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Firstly, we are very grateful for having the chance to respond to the latest set of viability 
figures prepared on behalf of Mid Suffolk District Council. 
 
Since the submission of this latest CIL Viability Study a key change has clearly occurred 
with regards to Affordable Housing contributions given the recent High Court Decision 
in West Berkshire District Council Reading Borough Council and DCLG.  We assume 
this will be reflected in a further, updated viability and we look forward to receiving a 
response in that regard in due course. 
 
Pending receipt of such we would like to comment on the Peter Brett Associates 
Report Addendum dated July 2015 prepared on behalf of Babergh and Mid Suffolk 
District Council. We will focus primarily on two key issues, density and sales values. 
 
BCIS 
 
We appreciate that PBA has taken on board our comments and redressed the broad-
brush approach used in the previous submissions and accept that the figure of £1374 is 
far closer to the reality of building small-scale developments.   
 
In response to PBA’s comments1 we apologise if it was not clear at the examination 
where the proposed build cost of £1,550 came from. We used the MEAN figure from 
the BCIS as opposed to the MEDIAN they have used, it comes from exactly the same 
BCIS source material.2 
 
We are also aware that BCIS only have 2 set of figures – Estate Housing and 3 units or 
less.  We appreciate that PBA accept our submission that this is not a ‘set in stone’ 
methodology and that there is an economy of scale involved. 
 
We accept that PBA wish to apply the figure of £1374/m2 across all small 
developments and have used this figure throughout our calculations. 
 
Density 
 
The figure used for the proposed density of dwellings per hectare in the Peter Brett 
Viability Report is 35 across the board of all Site Specific Appraisals. The justification for 
this brush-stroke approach is that the range of site densities (as oppose to the average, 
mean or median used elsewhere) is so large that it would be detrimental to the 
calculation to use existing planning permissions or any other evidence available 
regarding current development and the policy figure should be applied instead.3 We do 
not refute that this is policy however there is clear evidence that this high density is  
unachievable when applied to small sites.  
 
Much as viability of developments would clearly be improved if densities were higher 
we have to respect the character of Mid-Suffolk’s predominantly rural settings and 
planners will, quite rightly, not allow high density schemes that are not in keeping with 
their environment. 
 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1 PBA Response to Additional Examiners Questions Report Addendum July 2015 on behalf of Babergh and Mid Suffolk D C. Para 
2.4.1 
2 Ibid Appendix C 
3 Ibid Paragraph 2.2.1. 



	  

 
We have the figures from the PBA report for all 2014/2015 planning permissions 
granted for sites of 10 units or less for 3 bed homes.4 We understood that Babergh and 
Mid Suffolk are being treated separately for the purposes of the CIL Examination and 
will proceed as such. The average density across these examples for Mid Suffolk is 21 
units per hectare.  
 
This marries up with what Mid-Suffolk have previously identified as an average density 
across all sites granted planning permission from 2010-2015 as 20 units per hectare.5 By 
their own admission in the same document the higher proportion of smaller sites to 
bigger sites had skewed and reduced delivery figures and that it is the larger planning 
applications that are going to help them achieve their goal of an average density of 35 
dwellings per hectare. Also as they clearly point out the property size affects the 
potential density – no allowance has been made for the 27% increase in each individual 
unit floor space.6 
 
As the PBA report recognises densities on small schemes naturally suffer from the 
proportional increase in infrastructure requirements.7 Access roads, vehicle turning areas 
and hammerhead requirements for emergency vehicles combine to leave less 
comparative space for residential development on the sites. The plots are often more 
irregular and awkward in shape which naturally diminishes the massing. 
 
This tallies up with our own experiences. Last year we completed a scheme within Mid-
Suffolk that had a density of 14 units per hectare (on a 4 unit site) and we have recently 
obtained planning for a scheme in Suffolk Coastal where the density is 20 units per 
hectare (again, 4 units). 
 
Neighbouring Suffolk Coastal has identified the average density of sites granted planning 
permission from 2010 to 2014. The average of these is 20.8 
 
Taking all of the above into account we have taken what we believe to be a far more 
realistic density figure of 21 dwellings per hectare and applied it to the Site Specific 
Appraisals9. 
 
In doing so it is clear that there is no overage for CIL when applied to Small Scale 
Developments.  
 
Sales Values 
 
We understand from the PBA report that they propose that a premium is applied to 
the sales values for small-scale developments. We must however question the increase 
in proposed values which we now understand are to apply to both the low and high 
value areas and that no distinction is being drawn between them. 
 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
4 Ibid Table 2.2 
5 Mid Suffolk DC CIL Charging Schedule Examination Hearing Statement, May 2015 Page 4. 
6 Ibid Page 4 & 5. 
7 PBA Response to Additional Examiners Questions Report Addendum July 2015 on behalf of Babergh and Mid Suffolk D C. Para 
2.2.1. 
8 Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment, Suffolk Coastal District Council, published March 31st, 2014. 
9 Appendix 1 



	  

As I understand it PBA propose an increase in sales values of 44% in the low value 
areas and 25% in the high value areas from their previous submission in January. 
 
In exploring the PBA figures we firstly have a question regarding the evidence contained 
in the report specifically relating to the search criteria used for the Sales Value 
valuations for small sites using the Zoopla ZedINDEX. We understand the AVM 
Valuation Model and are not questioning that however it would be useful if PBA could 
clarify the specific search criteria used for the calculation as we have obtained different 
valuation results when carrying out the same, or similar, searches. I have read in the 
report that they used the address and postcode10 but that does not correlate with our 
own investigations as can be seen from the enclosed spreadsheet.11 
 
In trying to ascertain PBA’s search criteria we carried out a number of searches using 
the same Zoopla methodology. Looking at our own table of search results using a 
varied yet logistically similar range of search criteria on Zoopla it becomes apparent that 
any small tweak to the search criteria can have a dramatic effect of the valuations 
despite them relating to the same areas. One could suppose that this can be explained 
as a result of very few houses having the same postcode or street name and such 
houses having much bigger or smaller proportions.  This is my supposition however I 
am sure Zoopla could confirm the reasoning behind it. As a result of this apparent 
disparity I believe it would be prudent and more realistic to apply an average to this 
broader range of search results. The evidence provides the figure of £2,448/m2, a more 
accurate and transparent reflection of sales values being achieved. 
 
The Zoopla website explains clearly about the ZedIndex on their information page: 
 
they are not formal valuations and cannot be used as such. They simply provide a useful 
start point for researching the likely value of a home and should be supplemented with 
additional research and professional advice. 
 
In our opinion taking a more broad based average such as the enclosed at Appendix 2 
provides more conclusive evidence of the real prices being achieved. 
 
PBA acknowledge that they were unable to undertake appraisals or valuations of the 
specific properties used in their viability report. However, two of those developments 
are currently on the market. We have shown their asking prices in the last column of 
the enclosed spreadsheet. These are the true asking prices of the development 
examples used in the viability report. In one example the price being asked represents 
£2,500/m2 (as opposed to PBA’s assessment of £2,898/m2) and the other is being 
marketed at £2,487/m2 (as opposed to PBA’s figure of £3,359). 
 
We propose that a sales value of £2,448 is applied and we have updated the Viability 
Analysis in line with this figure. This clearly shows that there is NO buffer available for 
CIL when applied to small-scale developments.12 
 
To support this average sales figure we have recently sold two new-build four bedroom 
houses in Mid-Suffolk for an average of £2,660/m2. It is worth noting that these houses 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
10 PBA Response to Additional Examiners Questions Report Addendum July 2015 on behalf of Babergh and Mid Suffolk D C. Para 
2.5.4. 
11	  Appendix 2. 
12 Appendix 1. 



	  

would be considered fairly high-end in general terms. They were designed by a well 
respected architect, finished to a high standard with Bosch appliances, hand made 
kitchens, oak flooring, heated by air source heat pumps and the build costs were above 
the figures PBA are using in this latest viability report. It is also worth noting that these 
properties are in the neighbouring village to PBA’s example in Stradbroke where they 
have used an estimated sales valuation of £4,830/m2. 
 
On a day-to-day basis we explore the viability of sites and in doing so we are forensic in 
establishing the potential sales values of properties in these areas. It is with confidence 
that we question the figure of £3,102m2 as an average sales value within Mid-Suffolk. 
 
 
Affordable Housing Provision 
It should be noted that the financial impact of Affordable Housing on Small Developers 
was considered too much of a burden, hence the original changes to the rules on 
smaller developments. As stated by Eric Pickles at the time of those changes “Small 
builders are being hammered by charges, which have undermined the building industry 
and forced up the cost of housing…By getting rid of these five and six figure charges, 
we will build more homes and help provide more low-cost and market housing.”  
 
Prior to those original changes the NHBC published a report (‘Improving the Prospects 
for Small House Builders and Developers’) where they spelt out that the number of 
Small Developers has diminished from almost 6,000 in 2007 to just 2,700 in 2013. Two 
of the key factors listed were the effects of Section 106 and planning tariffs, such as CIL. 
 
Affordable Housing has a far greater impact on small developers because not only do 
we give the land for free and provide the infrastructure we have to swallow a 
proportion of the build costs given that Housing Associations will only pay prices based 
on the build costs that are achieved by estate housing developers.  
 
As an example, we recently offered an affordable unit to four local housing associations 
and the highest offer we had was £78,000 for a 76m2 unit. Based on that unit costing 
us £1,374/m to build we would be £26,424 out of pocket on the cost of each 
affordable unit, before the value of the land and infrastructure are factored in. 
 
Conclusion 
 
We appreciate that PBA and the Council have taken our previous comments on board 
and that they have spent the time and effort recalculating their previous submissions.  
However, by maintaining a density figure of 35 dwellings per hectare and what we 
perceive as an overinflated sales value figure the calculations are distorted and provide 
an unreasonable and unrealistic result.  
 
If the more accurate figures of 21 units per hectare & the sales value of £2,448/m2 are 
used there is clearly no buffer. Actually, if you take 35 units/hectare but use £2,448/m2 
as the sales figure you don’t even have a buffer then.  
 
Finally, please accept that we are not defending the case for Small Developers for fun 
and we carry no motive based on greed. This has ended up being a huge undertaking 
for us as a small business and it is easy to understand why others have been deterred 
from engaging with this process. We are only going through this in the hope that we 



	  

can maintain a sustainable business that can continue to provide much needed housing 
in this region. Despite the fact that there is a dire need for new housing across the 
country the demise of small development companies continues as a result of an uneven 
playing field and business conditions that are driving small house-builders into the 
ground. The proposed CIL rates will only accelerate the demise of smaller local 
development companies and we are therefore compelled to respond.  
 
Thank you. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



APPENDIX 1 
 
 
 
 
Updated Small Sites Viability Analysis Table using Peter 
Brett Report Density figure of 35 Dwellings per Hectare 
compared with amended figure of 21 Dwellings per 
hectare and sales figure of £2448 for sites of 1, 5 & 10 
houses. 
 
Full appraisals are included at Appendix 3. 



COMPARISON 
21 Dwellings 
per hectare

No of 
dwelli
ngs

Net 
site 
area 
ha

Residual Land 
Value after policy 
contributions Benchmark Overage

Residual Land Value 
@ 21 dwellings per 
hectare

Benchmark @ 21 
dwellings per 
hectare Revised Overage

Proposed CIL 
Rate          
LOW VALUE 
AREA Buffer

Proposed CIL 
Rate              
HIGH VALUE 
AREA

Mid Suffolk - High Value & LOW VALUE
Houses 1 0.03 £2,300,073   £576 £1,250,000   £313 £1,050,073   £263 £147,063     £61 £1,250,000 £522 NONE £125 NONE £165 NONE
Houses 5 0.14 £2,148,770   £539 £1,000,000   £251 £1,148,770   £288 £56,293      £ 24 £1,000,000 £418 NONE £125 NONE £165 NONE
Houses 10 0.29 £2,118,416   £531 £1,000,000   £251 £1,118,416   £280 £38,079     £16 £1,000,000 £418 NONE £125 NONE £165 NONE

COMPARISON 
35 Dwellings 
per hectare 

No of 
dwelli
ngs

Net 
site 
area 
ha

Residual Land 
Value after policy 
contributions Benchmark Overage

Residual Land Value 
@ 35 dwellings per 
hectare

Benchmark @ 35 
dwellings per 
hectare Revised Overage

Proposed CIL 
Rate          
LOW VALUE 
AREA Buffer

Proposed CIL 
Rate              
HIGH VALUE 
AREA

Houses 1 0.03 £2,300,073   £576 £1,250,000   £313 £1,050,073   £263 £245,105   £61 £1,250,000  £313 NONE £125 NONE £165 NONE
Houses 5 0.14 £2,148,770   £539 £1,000,000   £251 £1,148,770   £288 £93,821   £  24 £1,000,000  £251 NONE £125 NONE £165 NONE
Houses 10 0.29 £2,118,416   £531 £1,000,000   £251 £1,118,416   £280 £63,466   £  16 £1,000,000  £251 NONE £125 NONE £165 NONE

PETER BRETT VIABILITY STUDY	

@ 35 DWELLINGS PER HECTARE	

	


REVISED TO 21 D.P.H. USING	

AVERAGE DENSITY OF EXAMPLES GIVEN IN PBA 
REPORT TAKEN FROM ALL ACTUAL PLANNING 
PERMISSION 2014-2015 FOR 3 BED HOMES AND 
AVERAGE OF AVERAGES SELLING PRICE 0F £2448	

	

	


DENSITY OF 35 DPH	

AMENDED FOR AVERAGE OF AVERAGES 
SELLING PRICE OF £2448	

	  



APPENDIX 2 
 
 
 
 
Summary of Mid Suffolk Recent Permissions and Zoopla 
estimated values using comparative search criteria 
 
 
 



Parish Site address
Date of 
approval

total new 
dwelling area 3bed

total floorspace 
(sqm) PBA Estimate

Exact 
postcode 
search          
ALL SIZES

Street search      
ALL SIZES

First part of 
postcode 
search          
ALL SIZES

Average selling 
price - First 
part of 
postcode & 
parish - Last 5 
years            
ALL SIZES

Average selling 
price - First 
part of 
postcode & 
parish - Last 1 
year            
ALL SIZES

Average selling 
price - First 
part of 
postcode 
search - Last 1 
year                   
ALL SIZES

Average asking 
price - Within 
3 miles of full 
postcode         
3 BED

Current 
Asking Price

Stradbroke

Three Corners Yard, Laxfield Rd, IP21 
5NQ                                          
3563/14 20/03/2015 1 0.3 1 90 £4,830 £3,274 £2,886 £3,274 2605 (108) 2594 (24) 2757 (166) £2,481 not available

Creeting St 
Mary

College Farm, Creeting Hils, IP6 8PX, 
0565/15 19/03/2015 1 0.14 1 120 £2,192 £2,219 £2,219 £2,219 2327 (29) 2906 (4) 1760 (249) £2,019 not available

Stowupland

Land south west of Sunnyside Cottages, 
Church rd, IP14 4BH                                   
0028/15 04/03/2015 1 0.038 1 110 £2,898 £2,196 £2,196 £2,196 1707 (137) 1931 (28) 1902 (618) £1,917 £2,500

Bedfield
Home Farm, Earl Soham Rd, IP13 7EE                                
2337/14                   12/01/2015 2 0.11 1 120 £3,305 £2,975 2975 £2,975 2529 (14) 3167 (2) 2456 (258) £2,229 not available

Fressingfield
Plot at The Gull, Cratfield Rd IP21 5QD               
1422/14 03/07/2014 1 0.04 1 120 £2,693 £2,456 £2,456 £2,456 2167 (58) 2570 (14) 2067 (166) £2,358 not available

Stowmarket

Land at Oak Lodge, Violet Hill Rd, IP14 
1NL                                              
0732/12  1200/14  2058/15 23/06/2014 1 0.05 1 120 £2,657 £2,013 £2,013 £2,013 1603 (3306) 1743 (618) 1743 (638) £1,734 not available

Stowmarket
The Gables, Bury St, IP14 1HF                   
3647/13  1467/15 07/07/2014 10 0.2 10 780 £3,359 £3,096 £3,096 £3,096 2467 (3306) 2682 (618) 2682 (638) £2,702 £2,487

Worlingworth

Land adj. Wheelwrights, Church St, IP13 
7NT                                                
2206/12  0739/14  1128/15 16/05/2014 1 0.06 1 150 £2,884 £2,380 £2,380 £2,380 1560 (64) 1424 (16) 1966 (258) £1,680 not available

AVERAGE £3,102 £2,576 £2,528 £2,576 £2,121 £2,377 £2,167 £2,140

2448

calculated PRICE PER SQUARE METRE using below search criteria	


AVERAGE OF THESE AVERAGES - £2448	

	


Data From PBA Latest Report Addendum at Appendix B	


Zed-Index Data as described and used in PBA 
study	


Zoopla Data	


THE NUMBERS IN RED IN BRACKETS ABOVE REPRESENT THE NUMBER OF PROPERTIES 
USED BY ZOOPLA TO WORK OUT THE AVERAGE VALUES.	




APPENDIX 3 
 
 
 
 
Updated Small Site Viability Appraisals using updated and 
amended sales figures for sites of 1, 5 & 10 houses. 
 
 
 



Mid Suffolk 1 UNIT  @ 114 SQ. M Mid Suffolk 5 UNITS  @ 570 SQ. M Mid Suffolk 10 UNITS  @ 1140 SQ. M
Build Costs Build Costs Build Costs
Construction  @ 1374/m2 156,636 Construction  @ 1374/m2 783,180 Construction  @ 1374/m2 1,566,360

Additional Costs Additional Costs Additional Costs
Plot External  @ 15% 23,495 Plot External  @ 15% 117,477 Plot External  @ 15% 234,954
Allowance for Code Level 4  @ £2,004 per unit 2,004 Allowance for Code Level 4  @ £2,004 per unit 10,020 Allowance for Code Level 4  @ £2,004 per unit 20,040

Professional Fees  @  8% 14,571          Professional Fees  @  8% 72,854          Professional Fees  @  8% 145,708            

Contingency  @ 5% 9,107            Contingency  @ 5% 45,534          Contingency  @ 5% 91,068              

Developer Contributions  @ £1,000 per unit 1,000            Developer Contributions  @ £1,000 per unit 5,000            Developer Contributions  @ £1,000 per unit 10,000              

Sale Costs Sale Costs Sale Costs
Legal  @ £500 per unit 500              Legal  @ £500 per unit 2,500            Legal  @ £500 per unit 5,000                
Sales Agent Fees  @ 1.25% 3,488            Sales Agent Fees  @ 1.25% 17,442          Sales Agent Fees  @ 1.25% 34,884              
Marketing Cost  @ £1,000 per unit 1,000            Marketing Cost  @ £1,000 per unit 5,000            Marketing Cost  @ £1,000 per unit 10,000              

TOTAL DEVELOPMENT COSTS 211,801        TOTAL DEVELOPMENT COSTS 1,059,007      TOTAL DEVELOPMENT COSTS 2,118,014          

Developer's Profit  @ 20% 55,814          Developer's Profit  @ 20% 279,072        Developer's Profit  @ 20% 558,144            

TOTAL PROJECT COSTS (EXCLUDING INTEREST) 267,616        TOTAL PROJECT COSTS (EXCLUDING INTEREST) 1,338,079      TOTAL PROJECT COSTS (EXCLUDING INTEREST) 2,676,158          

Finance Costs  @ 7% APR / 0.565% PCM 4,453            Finance Costs  @ 7% APR / 0.565% PCM 43,878          Finance Costs  @ 7% APR / 0.565% PCM 96,429              

TOTAL PROJECT COSTS (INCLUDING INTEREST) 272,069        TOTAL PROJECT COSTS (INCLUDING INTEREST) 1,381,957      TOTAL PROJECT COSTS (INCLUDING INTEREST) 2,772,587          

DEVELOPMENT VALUE  @ £2,448 per sq. m 279,072        DEVELOPMENT VALUE  @ £2448 per sq. m 1,395,360      DEVELOPMENT VALUE  @ £2,448 per sq. m 2,790,720          

RESIDUAL LAND VALUE LEFT FOR SITE PURCHASE 7,003            RESIDUAL LAND VALUE LEFT FOR SITE PURCHASE 13,403          RESIDUAL LAND VALUE LEFT FOR SITE PURCHASE 18,133              

BENCHMARK SITE VALUE  @ £1,250,000 @ 0.03 37,500          BENCHMARK SITE VALUE  @ £1,000,000/H @ 0.14 140,000        BENCHMARK SITE VALUE  @ £1,000,000/H @ 0.29 290,000            

OVERAGE AVAILABLE FOR CIL NONE OVERAGE AVAILABLE FOR CIL NONE OVERAGE AVAILABLE FOR CIL NONE
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