath Hayes | Morton Canes / Heath Hayes
Davelopmant Scenario: Greenfeid Greenfield Grrenieia Groanfiald Groenfield
Naotes: na n'a na na n'a
Total GOV (£) 12,407,015 24 814,030/ £49,628,060 99,256,120 £124,070,150
AH Target % (8 mix). 20,00%: 20 00% 20,00% 20,00% 20,00% |
Aftordatie Fient 26.00% 25.00% 25.00% 25 00% 25 00%
Social et 35.00% 35 00% 2500% 35.00% 35 00%
First Homes 25.00% 25 00% 25.00% 25.00% 25.00%|
Intermediate (LCHO/Sub-Market/Starter efe. | 15.00% 15.00% 15.00% 15.00% 15,00%
CIL (€ pam) sz sz s 5127 mﬁ
CIL (£ per unit) EAT16.34 BmneM EaTEM £3,718.34 3T
CIL (£} {totad) (185 816 98) (a7 339 (743267 82) (1,486,535 65) (1,858,189.58)
Nt Biodversty costs (per unt) £521.00 £521 00 £521.00 £521.00 £521.00|
et Biodwersity costs (total) {50,150.00)| 1100,300.00) (200,800,00) {401,200 00) (50,500 00)
SAC Payment (per i) £200 58 £260 58 £260 58 £200.58 £260.58
SAC Payment (1otal) 14.528.00) (29.058.00) (88.118.00) (118.232.00) 1145.260.00)
Pan L/ FHS (per upt) £4,85000 £4,850.00 £4.850.00 £4,850.00 £4,850.00
Part L/ FHS (total) 1242.500 00 (485,000 00} (870,000 00)| 1,940.000.00), (2,425,000 00)|
Low G 5 (per i) £750000 £7,500.00 £7,500.00 £7.500.00 £7,50000/
Addiianal Low Carbon/Enargy Reduction (iotal) (375.000.00) (750,000.00) 1,500,000 60) (3,000.000.60) 3,750,000.00]|
Total Developers Profit (T) £2297 861 458572 £5.101 444 £18,382 887 E22,078.809
Davelopers Profi (% on OMS) 20.00% 2000% 20.00%) 20.00% 20.00%
Developers Profit (1 on AH) a00% 8.00% 200% 8.00% £00%
Developers Proft (% blended) 18.52% 18.52% 18.52% 1n52% 1852%)
Developers Profit (% on costs) 27.95% 27.88% 20 23%) 20.37% 20.40%|
ALV () £1, 858 BAT £3,267, 144 £7 858,324 E17,367 572 £20,028,044
ALV (Elacre) 480,877 £482, 768 £556 808 £615,081 507,385
ALV (/) £1,181,087 £1,143,500 £1.375382 £1,522.288 £1,402,03
BLVE) £353,000 £801,310 £1,602.620 £3,205.240 £4,006 550
BLV (Tnere) £100,000 £113,500) £113,500 £113.500) £113,500
BLV (£ha) £247 100 £2B0 458 £2R0,455 E280 458 | E280 459
Surphis/Defieit £1.305.667 £2.485804 £5.256,704 £14,102.332 £16.0224%4)
Surphi/Dafica (Lincrs) £380.877 £340,268) £443,109) £502.561 £453,695
Surphes/Defici (£ha) £913,967 863,002 £1,084923 £1.241 820 £1,121,575
vt [ =
Source: Aspinall Verdi, March 2022 (220309 Cannock

Pl an Viability Appraisals BG - BK v1)
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We have appraised four brownfield typologies, on:
e 15 wunits (see Appendix 2 i Typologies Matrix).
Table 5.28Table 5.27 Table 5.24bel ow.

se typologies are wunviable for planning making
sing and a ClL payment of A51.27 psm. These typo
Al of the typologies generate a negative RLV.
nnock) produces the highest deficit (c.A7.9m) in
es |/ Heath Hayes) which produces the smallest de
The sensitivity tables show that there is no gr
ordabl e housing could be delivered.
The viability of apartment development is challe
not necessarily offset by an equivalent increas

around A100 psm greater for apartments than esta:

same range or | ower than estate housing on a pei

re is an assumption that 15% of the building doe:
ts. Therefore, with the build cost applied to tFh
re is even more cost added into the appraisal

The appraisals results do not suggest that apar
trict. However, in a planning viability study wh

e balanced and conservative approach to the assu

o6 Aspinall



Cannock Chase Local
Cannock Chase

Augi20:.
Table 5.28 - Viability Appraisal Summary Typologies
Scheme Ref: Scheme BL Scheme BM Scheme BN Scheme BO
Na Units: 15 15 15 15
Location / Value Zane: Cannock (inc Bridgtown) Hednestord Rugeley Norton Canes | Heath Hayes
Development Scenano: Brownfiekd Brownfield Brownfield Erownfield
Notes: na na na na
Total GOV (E) 1,740,480 1,944,843 2,026,028 2,088,820
AH Target % (& mix): 20% 20% 20% 20%
Affordable Rent: 25.00% 25% 25% 25%
Social Rent: 35.00% 35% 5% 35%
First Homes: 25.00% 25% 25% 25%
Intermediate (LCHO/Sub-Markel/Starter elc.); 15.00% 15% 15% 15%
ClL (£ psm) £851.27 £51.27 £51.27 £51.27
CIL (€ per unit) £2,798.74 £2,798.74 £2,798.74 £2,798.74
CIL (£) (total) (41,981.08) (41,981.08) (41,881,08) (41,981.08)
Net Biodiversity costs (per unit) £521.00 £521.00 £521.00 £521.00
Net Blodiversity costs (total) (4.020.00) (4.020.00) (4.020.00) (4.020.00)
SAC Payment (per unit) £290.58 £200.58 £290.58 £200.58
SAC Payment (total) (4,358.70) (4,358.70) (4,358,70) (4,358,70))
Part L/ FHS 