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This report provides an overview of the consultation on the Preliminary Draft Community 
Infrastructure Levy charging and includes a summary of comments received during the 
consultation.   Supplementary evidence related to house prices and s106 is also provided 
in this report for ease of reference.   

1 Overview of Consultation 

On 20 November 2012 the Executive members approved an 8 week consultation on the 
Preliminary Draft CIL Charging Schedule (PDCS).  The consultation ran from 3 December 
2012 to 25 January 2013.  This consultation was carried out in accordance with the CIL 
Regulations and following the council’s approach to open and active engagement.  To 
enable wide-spread participation the following actions were taken: 

• Press release was issued with the consultation being reported in local press outlets 

• Councillors were informed through a members newsletter and meetings were held on 
request 

• Parish Councils were informed through a presentation to the Teignbridge Association 
of Local Councils and presentations were given to parishes on request 

• Notice of the consultation was provided on the Council’s main web page throughout 
the consultation period and all relevant information was available on the web pages at 
www.teignbridge.gov.uk/cil  

• Notice of consultation was emailed directly to more than 300 interested parties 
including 

− All Parish clerks including those parishes in neighbouring authorities 

− Neighbouring councils and the county council 

− Partner Agencies and consultees e.g. Highways Agency, Environment Agency, 
Natural England, Homes and Communities Agency, Marine Management 
Organisation etc 

− Local SHLAA Panel members 

− Social Housing Providers operating in the area 

− Agents representing landowners for strategic sites and SHLAA sites 

− Housebuilders, developers and planning consultancies who have been active in 
promoting and delivering land in the area 

− Email to members of the residents panel 

 

Response to the consultation were invited through email, an easy to use on-line survey, 
and downloadable response form. 

 



Teignbridge CIL PDCS Consultation , Evidence and Changes 

Page 3 of 39 

A total of 53 responses were received during the consultation.  This is greater than, but 
similar to, the level of response seen in CIL consultations around the country.  Responses 
were received from the following: 

 

COMMERCIAL INTERESTS  

Arnold White Estates Morrisons 

ALDI PCL Planning Client Group 

ASDA Rocklands Development Partnership 

Clarence Developments Sainsburys 

Clifford Estates Shutterton Park Limited 

Crown Estates Sibelco 

House Builder Consortium Group Strategic Land Partnerships 

McCarthy and Stone 
SW Housing Association Registered 

Providers Consortium 

PUBLIC AND VOLUNTARY BODIES  

Bovey Tracey Town Council Kingsteignton Town Council 

Chudleigh Town Centre Advisory 

Committee 
Marine Management Organisation 

Chudleigh Town Council National Farmers Union 

Teignbridge Community and Voluntary 

Services 
Natural England CIL Rep 

Dartmoor National Park (officers response) Network Rail 

Devon County Council (officers response) Newton Abbot Town Council 

Exeter Diocese Sport England 

Exminster Parish Council Teignmouth Harbour Commission 

Hennock Parish Council 
Torbay Borough Council (officers 

response) 

Highways Agency  

Individual Residents and Councillors 

15  x  Local Residents or Individuals 

 3  x  Local Councillors making individual response 

 

The full text of any response can be made available on request to cil@teignbridge.gov.uk 

2 Issues Raised and Changes Arising 

Issues raised in the consultation are provided in Section 4 of this report along with 

responses and clarifications.  A number of issues warranted specific consideration which 

have informed changes in the Draft CIL Charging Schedule. 
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2.1 Setting Zones, Charges and Prices 

Modelling the various residential typologies provided a broad evidence base which 

informed discussion on setting affordable housing targets in the local plan as well as the 

CIL charges outlined in the PDCS.  A number of responses expressed concerns over 

zones and charges and concerns over extrapolation from the modelling of the typologies.  

Specific questions were also raised on sale price achieved and mix, the two most sensitive 

variables in viability modelling.  

In reviewing the representations and modelling evidence an analysis of sale prices has 

been undertaken.  This included   

a) a review of all freehold sales since January 2009 (incorporating the most difficult 

period of the credit market) from the land registry, 

b) a review of sold prices achieved for new build completions in the district from the 

council’s spatial planning monitoring database (section 3 of this report), and  

c) a review of asking prices for new homes with particular emphasis on the Exeter major 

new developments. 

The land registry data is important in confirming the relative market value areas for viability 

testing. The following table illustrates these relative value areas.  This is based on 

FREEHOLD only sales from January 2009 to present and includes both exiting and new 

build.   

 

Average of all 

sale prices 

count of all 

freehold 

sales 

BOVEY TRACEY £241,232 352 

CHUDLEIGH £241,072 231 

DAWLISH £214,107 501 

KINGSKERSWELL £200,770 164 

KINGSTEIGNTON £186,379 496 

NEWTON ABBOT £191,138 1272 

TEIGNMOUTH £229,014 667 

RURAL (rest of district) £285,985 1268 

 

For a more specific check of sale price assumptions the sale prices of new dwellings in 

schemes in the past three years (sold since January 2010) were also analysed.  This 

information was provided by the Teignbridge Residential Land Monitor database which 

now records the first sale price of completed developments along with the property type, 

number of beds, and where possible gross internal area.   
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The review of asking and sale prices being achieved is provided in Section 3 to this 

document.  The achieved prices are from 48 schemes across the district with a total of 368 

new build development sales.  Whilst there are many factors effecting sale price of any 

given unit (eg, garage or parking, landscaping) these do provide a convenient check of 

legitimacy of Market Values used in modelling the residential typologies.   

Taken as a whole the price analysis demonstrates that the assumptions used in the 

modelling are robust.  These relative value areas, supplemented with the evidence on 

prices achieved have informed the recommendation to change the charging zones for 

some settlements. 

2.2 Rural Charges 

In rural areas the CIL viability modelling did not extend above the £200 per square metre.  

At this level CIL still demonstrated very high residual values which suggest that increasing 

CIL to £300 would retain viability.  The consultation materials made it clear that further 

evidence would be welcome.   

New homes in rural Teignbridge have a very high sale premium in particular in areas with 

sea views, bordering the national park and in the Teign Valley hamlets and rural hinterland 

of Exeter.   In these areas it is likely that modelling a CIL charge of £300 per m2 would be 

viable.  It is recognised however that rural areas of Teignbridge contain a variety of 

markets and as such the recommendation has been made to set the CIL level at £200 per 

m2. 

2.3 Teignmouth Charges  

Similarly, the viability testing of typologies in Teignmouth indicated that CIL charges 

beyond £125 would still be fully viable. No further evidence came forward during the 

consultation and the level of £125 per m2 has been recommended, reflecting the available 

information. 

2.4 Bovey Tracey and Chudleigh Charges 

The viability testing included a number of value areas for market housing following on from 

areas identified in the 2010 Affordable Housing Viability Study.  Bovey Tracey and 

Chudleigh were not identified as a separate market value areas were included in the high 

value rural market.  Concern was raised that these market towns had different values from 

the rural areas of the district.  Based on the assessment of relative value areas and the 

sale prices achieved it was evident that this was true and values in Bovey and Chudleigh 

were in general similar to, but slightly higher than, Teignmouth.  On the basis of this a 

revised CIL level of £125 with the target 30% affordable housing is indicated for this area.  

Teignmouth, in general has slightly lower market values but this is reflected in the 25% 

Local Plan affordable housing target for Teignmouth. 
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2.5 Modelling Strategic Sites 

The requirement to model strategic sites, in addition to representative typologies, was 

included in the CIL guidance issued in December 2012.  Viability modelling of large 

strategic sites requires much more specific inputs than those used in the typologies and 

case studies.  A key issue in such large sites is the need to clarify specifically the s106 and 

strategic infrastructure requirements and the nature of land required for strategic green 

space, mixed use development and other uses.   

To ensure the key strategic sites are viable at proposed levels of CIL, and to confirm plan 

deliverability, the four largest strategic allocations in the Local Plan have now been 

modelled. The results of this modelling, and the inputs used, are published in the Strategic 

Sites Viability Addendum findings note.   

When reviewing the sales price information in Section 3 the strategic sites sales price 

assumptions are provided alongside the standard typologies modelling assumptions.  In 

some cases these were revised slightly to reflect the nature of sales being achieved.   

Setting prices for the SWE urban extension was somewhat complicated as there are no 

directly comparable schemes in Teignbridge.  In reviewing the sale price assumptions to 

use in modelling the SWE strategic site, asking prices of a number of schemes were also 

reviewed and consultants advised that the sale price should be considered on average to 

be 7-10% below asking price for new builds.   

The details of the price evidence for SWE are also provided in Section 3. 

2.6 Retail charges and thresholds 

Responses to the PDCS consultation raised some issues around the retail proposals in the 

PDCS.  On review the evidence was felt to be robust and complete.  However there were 

legitimate issues raised specifically around the issue of viability of local retail schemes of 

280 m2 being at CIL of £165 per m2 as opposed to supermarket at £205 and retail 

superstore at £586.  Differentiating CIL charges on size of retail operation  may introduce 

complexity and on balance it is recommended to reduce the retail charge overall from 

£200 to £150.  

The Preliminary proposals sought an approach of offering a discount relief on the first 100 

m2 of chargeable retail development.  The flexible interpretation of the regulations on this 

matter is uncertain and as such this has been removed from the draft charging schedule. 

2.7 Modelling Assumptions 

The October 2012 Teignbridge CIL Viability evidence report provided information on the 

assumptions used in modelling.  Responses in the PDCS consultation indicated that some 

people were unclear as to assumptions used in the modelling.  Additionally, some 
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questioned if development industry comments had indeed been considered and it was 

suggested that the Teignbridge assumptions were very different from industry standards.   

The following table summarises the assumptions uses in the modelling and demonstrates 

clearly where discussions with industry influenced changes.  An upward green arrow 

means a more cautious conservative approach has been taken.  

 

Modelling 
parameters 
proposed 

Comments from 
industry workshop 

Amended modelling 
parameters 

Professional Fees 10% 
Professional fees 

closer to 14% 
12% 

Interest Rates 7.5%  agreed 

Marketing Fees 3%  agreed 

Site Acquisition costs 6% Site acquisition costs 
considered too low 
taking into account 

stamp duty, legal fees 
and agent’s fees. 

6% (of residual land value) 

Legal Fees 0.5% 0.5% 

Stamp Duty 0% 4% (of resid. land value) 

Developers Return 
including overheads 

20% 
developers 

return + 
1% internal 
overheads 

21% developers return 
OK for the large 

national developers. 
However, for small / 
medium builders a 

margin closer to 25-
30% required to reflect 
their cost of borrowing. 

17% developers return 
+ 

5% internal overheads 

Contractors Return 0% 6% 

Developers Return (on 
AH) 

6% agreed 

AH tenure  70% Affordable Rent Model, 30% Shared Ownership agreed 

Residual Section 106 
£3500 / 
dwelling 

The proposed S106 
contribution of £3500 

per dwelling was 
considered reasonable.  

Residual s278 
requirements should be 

considered 

£3500 / dwelling 

Build Costs BCIS + 15% external works agreed 
Amendments to 
Building Regs (2013) 

£1000 / dwelling agreed 

Lifetime Homes 
£600 / 

dwelling 
[Not a Local Plan 

requirement] 
£0 
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Modelling 
parameters 
proposed 

Comments from 
industry workshop 

Amended modelling 
parameters 

Dwelling Sizes 

A set of standard building sizes was presented.  Workshop attendees suggested that Floor 
areas for market and affordable houses should not be the same.  The modelled dwelling sizes 
were amended as follows (sizes based on HCA data) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

. 

 

 

Whilst some consultees have suggested alternative assumptions should be used, 

residential viability consultants have advised that the modified inputs are robust.  Section 4  

provides an overview of assumptions used in CIL modelling by different authorities in our 

area, and this further validates the decisions of the council. 

2.8 Housing Mix 

Some responses questioned the dwelling mix used in the modelling.  The mix of market 

dwelling sizes and types varies among schemes and is influenced by a number of factors.  

In practice the mix of market dwellings is determined by a number of factors including site 

topography and overall density, the market potential of the site, and the objectives of the 

owner/developer.   

The affordable housing mix is more closely needs driven and is agreed through 

negotiations with social housing providers and council housing officers. 

At present developers schemes being agreed and delivered are delivering the smaller 

units as affordable dwellings and market housing focuses on the larger units.  Based on 

analysis of scheme mixes for schemes currently being permitted and delivered an 

REVISED SIZES Affordable Market 

 Size in m² 

1 bed flat 48 45 

2 bed flat 70 56 

2 bed terrace 71 65 

3 bed terrace 96 80 

4 bed terrace 109 95 

3 bed semi 96 95 

3 bed detached 101 105 

4 bed detached 114 125 

5 bed detached 125 150 
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alternative mix was used to further test the Newton Abbot notional scheme.  This reflects 

current market practice. 

The 2013 strategic sites viability modelling used a different mix for market housing.  This 

was based on current market driven schemes and with the assumption that the majority of 

smaller units would continue to be delivered as affordable dwellings or bespoke schemes 

(eg older persons housing).  Consultants advised that DA2, having lower density than the 

other two sites, would have a higher proportion of larger dwellings. 

It is important to remember that for modelling long term delivery of strategic sites it is 

understood that over time mixes will change (as will construction methods and any number 

of factors).   An assumed mix provides a known reference for modelling.   

The following table provides an overview of the market housing mixes used in the viability 

modelling. 
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CIL Viability Modelling 

Notional MARKET 

HOUSING Mix 

25% 25% 20% 
 

10% 15% 5% 

CIL Viability Modelling 

Alternative MARKET 

Housing Mix for 

Newton Abbot 

notional testing 

17% 34% 24% 
  

11% 14% 

Strategic Sites viability 

modelling  NA1, NA3, 

SWE (density 33-

40dph) 

15% 25% 15% 10% 5% 15% 15% 

Strategic Sites viability 

modelling  DA2 

(density 30 dph) 

15% 20% 15% 10% 
 

25% 15% 

 

 

2.9 Land Values 

The alternative use values and land value benchmarks are spelled out in the Oct 2012 

Viability Evidence Report and 2013 Strategic Sites Findings Note.  RICS publishes 



agricultural sale prices and these along with advice from the districts Property advisors

have confirmed the agricultural and “pony paddock” price for land.

Land registry documents were ordered for all sites in the district where  major 

developments are under construction or have recently been built out.  The sale prices of 

almost all of these transactions are held as commercially sensitive and not available from 

the land registry.  From known sales of permitted land and development plots it is clear 

that development land carries a premium price, and this is,

the alternative use and land value benchmarks.

The issue of a ‘fair price’ for agricultural land was raised by a number of respondents.  The 

use of a 10-20 times agricultural multiplier has been accepted in a number of viability 

examinations and appeals and th

Some options or land transactions which were carried out at the top of the market (see 

chart below) presented individual viability problems immediately post market.  The CIL can 

not be set based on such exceptional circumstances.  

2.10 Instalments and Sales Rates

Comments were received in the consultation highlighting issues related to the proposed 

instalment policy in the PDCS.  
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be timed with key stages of construction with mortgage funds being released up to six 

stages.   

For Major developments there is a standard completion (and sale) rate of around 3-4 

dwellings per month, and based on industry advice we assume in current market that this 

may be somewhat depressed.  An analysis of available commencement and completion 

notices over the past 3 years (834 building plots) shows and average time from 

commencement to completion being 10.6 months.  This can be longer for some types of 

development, in particular some flats and conversion schemes.    

The PDCS proposed a CIL payment scheme based on the total CIL liability with first 

payment within 60 days of commencement.  In consideration of comments and further 

analysis, the Draft Charging Schedule proposes a simplified instalment policy based on 

four  equal payments payable at 6 month intervals as follows: 

Proportion of CIL payable per instalment and payment time period 

• Instalment (1) – 25% of the total chargeable amount to be paid within 6 calendar 
months from commencement date 

• Instalment (2) – 25% of the total chargeable amount to be paid within 12 calendar 
months from commencement date 

• Instalment (3) – 25% of the total chargeable amount to be paid within 18 calendar 
months from commencement date 

• Instalment (4) – 25% of the total chargeable amount to be paid within 24 calendar 
months from commencement date 

 

CIL Regulations 2010 as amended, regulation 7 sets out the definition of commencement.  

In practice, delivery of large major sites are based on phases around 100-200 dwellings.  

Based on SHLAA panel advice on build out rates, this indicates that on major sites a 

significant portion of the dwellings will have been completed and sold by the time the final 

CIL payment is due.  

 

2.11 Residual s106 and CIL infrastructure 

The relationship between s106 payments and CIL was a source of concern for a significant 

number of respondents.  This section provides clarifications.  The CIL Infrastructure 

Delivery “Regulation 123” list sets out a list of those projects or types of infrastructure we 

intends to fund through they levy.    

A separate report clarifying the relationship of s106 and CIL and evidence on s106 

contributions will be published along with the Draft CIL Charging Schedule to support 

consultation and examination. 
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Proposed Scope of S106 upon the adoption of CIL 

The legal limitations covering the use of S106 is set out in the CIL regulations 2010 sections 

122 and 123 and is summarised as follows.   

 A S106 planning obligation must be: 

• necessary to make the development acceptable in planning terms; 

• directly related to the development; 

• fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the development; 

• not be used for infrastructure which is in the published list of proposed uses for 
Community Infrastructure Levy; and 

• be limited to 5 separate obligations funding a particular item or type of 
infrastructure (since April 2010). 

 

Following adoption of CIL it is proposed that s106 contributions will be limited to the following. 

I. Infrastructure within, adjoining or otherwise directly related to the development where 
the legal tests (above) are met: 

a. On-site equipped play areas, formal and informal open and play space and food 
production areas (such as allotments and orchards). 

b. On-site hard and soft landscaping and other aesthetic environmental 
enhancements such as public art, trees and planting. 

c. On-site habitat and ecological protection, creation and enhancement, including 
lighting requirements. 

d. Site specific roads, footways, cycle paths, footbridges, bus stops, traffic 
calming, car parking, junction improvements and other transport infrastructure 
excluding those identified in the Teignbridge ‘Regulation 123’ list. 

e. Drainage, sewerage and water management requirements including 
sustainable urban drainage. 

f. Neighbourhood centres including A1, A3, A4, A5 uses. 

g. Phasing of infrastructure for economic development purposes, including 
serviced land or buildings for B1, B2 and B8 land uses. 

h. Renewable energy systems that primarily serve the immediate on-site 
development and/or other on-site or off-site provisions that deliver the Carbon 
Reduction Plan. 

i. On-site Waste management facilities. 

j. Remedial action to deal with contaminated land. 
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k. Other infrastructure which is directly related to the development and which is 
not to be funded through Community Infrastructure Levy. 

II. Infrastructure specifically required to make a development acceptable, including those 
requirements identified in the Local Plan allocation policies (such as specific health 
and community buildings or facilities, specific road improvements, specific green 
infrastructure and specific indoor and outdoor sports provision relating to a site), with 
the exception of those items identified in the Teignbridge ‘Regulation 123’ list. 

III. Provision of planning requirements other than infrastructure which may be sought 
through s106 include: 

a. Site wide master-plans that agree the spatial layout and land uses of 
development sites, including the location of public infrastructure and facilities 
such as schools, neighbourhood centres, employment land and other land uses 
that are essential to the delivery of sustainable development. 

b. Requirements arising from a Habitat Regulations Assessment  

c. Affordable housing. 

d. Land to enable the delivery of sheltered housing or extra care housing facilities. 

e. Building plots for custom or self-build dwellings. 

f. Pitches for Gypsies and Travellers.  

g. Phasing and timing of land uses and/or development on mixed use sites. 

h. Travel planning including measures to support and encourage modal shift. 

i. Revenue support for services or facilities that are directly related to the 
development and where the legal tests are met. 

j. Air quality management and monitoring, including on and off-site measures to 
achieve air quality enhancements. 

k. Noise and other environmental amenity and heritage asset impact attenuation.  

l. Considerate construction or similar schemes to limit negative environmental 
impacts during construction process. 

m. Carbon Reduction Plans. 

n. Police and Emergency Services. 

o. Other necessary non-infrastructure requirements. 

Note: The meaning of ‘on-site’ or ‘site’ for the purposes of this S106 contributions policy is 

identified by the red lined site area on a map accompanying the planning application. This 

includes the proposed development area and other associated adjoining area(s) which 

form part of the development.  

Additionally some planning requirements may be delivered via Section 278 Agreements, 

Grampian conditions or other planning conditions to ensure developments are acceptable 

in planning terms.  
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Residual s106 

The estimated residual S106 figure is clearly not an exact figure, but rather a broad 

indicative guide for the purposes of modelling CIL viability.  The table below illustrates a 

comparison of the modelled residual s106 and a few schemes permitted and under 

construction.  We have excluded existing S106 contributions that in the future will be 

covered by CIL (eg for Education, Bus Services, Health infrastructure, off-site recreation 

etc).  We have also excluded the estimated cost of ‘opening-up’ a site (eg on-site road 

costs) as these are modelled on a per hectare basis.  On this basis, we would estimate a 

notional residual S106 contribution figure of approximately £3500 per unit to be 

appropriate for modelling purposes.   

Example residual S106 Requirements – per dwelling (market & affordable) 

 Mile End (360 
dwgs) 

Secmaton Rise 
(124 dwgs) 

Vicarage Hill 
(approx 45 dwlgs) 

On site open space and 
park / NEAP / LEAP / 

MUGA 
£1,000 £1,000 £1,000 

Car Club £83 £80 £80 

Community Facilities £555 £500 £500 

On-site cycle routes £194 £200 £200 

Flooding and drainage £327 £895 £900 

Travel plan, vouchers etc £277 £250 £250 

Public Art / Public Realm 
 

£201 
 

Highways improvements 
Included in site 

'opening-up' costs 
Included in site 

'opening-up' costs 
Included in site 

'opening-up' costs 

Biodiversity allowance £350 £350 £350 

Total per unit £2,786 £3,476 £3,280 

 

It should be noted that individual and small schemes often do not make any contribution 

through s106.  As such the inclusion of a standard £3500 per unit allowance in modelling 

the small schemes in effect adds an additional margin of viability for these types of 

development 

The strategic site modelling identified specific s106 infrastructure costs which are outlined 

in the Strategic Sites Viability Addendum note. 
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3 New Homes Sale Prices Review 

The last comprehensive review of house prices was undertaken as part of the 2010 Affordable Housing Viability Study.  

Information from this study formed the basis for the house price assumptions in the CIL viability modelling.  In order to 

confirm the validity of these model inputs the value of new build sale prices being achieved (as reported to Land Registry) 

have been examined. 

3.1 Newton Abbot  

(New Build Sales Since Jan 2010) 

 Newton Abbot 

Modeling Assumption Sales Monitor 

Count of 

sales 

NA1 & NA3 Strategic Sites 

Assumptions 

1 bed flat  £110,000 £99,506 18  

2 bed flat  £122,000 £131,209 46  

2 bed terrace  £135,800 £166,248 2 £150,000 

3 bed terrace  £155,000 £204,113 24 £180,000 

4 bed terrace  £191,400 £263,000 2 £205,000 

3 bed semi detached  £203,700 £203,589 15  

3 bed detached  £244,400 £233,665 12 £230,000 

4 bed detached  £271,600 £282,415 12 £280,000 

5 bed detached  £353,000 £492,500 1 £350,000 
 

NEWTON ABBOT Example Schemes # sales 

04/04372/MAJ former car sales area King Street, Newton Abbot TQ12 2LG 9 

07/03891/FUL25 Rowantree Road, Newton Abbot TQ12 4LL 4 

08/00342/FUL Riverside Works, Gladstone Place, Newton Abbot TQ12 2AW 4 

08/01446/MAJ Reynell Road (St Barholomews, Berkshire, Tamworth), 36 

08/01669/FUL Darracombe, Mile End Road, Newton Abbot TQ12 1RW 2 

08/01941/MAJ Reynell Road, (Berkshire, Saddleback & Tamworth) 24 

09/01014/MAJ land off Reynell Road, Ogwell 8 

09/02944/FUL24-34 East Street, Newton Abbot TQ12 1AQ 5 

11/00185/MAJ land at Mile End (Orchard Grove & Meadow Rise) 24 

11/01155/FUL land adjacent to Pineway House, St Marychurch Road 5 

11/02782/MAJ land at Mile End (Meadow Rise, Clover Way, Primrose Drive) 9 
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3.2 Teignmouth and Dawlish  

(New Build Sales Since Jan 2010) 

 Teignmouth 

Modeling 

Assumption 

Teignmouth 

Sales Monitor 

Count of 

sales 

Dawlish 

Modeling 

Assumption 

Dawlish Sales 

Monitor 

Count of 

sales 

DA2 Strategic Site 

Modeling 

Assumption 

1 bed flat  £138,000  £124,738 4 £119,500 £98,650 10  

2 bed flat  £152,500  £150,700 4 £132,000 £153,500 13  

2 bed terrace  £155,200  £180,000 1 £145,500 £145,860 5 £145,000 

3 bed terrace  £177,200  £206,154 11 £165,000 £184,650 5 £170,000 

4 bed terrace  £218,800    £205,100    

3 bed semi 

detached  

£223,100  £208,987 9 
£194,000 £204,500 5 

£194,000 

3 bed detached  £261,900  £238,995 1 £279,300 £237,000 5 £250,000 

4 bed detached  £291,000  £292,830 12 £310,400 £304,365 26 £310,000 

5 bed detached  £378,300    £403,500 £364,900 5 £380,000 

 

TEIGNMOUTH Example Schemes Num sales 

04/04445/FUL Fairdale, Hermosa Road, Teignmouth TQ14 9LA 1 

07/01575/MAJ redevelopment The Triangle, Teignmouth TQ14 8AT 2 

08/03073/FUL53 - 57 Deer Park Avenue, Teignmouth TQ14 9LJ 5 

08/04115/MAJ Land adj Higher Exeter Road and Drake Avenue, Teignmouth 23 

11/03369/FUL adjacent to 21 Inverteign Drive, Teignmouth TQ14 9AF 1 

11/03976/MAJ land north of New Road, Teignmouth 10 

DAWLISH Example Schemes 

05/02177/MAJ72 - 74 High Street, Dawlish EX7 9HF 9 

06/07840/MAJ Land At Treston House, East Cliff Road, Dawlish EX7 0DJ 5 

07/04234/COU1 Longlands, Dawlish EX7 9NF 8 

08/00426/REM Richmond House, Richmond Place, Dawlish EX7 9PL 7 

10/01191/MAJ land off Shutterton Lane, Dawlish Warren 30 

11/00972/MAJ Secmaton Rise, Dawlish EX7 0LP 13 
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3.3 Rural, Bovey Tracey and Chudleigh  

(New Build Sales Since Jan 2010) 

 Rural 

Settlements 

Modeling 

Assumption 

RURAL 

Sales 

Monitor 

Count of 

sales 

BOVEY  

Sales 

Monitor 

Count of 

sales 

CHUDLEIGH  

Sales 

Monitor 

Count of 

sales 

1 bed flat  £138,000 £138,600 4   £125,000 1 

2 bed flat  £152,500 £154,750 2     

2 bed terrace  £194,000 £235,555 19 £157,238 12   

2 bed detached  £305,000 2     

3 bed terrace  £221,500 £239,290 5 £200,730 9 £226,988 4 

4 bed terrace  £273,500 £525,000 1 £241,248 4 £266,199 5 

3 bed semi  £223,100 £269,975 2   £225,743 7 

3 bed detached  £296,800     £238,750 4 

4 bed detached  £329,800 £430,495 10   £312,500 10 

5 bed detached  £428,700 £570,000 3 £538,750 2 £384,317 3 

 

BOVEY TRACEY Example Schemes Num sales 

10/02921/FUL  & 11/01981/FUL Brimley Grange, Brimley Road, TQ13 9DH 2 

11/00831/MAJ Cardew Pottery (known as Templer Place & Terr, Cardew P 25 

CHUDLEIGH Example Schemes 

09/02406/MAJ land at Oldway, Chudleigh 32 

11/01225/FUL (to be known as Cricketfield View) Millstream Meadow 2 

RURAL Example Schemes 

06/05142/MAJ  Sleeman And Hawken Site, Bridge Road, Shaldon 6 

07/03445/MAJ  St Marys Church, Bridge Street, Ipplepen 9 

08/00772/MAJ Great Park Nurseries, Flow Lane, Bishopsteignton  10 

09/00915/FUL Bitsa, Flow Lane, Bishopsteignton TQ14 9RG 2 

09/01534/COU Glebe Farm House, Shillingford St George EX2 9QN 2 

09/03934/MAJ site at Fairview Road / Moorland Avenue, Denbury 7 
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3.4 Exeter Urban Extension price estimates 

 
 SW of Exeter 

Typology Modeling 
Assumption 

Exeter Large 
Sites Asking 

Price Average 
less 7.5% 

SWE 
Strategic Site 

Modeling 
parameter 

Millbury Farm 
Exminster 

Sales Monitor 

Count of sales 

1 bed flat  £119,500 £111,920  £149,725 2 
2 bed flat  £132,000 £161,166  £154,750 2 
2 bed terrace  £164,900 £174,784 £165,000 £184,950 1 
3 bed terrace  £188,300 £205,803 £195,000 £209,000 1 
4 bed townhome  £232,500 £253,309 £235,000   
3 bed semi detached  £223,100 £217,375 £215,000   
3 bed detached  £288,000 £226,800 £230,000   
4 bed detached  £320,100 £305,201 £305,000 £249,975 2 
5 bed detached  £416,100 £398,263 £380,000   

 

Asking prices based on web survey of following sites in early February 2013 :  

Admiral Way Greenacres (22 on market),  Cranbrook (47 on market), Great Woodcote Park (11 on market) and Milbury Farm(18 on market.  The 

sales monitor data from the Milbury Farm development as Exminster are presented for comparison. 

The extent to which Cranbrook asking prices should be considered relevant is unclear given the different proximity to Exeter City Centre.  However 

in reviewing prices, as the strategic site modelling has taken a lower, conservative view of sale prices. 

CRANBROOK survey of asking Prices (less 7.5%) 

 

1 bed 2 bed 3 bed 4 bed 5 bed 

Detached   
£225,158 £287,362 £388,497 

Flat £111,920 £159,403 
   

Semi   
£212,746 

  

Terrace  
£175,745 £209,045 £231,245 
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4  Schedule of Issues Raised and clarifications 

The following tables summarise the issues raised in the Preliminary Draft Charging Schedule Consultation (PDCS) with 

response and clarifications in the right hand column.  Further clarifications are provided in the text of this report. 

General issues, understanding of CIL regulations and development economics 

• Why does the Council propose charging variable amounts 
according to the geographical area? 

The variable charges identified in the charging zones are a reflection of the 
variable viability of development between those zones. 

• Extensions to private dwellings should be exempt. The CIL is not applicable to extensions under 100 sq m.  

• Levy should not be charged on developments of fewer than 
ten homes. 

The CIL is charged on all development that is deemed sufficiently viable to 
support CIL, excluding affordable housing.   The local plan makes no 
affordable housing requirement on developments of less than five 
dwellings. 

• The levy will put up the price of new housing. 

There is no evidence that housebuilders will ask for less than market price 
for a dwelling based on any savings or reduced costs in development or 
construction.  The price of housing is dictated by what people are willing to 
pay for it.  This is determined by the value of comparable houses (both new 
build and existing stock) in the area, specific quality and attractions of a 
development and external economic factors. 

• Charges just go into the district council pockets to cover all 
costs.  

The CIL regulations allow the charging authority (the local authority) to take 
up to 5% of CIL income to cover administrative costs.  At least 15% will go 
to Town and Parish Councils. The remaining proportion must be spent on 
infrastructure to support the development of the area.     

• Network Rail would like to seek a clear definition of buildings 
in the draft charging schedule.  Railway …infrastructure 
should not be treated as buildings for the purposes of CIL… 
and would like confirmation that its developments over 
100sqm undertaken using Permitted Development Rights will 
not be CIL chargeable. 

The Charging Schedule uses the same definition of ‘Buildings’ as that used 
in the CIL Regulation 2010 (as amended).  The charging schedule is clear 
that only residential and retail developments will be chargeable. 

• No assessment of CIL levels being contemplated regionally 
and how they might impact the competiveness of Teignbridge 
for development and hence delivery of the local plan.  

CIL level is based on viability of development within Teignbridge and the 
need for infrastructure investment in the area, however comparative 
information is provided in the consultation report. 

• The Council is urged to postpone the implementation of CIL 
and for the implementation to be reconsidered once there are 

The CIL evidence has been set based on current market conditions and 
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clear signs of the economy improving. will be monitored and reviewed as necessary.  

Rural development 

• Disproportionate impact on rural developments, particularly 
small developments and individual houses. 

The CIL charging zones reflect the viability of different areas of the 
district. Rural developments in Teignbridge have significantly higher 
sale values than in the urban areas.  Affordable Housing is not sought 
on small/individual developments (fewer than 5 dwellings).     

• Rural CIL at such a rate will impacted adversely on provision for 
the legitimate housing needs of rural communities, e.g. 
restricting the viability of co-provision schemes.  

Affordable Housing is exempt from CIL.  Rural exceptions proposals 
including an element of cross subsidising open market housing are 
negotiated on specific margins of viability and acceptance with willing 
landowners. 

• Agriculture tied houses and barn conversions should be 
charged zero CIL.   Rural workers dwellings should be exempt. 

Land for agricultural workers dwellings will already be in ownership of 
the agricultural enterprise and as such nil or discounted land costs 
would ensure viability. Change of lawful use (barn conversions) will be 
exempt from CIL and these dwellings have a sale price premium and as 
such will be viable. 

• We would suggest that the Rural CIL proposed be ‘rural 
proofed’, using Defra guidance, and that the conclusions be 
used to inform the final charging schedule. 

CIL rates are based on development economics and viability and CIL 
regulations do not allow for preferred policy outcomes to influence 
variable CIL levels.   

  

Relationship of CIL and s106 

• Levy is higher than current Section 106. 

For major developments this is not necessarily the case.  Existing S106 
contributions forms part of the evidence base and will be considered at 
examination.  Small and individual developments often do not contribute 
to infrastructure at present and the CIL will ensure all developments 
contribute. 

• It would be helpful to set out more clearly the scope of the 
infrastructure that S106 planning obligations are intended to 
fund. 

The Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) identifies infrastructure needed in 
the area.  Additional information is being provided in the CIL 
Infrastructure list (the Reg 123 List).  The balance of on-site and 
strategic infrastructure for the key strategic allocations is outlined in the 
strategic sites viability testing. 

• TDC should look at the potential for adapting any existing This issue is dealt with through the Local Plan and the Infrastructure 
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standard charge approaches to sport, currently used for section 
106 agreements, into CIL charges. 

Delivery Plan. 

• LPA should set a zero or low rate for strategic sites to ensure 
delivery of affordable housing and enable bespoke S106. 

The Council will set a rate based on viability evidence and informed by 
the infrastructure required to support the delivery of development.  
Affordable housing levels set out in the Local Plan were agreed in 
consideration of CIL viability evidence. 

• Assumed S106 costs on retail development should be higher (in 
excess of £1m). The viability report contains retail development 
assumptions that in our view are inadequate as they do not 
make sufficient allowance for Section 106 contributions, and 
s.278 payments to the Highway Authority, which will need to be 
paid by developers in addition to the CIL payments and the 
costs involved in obtaining planning permission for a 
development scheme. 

S106 developer contributions are site specific and are required to 
mitigate direct impacts of development. S106 will therefore vary 
between locations. The case studies modelled large retail development 
with assumptions of potential S106 of between £110,000 and 
£1,000,000 depending on development size.    

 

Infrastructure - projects or areas, ring fencing, proof of need  

• Retail businesses should contribute. Their developments add to 
traffic problems and congestion. 

It is proposed that out of town centre retail will pay CIL.  The evidence 
concludes that in town centre retail is not viable with a CIL.  

• New homes already make contribution to local infrastructure via 
local taxation. 

Revenue such as Council Tax is predominantly spent on running 
services rather than providing new infrastructure capacity. 

• Would like to see CIL applied to B8 warehousing to “mitigate 
the wider impact” resulting from heavy goods traffic.   

The viability evidence produced demonstrated that warehouse and 
distribution business uses would not be able to viably support a CIL 
charge.   

• The required infrastructure is still not affordable.  
The CIL will make a significant contribution towards the infrastructure 
funding gap and provide critical infrastructure needed in the area. 

• Want CIL raised and spent in Kingsteignton to be clearly 
documented. 

The charging authority will have a duty to prepare an annual financial 
report that must include receipts and expenditure information.  

• The Town Council recommends that a larger percentage than 
proposed 15% or 25% of CIL should be returned to the parish. 

This level has been set out by central government.  

• KTC should be consulted to help prioritise the areas of greatest 
infrastructural need. 

The District Council’s infrastructure delivery plan (IDP) was published 
alongside the Local Plan and consulted upon in 2012 and will continue 
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to evolve based on technical work and community inputs. 

• Bovey Tracey Town Council has concerns over the proposal to 
divert most income generated from the CIL to anywhere in the 
district.  

A number of infrastructure projects in Bovey Tracey are identified in the 
Local Plan and Infrastructure Delivery Plan.  Parish and Town Councils 
will directly receive 15-25% of the CIL raised from development in their 
area to address local impacts of development.   

• No justification of such a large CIL for Chudleigh based on the 
proposed local infrastructure – the local infrastructure provision 
forecast equates to £4,400 per new dwelling or less than £50 
per m2. 

The infrastructure funding gap as identified by the Infrastructure 
Delivery Plan is based on costs across district. Strategic infrastructure 
will benefit residents in all settlements. 

• Since the CIL is designed to fund major infrastructure 
investment, we are concerned that local investment may well 
suffer unless S106 agreements continue to play a full part. 

All residents benefit from major infrastructure investments, be it in new 
schools, roads, green spaces or other infrastructure items.  Locally 
important infrastructure will continue to progress through 
neighbourhood planning and regeneration.  Where pooling of 
contributions is not an issue, and where local infrastructure is needed to 
make development acceptable, such projects can still be funded 
through s106. 

• Sport England advocates that new developments should 
contribute to the sporting and recreational needs of the locality 
made necessary by their development. We are not aware of a 
robust evidence base for playing fields, sport and recreation 
(including built sports facilities) for Teignbridge.  

• All new dwellings in Teignbridge should provide for new or 
enhanced existing sport and recreation facilities to help create 
opportunities for physical activity whilst having a major positive 
impact on health and mental wellbeing. 

Teignbridge District Council has produced a report entitled ‘Setting 
Leisure Infrastructure Standards for Teignbridge’. This has formed part 
of the evidence base for the Local Plan and considerations for the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan.  

The Teignbridge green infrastructure strategy will also help to achieve 
many of these outcomes. CIL is expected to contribute to delivering 
these strategic improvements in leisure facilities. 

• Network Rail would encourage the railways to be included on 
the Regulation 123 list of the types of infrastructure projects that 
will be funded through CIL. 

The Infrastructure Delivery Plan identifies a new railway station at 
Marsh Barton (Exeter) and improvements to Newton Abbot and 
Teignmouth railway stations. 

• Development liable to pay the CIL rate is not relevant to the 
infrastructure to be funded through the Charging Schedule. 

All residents and business are likely to benefit from infrastructure 
investment that is made to support development.  
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Affordable Housing – proportion and delivery  

• What is definition of affordable housing? 
The definition of affordable housing is set out within Regulation 49 of 
the CIL Regulations 2010 (as amended). 

• Hennock PC seeks clarification on whether the CIL would be 
charged on open market housing provided on rural exception 
sites? 

•  High rural CIL may have negative impact on rural exception 
sites where market homes cross subsidise affordable. 

Rural exceptions that include an element of cross subsidising open 
market housing will remain viable. The granting of planning permission 
creates the development value, and the open market element would not 
be permitted in these locations were it not for the affordable housing 
element and the acceptance by the land owner of a ‘reduced’ land 
receipt.  The number of enabling market units will be negotiated 
specifically to ensure viability of such schemes where required. 

• Break down of affordable housing modelled does not reflect 
affordable housing need.  

• Non-negotiable CIL may reduce the percentage of affordable 
housing.  

• The proposed levy will mean a higher proportion of market 
homes will be required to fund the affordable housing or that 
these sites are simply not viable at all. 

The CIL viability evidence modelled a wide range of Affordable Housing 
levels as this information was used in setting the levels proposed in the 
emerging Local Plan.   

Setting a £0 level CIL to maximise affordable housing would not support 
delivery of strategic infrastructure. 

• Whilst we agree that the majority of rented products coming 
forward will be affordable rented properties in the short term, it 
should not be assumed that there will be no social rented 
delivery. Using only affordable rent will make affordable housing 
development more viable for CIL in some cases.  

The viability model reflects the Council’s decision to deliver new 
affordable housing using the ‘affordable rent’ model rather than the 
previous ‘social rent’ model.  This will be kept under review. 

• Why are Housing Association affordable housing excluded?  The statutory CIL Regulations states that affordable housing is exempt.   
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Definition of zones - areas and settlement boundaries 

• The Heart of Teignbridge is a more appropriate way to define 
the chargeable amount for residential developments. This 
reflects both the required levels of development across the 
District and the affordable housing requirements. 
Furthermore the geographic characteristics and proximity of 
the three Heart of Teignbridge settlements supports this. 

Additional evidence on this topic has been reviewed and one charge 
will be applied to the three places within the Heart of Teignbridge 
settlement boundaries.  The higher rate of affordable housing for 
Kingskerswell allocations reflects the higher sales values in the area.   

• The residential charging zones are based on unevidenced 
assumptions and they artificially create a differential charging 
structure that is unlikely to work in practice. They appear to 
be more a way of seeking to enforce spatial planning 
principles. 

• The proposed residential charging zone for Newton Abbot 
should be extended so that it embraces the whole of the 
“Heart of Teignbridge” so as to include the whole of Ilford 
Park and the Trago Mills regional shopping centre.   

For residential development, the evidence clearly demonstrates that 
development viability is different between locations.  This reflects 
both different alternative use values and variable sales prices.  
Settlement limits are appropriate value boundaries.  

• Concerned over bracketing of all of Teignbridge outside of 
main towns into one value area. 

In setting differential levy rates should seek to avoid undue 
complexity, and limit the permutations of different charges.  
Following from evidence the proposed zones represent a 
proportionate balance between delivery of the plan and a 
manageable CIL Charging Scheduled. 

• At least £100 would better reflect the prime position of edge 
of Newton Abbot development within revised development 
boundary. 

• Need some flexibility built into boundaries of zones, 
particularly around large sites 

The values set within the allocated settlement boundaries reflect the 
future urban characteristics of these developments (rather than the 
current ‘rural outskirts’ nature of the areas). 

• Charging zones are intended to put-off prospective house 
builders, making Newton Abbot & Kingsteignton more 
attractive for development. 

The CIL charging zones reflect the viability of different areas of the 
district.  
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STRATEGIC SITES 

• The strategic housing sites should be specifically tested.  Typically urban 
extensions have higher costs associated with opening up sites for 
development; therefore areas identified for potential growth should have 
different CIL rates applied to them. 

• House builders can only borrow 50-60% of funding required. Remaining is from 
an additional funder (mezzanine) which will incur a higher rate.  Large sites 
should reflect this 2 stage approach of ROCE/IRR and then GDV. 

• The evidence base has a key shortcoming in respect of an absence of 
evidence related to larger strategic sites such as Houghton Barton, which 
fundamentally undermines the proposed charge in the available evidence. 

• Evidence fails to take account of mix of uses required in larger sites. 

• The Council has not tested the effect of CIL on the proposed urban extension 
to South West Exeter. 

The Council is carrying out further work on key Strategic 
Sites in line with DCLG guidance issued in December 
2012.   

Viability work on strategic sites will consider the unique 
characteristics of mixed-use and large scale 
development. 

• Strategic Greenfield typologies should be considered in 2 stages: firstly the 
‘promotion’ phase which includes (i) landowners return and (ii) promoters profit 
(20-30% Return on Capital Employed and Internal Rate of Return). Secondly 
the ‘delivery phase which includes house builders profit. 

By ensuring rates are set will within the range of viability, 
rather than at margins, there will be scope to fund 
promotion activities and for land owners to realise 
planning gain. 

• Concerned that the charge risks ‘double dipping’ infrastructure within Houghton 
Barton, especially as it is more than likely that planning permission on the site 
will not be granted until post the implementation of CIL. 

Double charging for the same item of infrastructure is 
prohibited. The Council will clarify the relationship 
between its CIL Regulation 123 list and Section 106 
policy. The Council is also carrying out further work on 
the Strategic Sites in line with DCLG guidance issued in 
December 2012.   

 

Discretionary relief – details and charities 

• The Parish Council would like the exemptions extended to all Parish and 
Town Councils.  

Registered charities may also apply for exemption from CIL 
where development will be used entirely or mainly for 
charitable purposes.   

• You may wish to be more specific about when discretionary relief will be 
granted, as this is strictly controlled by the Regulations. 
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• TDC should offer discretionary relief including to a charity landowner 
where the greater part of the chargeable development will be held as an 
investment, from which the profits are applied for charitable purposes. 

The regulations allow Councils to consider applying 
discretionary relief to charities.  The charging schedule 
confirms that CIL relief will be offered on buildings used 
entirely or mainly for charitable purposes.   

• The meaning and extent of the phrase ‘cultural facilities’ is not explicit in 
CIL Regs but a ‘common sense’ interpretation might include places of 
worship. Seek clarification of the means by which the provision of places of 
worship are made and supported.  The alternative interpretation is that the 
provision of churches, other places of worship and multiple use community 
facilities should be included within s106 agreements. 

Details of required community buildings in key strategic sites 
will be refined through ongoing infrastructure planning and 
sites and facilities will be secured through appropriate 
means. 

• The Council has not indicated its view on the merits of adopting 
exceptional circumstances relief in the Preliminary Draft Charging 
Schedule. By adopting exceptional circumstances relief the Council will 
have the flexibility to allow strategic or desirable but unprofitable (retail) 
development schemes to come forward by exempting them from the CIL 
charge or reducing it in certain circumstances. It would be helpful for the 
Council to be specific regarding the complete range of exemptions, and for 
justification to be provided as to whether there are any non-mandatory 
exemptions, or relief for exemptions in exceptional circumstances (and if 
not, why not). 

The Council will clarify that it will consider applications 
Exceptional Circumstances relief. Applications for 
Exceptional Circumstances will have to meet and comply 
with Regulations 55 and 57 of the CIL Regulations 2010 (as 
amended).   

 

 

RETAIL – zones, charges, threshold and exemptions 

• Would like to see town centre Retail in Exminster Village centre exempted from CIL.  

• CIL Schedule … would effectively undermine the retail function of local centres 
outside of the main towns by detracting from their viability and vitality as large retail 
developers would be discouraged by the imposition of CIL. 

• A CIL charge outside of town centre shopping areas will deter developers from 
considering well connected edge of centre sites, which fall just outside the main town 
centre boundary, which could otherwise enhance the overall vitality and viability of the 
centre. 

• Do not consider the evidence sufficiently fine grained to justify the differential charge 
based on location. More scenarios in-centre need to be tested, to properly explore 
differences in costs and trading profiles of stores in each of the potential locations.   

The viability evidence produced on behalf of the 
Council demonstrates that retail viability is higher 
outside of the identified town centres because of 
higher town centre property values.  

Conversion (Change of use) or redevelopment of 
a building in lawful use to retail will not incur CIL 
and CIL would not apply to new developments of 
less than 100 sq m and very large scale retail 
units are not anticipated in village and small 
towns. 

The proposed zones and levy rates are 
considered to be reasonable given the available 
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viability evidence. 

• The LPA will also need to be confident that it has adequate fine-grained evidence to 
justify the intended differential rate. 

• The LPA will need to satisfy itself that the PBA assessment is based on a true 
assessment of viability, and that it is not a means to drive retail planning policy 
expectations. 

• Request that the Council adopts a single rate for all retail development, which all retail 
developments can absorb.    

• ‘Deep-discount’ retailers such as ALDI operate business models designed to deliver 
discounted goods for a localised catchment. ALDI in particular operate a model based 
on high levels of efficiency and low overheads, which enables cost savings to be 
passed on to their customers. .. ALDI is able to provide greater choice for customers 
in deprived areas. A high rate of CIL could impact upon the viability of the business 
and deter future investment. 

The available viability evidence supports the 
proposed retail development charging zones. 
Separate rates for different types of retail are not 
indicated given the evidence. 

• It is noted that the CIL will not apply to the first 100 sq m of any retail development. It 
may be preferable to consider a CIL which also applied to smaller developments 
subject to viability assessment.   

• The PDCS says that “the Council will not charge the first 100sq m of any retail 
development, which ensures smaller, less viable retail is not prevented”. This is not 
permitted by CIL regs & is misinterpretation of CIL reg 42… Charging authorities do 
not have the discretion as to how much of a chargeable development they charge; 
CIL is payable on the entire development unless it is exempt.  

• Clarity should be provided as to whether the LPA is referring to the mandatory 
exemption, or, whether the LPA is taking account of that exemption and is not in fact 
proposing to charge for development under 200 sq.m. gross. 

We will review and clarify the policy. 

• Viability evidence demonstrates that retail development of 280 sq m has net residual 
value of £165 sq m. The proposed £200 sq m CIL charge would make such 
development outside of town centres unviable. This could threaten delivery of mixed 
use development outside of town centres.  Such development could only support a 
charge of up to £165 sq m. 

• PBA concluded that the LPA should consider a levy of £150-£200 (para. 5.3.2) as 
appropriate for retail development outside of the town centre. Whilst values can rise, 
they can also drop, and this will need to be accounted for in determining whether a 
levy of £200 is in fact too high. Figure 5.2 of the viability evidence shows what will 
happen if there is depreciation in the values of minus 10%, whereby all but 

The retail charging will be reviewed.    
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superstores (i.e. 3,500 sq.m.) are shown as negative. 

PAYMENTS IN KIND 

• CVS believes the council should also be prepared to accept 
land, buildings or other infrastructure to be owned (with 
safeguards) by a CVS as payment in kind. 

Regulation 73 of the CIL Regulation 2010 (as amended) states that 
where an agreement is made to accept land as payment in kind, a land 
payment may be accepted by a person nominated by the charging 
authority (with that persons agreement).  

• It is accepted that payments in kind should be permitted and this 
element of the proposal is supported.  The circumstances in 
which payments in kind might be appropriate is not clear and 
would benefit from being clarified.  Payment in kind should also 
include land or facilities to be provided. 

Reg 73(14) makes it clear that land may be accepted as payment in 
kind, and this can include existing buildings.  Using payments in kind to 
help deliver strategic infrastructure will require detailed consideration 
and negotiation within the planning and delivery of strategic sites. 

Assumptions - inputs including profits, opening up costs, density & gross to net, housing mix 

• Assumptions within the viability testing appraisals should be 
made available, prior to the publication of the Draft Charging 
Schedule.  

• Assumptions: Developer requires 25% profit on costs (which 
equates to 20% profit on GDV). 

• Developers margin should be set at 25%. 

• In accordance with Viability Testing Local Plans (June 2012), 
‘developers overheads’ typically lie in range of 5-10%. Only very 
largest house builders operate near lower end of this scale. 
Prudent to take mid-range point of 7.5%. 

• Should include a 5% build cost contingency 

• Professional fees should be modelled at 14%. 

• Disagree with approach to development finance 

• Costs relating to professional fees, internal overheads, interest 
rates, marketing fees, developers return and contractors return 
all disregard industry feedback. Marketing fees should be 5% 
(rather than 3%). Legal fees should be 1%. 

• At 5.1.8 the developers profit said to be 22.5%. This is at odds 
with assumptions at 4.1.1. 

The PBA / Three Dragons Viability Evidence Report includes the 
assumptions used in modelling residential and non-residential 
development.  

 

Assumptions in modelling are 17% Developers Profit on GDV, plus 5% 
internal overheads, plus 6% contractors return. Market housing 
modelled as c20% on GDV and affordable housing on a contractor 
returns basis.  

 

Professional fees have been modelled at 12% of build costs. 

 

Finance cost is calculated at 7.5% of the total development costs. 

 

 

Section 4.1.1 relates to assumptions for residential viability. Section 
5.1.8 relates to assumptions made for non-residential viability 
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• 5% should be added to construction costs to cover requirements 
such as piling.  

The modelling used BCIS costs relevant to Teignbridge and as such 
any general issues (e.g. landform / geology) will have to an extent been 
reflected. Modelling also includes a 15% uplift on base BCIS costs to 
cover external works. 

• Viability study does not consider wider policy requirements on 
energy, open space, sustainable design, lifetime homes, 
education provision, green infrastructure, minimum dwelling 
sizes.  

The viability study includes a residual section 106 cost per dwelling of 
£3500 which covers a number of on-site costs including open space, 
green infrastructure, etc.  An additional £1000 per dwelling is assumed 
for new building regulations (due in 2013).  The Council’s Local Plan 
policies are not proposing to require Lifetime Homes or Minimum 
Residential Space Standards.  Education provision shall be paid for by 
the CIL.  

• S106 and S278 assumptions should be evidence based. There 
is no evidence to support S106 assumption of £3,500.  A S106 
figure of £5,000 per dwelling should be assumed. 

The residual S106 assumption is based on sample of residential sites 
with planning permission, and is therefore considered to be realistic, 
reasonable and appropriate.   Given the new restrictions on pooling of 
planning obligations, a residual s106 of £5,000 would be very unlikely. 

• Site coverage (gross to net ratios) are over-estimated. Viability 
Testing Local Plans (June 2012) states; “the net area can 
account for less than 50% and sometimes as little as 30% on 
large sites, of the site to be acquired.  

• Gross to net site coverage assumptions do not reflect 
allocations at Land North East of Chudleigh or Rocklands, which 
have gross/net ratio of 35-40%.  

• Densities considered too high.  Densities of 30 DPH considered 
appropriate. 

• Net sales area for apartments should be considered. Typical 
efficiency is 80%. 

Strategic sites may have 50% net developable area and we will carry 
out further work on the strategic sites in line with DCLG guidance 
issued in December 2012.  This testing will explore unique land take 
issues within the large strategic sites.  

 

The typologies modelled to inform the PDCS cover a range of net 
developable area and densities. 

 

• There is no justification for the suggested level of opening up 
costs. Not clear if these are gross or net. Advice in Viability 
Testing of Local Plans (2012) is that costs are typically in the 
order of £20,000 per plot for larger scale scheme. There are no 
opening up costs for sites under 20 dwellings. 

• Sites in Chudleigh are required to deliver employment land and 
sports facilities. Site opening up and servicing costs are 
underestimated.  Should use the £20,000 per plot figure 
contained in ‘Viability Testing Local Plans’.   

The ‘opening up costs’ include the broad costs associated with site 
access including highways, site investigation reports including 
contamination and ecology, site topography, site clearance, and 
connection of services including foul drainage, surface water drainage, 
electricity, gas, telecoms, and mains water. Opening up costs allow for 
enabling works to take a site from an unfurnished blank plot to a 
serviced site ready for development. Whilst these costs will vary on a 
site by site basis, an assumption was required for modelling purposes. 
The model therefore operated on a sliding scale basis (according to site 
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• Site infrastructure costs should be circa £100k per acre. size) of £175,000 to £200,000 per hectare.  

Additional site infrastructure costs are covered by the £3500 residual 
S106 costs. Modelling also includes a 15% uplift on base BCIS costs to 
cover utilities and ‘external works’.  Small sites in the built up area will 
not generally demand strategic infrastructure (the 20K per plot being 
related to strategic infrastructure). 

• Viability evidence has modelled theoretical sites, rather than 
Local Plan allocated sites.  

The viability evidence set out to understand the viability of development 
and the likely impact of proposed CIL charges on development in 
different areas of the wider local authority area. Following guidance a 
number of typologies were considered. 

• Model used amended housing mix to generate a better return. 

The model was run using both the housing mix used in the Levvel Study 
(2010) and a housing mix based on a sample of planning applications 
made between 2010 and 2012. The updated housing mix is more 
reflective of the development that is currently being built, which has 
fewer flats and small units.   

• The majority of the evidence is not presented or is only 
commented on briefly. The analysis used in calculating CIL is to 
be on the basis of clearly reasoned evidence; this is not 
available in this Report. Without such clarity of evidence the 
critical appraisal of the proposed CIL charge is very difficult; 

The Viability Evidence report produced by Peter Brett Associates and 
Three Dragons on behalf of the Council includes all the assumptions 
and inputs used in the modelling. 

• Definition of large format superstore is imprecise and 40% site 
coverage should be reviewed. 

Consultants modelled 3 large retail formats (10,000 sq m warehouse, 
3500 sq m superstore and 1100 sq m supermarket).  Consultants 
considered the site coverage assumptions as appropriate.   

• No data provided on rents, yields, values or land values for 
supermarket development. 

Rents and yields are set out at 5.1.3 of the viability evidence. Land 
values for retail are set out in 5.1.19 of the viability evidence.  

 

CHARGE LEVELS - Margins of viability, extrapolation; exemption classes 

• The evidence base does not relate to Chudleigh - the calculation basis is flawed for Chudleigh with the 
residential valuations for wider Rural Teignbridge having little correlation with Chudleigh where house 
values more closely reflect those of Newton Abbot. This is a fundamental building block in the 
evidence base.  

• Charging zone proposed for Chudleigh will discourage development in town, and reduce CIL income, 

Whilst the evidence base does 
examine viability in Chudleigh 
and Bovey Tracey further work 
has been done to investigate the 
assumptions for these areas as 
distinct from the more rural 
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delivery of affordable housing and wider infrastructure benefits.  

• Chudleigh Town Council is extremely concerned about the levy proposed for Rural Teignbridge, of 
which Chudleigh is a part. It is our belief that the £300 levy proposed will threaten the financial viability 
of developments in this area.  

• Bovey Tracey is £300 per sq. metre. This charge, coupled with S106 Agreements, including a 
percentage provision for affordable homes required as part of a development, may well deter 
developers. 

areas. 

• It appears that some of the CIL rates have been extrapolated as being viable from the data within the 
viability assessment, rather than being demonstrated by the case studies within it. It would be helpful 
for robustness to demonstrate how this extrapolation has been undertaken.  

• We are concerned that the viability evidence does not test several of the values of CIL selected by the 
Council in the draft charging schedule. We note that the Council has not tested the effect of the £150 
per m² on viability of development in Teignmouth (case study 11 and 13) and the area referred to as 
‘South West Exeter’. The report also fails to test the viability of the 300/m² rate on rural residential 
development. 

The proposed CIL rates will be 
re-evaluated in consideration of 
available evidence for setting the 
draft charging schedule. 

• Concerned over impact on self builders, as legal, building regulations and land costs already high.  The proposed instalment 
(deferred payment) policy is 
likely to help small builders deal 
with cash flow.  

• Levy should not be charged on mobile homes, which are low cost housing. The Council will not charge CIL 
on caravans or mobile homes 
that comply with the definition 
within the Caravans Act 1968. 

• Newton Abbot and Kingsteignton charging zone should be higher as it has the greatest infrastructure 
need.  

• Kingsteignton CIL of £75 per Sq M will encourage early development of low cost housing, which is not 
in line with Kingsteignton Town Council (KTC) ideals of high class housing. 

Using appropriate available 
evidence, the CIL must balance 
the need for infrastructure with 
ensuring that most development 
remains viable.  The proposed 
rates seek to balance these 2 
objectives.  
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• Past completion rates demonstrate that housing delivery in Teignbridge is challenging. LPA are 
seeking a step change in delivery, but too high a CIL will reduce number of financially viable sites 
coming forward.  

Past completion rates are a 
reflection of poor land supply and 
macroeconomic factors.  Viability 
testing is being used to set CIL 
and affordable housing rates 
such that development will still 
be viable.   

• CIL should not be set at the margins of viability. Methodology should build in a ‘viability buffer’ to 
ensure sites can come forward where they do not conform with the assumptions made in the CIL 
model. The inclusion of a viability buffer is advocated.  Savills suggest 30%.  

• The recent DCLG Community Infrastructure Levy Guidance 2012 is clear that CIL charges should not 
be set to the margin of economic viability (paragraph 29, page 10). The Council’s viability assessment 
shows that the proposed CIL rates for Dawlish, Teignmouth and South-West Exeter are at the edge of 
viability. 

• As per the CIL Guidance 2010; CIL rates needs to be appropriate over time and therefore should have 
some leeway to accommodate variances in the market. 

• We do not agree with the Council’s conclusion regarding the level of CIL viable for Dawlish. According 
to the viability evidence, £50 per m² is marginally viable in Dawlish and £75 per m² can only be 
achieved by departing from the Council’s affordable housing target.  

• KTC propose CIL charge of at least £150 which can be supported from the upper estimates of the 
supporting material. 

CIL levels will be reviewed to 
ensure we avoid setting a charge 
right up to the margin of 
economic viability for the majority 
of sites in the area as per CIL 
2012 Guidance. 

• CIL in Teignbridge is significantly higher than other districts in the region. CIL on margins of viability 
would render development undeliverable where there are higher than average ‘abnormal’ costs.  

Where ‘unexpected costs’ occur 
these will impact on viability. 
However, ‘abnormal costs’ 
should be reflected in the price of 
land.  The Council is carrying out 
further modelling on strategic 
sites, with extra-ordinary costs 
taken into consideration.  

Sales values and rates   

• Sales values too high. ‘Web check’ was of asking prices rather 
than sold prices. Further evidence should be provided and 
shared.  

Sales values were agreed at industry workshop.   

Sales achieved on new builds over the past three years have been 
analysed which support the overall assumptions of sale values and 



Teignbridge CIL PDCS Consultation , Evidence and Changes 

Page 33 of 39 

• Sales values are lower in Chudleigh than wider rural areas of 
Teignbridge. See data in Savills Representation on behalf of 
Clifford Estate.  

• Sales values – PBA evidence is inaccurate and relies on Levvel 
Study, which relies on range of sources (excluding land 
registry). These should be 10% lower to reflect achieved value 
(rather than asking price).  

further work has been done to investigate the sale values in market 
towns of Chudleigh and Bovey Tracey as distinct from the more rural 
areas. 

• The Parish Council supports the £300 per square metre for 
Exminster Parish but strongly believes that the same rate ought 
to apply for the South West of Exeter development (which is 
within the Exminster Parish boundary) as house prices are likely 
to be similar in the South West of Exeter development as in 
other parts of the Parish. 

The variable charges identified in the charging zones are a reflection of 
the variable viability of development between those zones, as 
influenced by land values, property values, etc. Further analysis of 
Exminster area sale values is being carried out as part of strategic site 
modelling for SWE. 

• Sales rates assumptions should be made for smaller sites. 
Sales assumptions for large sites are overly optimistic. (In 
current climate typically 2 dwellings a month.)  

However, the Council has data which suggest the sales rates in the 
modelling are correct.  

ABNORMAL COSTS 

• Concerns over approach to abnormal development costs (eg 
due to steep slopes) and tightening sustainability requirements. 
Evidence of such costs, particularly abnormal costs on PDL 
should be sought from the development industry.  

Developers should have costed known ‘abnormal costs’ into the price 
they pay for land, as these can be assessed beforehand. ‘Abnormal’ 
costs are not the same as ‘unexpected’ costs.  Furthermore the testing 
used BCIS costs relevant to Teignbridge and as such any general 
issues (e.g. landform / geology) will have to an extent been reflected. 

• Evidence does not consider cost of bringing forward brownfield 
land for development.  

The Council would expect developers to have costed any ‘abnormal 
costs’ on brownfield sites into the price they pay for land, as these can 
be assessed beforehand.   
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RESIDUAL values ; land values; existing use values 

• Benchmark land values too high – average values distorted by a 
few extremes. Should use median rather than the mean.  

• A ‘landowner premium’ higher than 25% over existing use value 
is required.  

• Cost of acquiring land should be at least +40% of current 
existing use value.  

• Residual land value: PCL view is that landowners will not accept 
values resulting from preliminary draft CIL.   

• Where is the evidence for assumption that a landowner will 
make land available at 10 or 20 times agricultural values? 

The benchmark values set out in the Viability Evidence are sufficient to 
provide competitive returns to a willing land owner (eg: ‘alternative use 
value’ plus 25% for urban sites, 10/20 x agricultural values for large 
scale greenfield sites, etc). Consultants produced an evidence based 
land value benchmark that they considered was appropriate.  

With regard to the values of agricultural greenfield urban extension 
sites, it is felt that twenty times existing use value is a reasonable return 
for sufficient numbers of land owners. This assumption would be the 
same as someone buying a house for £50,000 and looking for £500,000 
to £1,000,000 as a ‘competitive return’.   

The council receives ongoing queries from owners of agricultural, 
garden, and industrial land seeking permission to develop. 

• A residual figure of £800k per hectare is used for SW 
Exeter/Rural Teignbridge (assuming that it is a net figure) 
[paragraph 3.2.11]. Quite why another figure is then introduced 
at paragraph 3.2.12 (of £200,000 - £400,000) is unclear (since 
SW Exeter is a large scale Greenfield development). 

Residual land values are gross values in hectares. 

3.2.12 refers to other parts of the district.  The Exeter Greenfield urban 
extension values will be reconsidered as part of the strategic site 
modelling.  

• Existing use Values and uplifts are not explicit. Benchmark land 
value of £1.3m too low. 

See 5.1.17 – 5.1.20.  The PBA/3 Dragons Viability Evidence found that 
these land values were reasonable and representative of the area.  

 

CARBON – Policy, Building Regulations and Code for Sustainable Homes 

• To be compliant with para 173 & 174 of NPPF, the full costs of 
delivering policy compliant housing must be considered, 
including affordable housing, Code for Sustainable Homes and 
other development costs.  

• £1000/dwelling extra-over costs for increases to building regs is 
insufficient. Govt requirement for housing to achieve code level 
5 by 2016. Uplift in build costs is estimated at 30% (see table). 
This is further reinforced by policy EN3 (Carbon Reduction). 

Local Plan Policy does not require energy standards above building 
regulations.  

£1000/dwelling is considered sufficient to meet increases in 2013 
building regulations.  
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OLDER peoples’ housing  

• Concerned about the effect of CIL on older people’s housing which falls within the C3 Use Class. We 
would like to draw the Council’s attention to the Corby viability study which tested the viability of CIL 
for Extra Care development, which have a gross to net floor space ratio of between 55% - 60% due 
to the additional communal areas.  

• Build costs for sheltered housing are approximately 15% higher – see data provided. Developer 
returns for sheltered housing developers should be +20% to reflect requirements of lenders. 

• Sales rates for sheltered housing accommodation is lower – at one dwelling/month, which has 
implications for profits.  Sales and marketing costs for such development is also higher – at 6%.  

• Housing products for older people (eg sheltered housing) has specific viability considerations. 
Sheltered/extra care housing and all facilities must all be complete before first residents move in.  
These costs should be considered.  For a typical 45 unit development Empty property costs are on 
average £100,000. 

• The need to provide communal area for residents of specialist accommodation impacts on the 
proportion of saleable area. The non-saleable area is typically 30-35% for sheltered or extra care 
housing.  

• Suggest either a bespoke CIL rate for sheltered housing or that CIL levy is restricted to the saleable 
areas of these forms of development. 

Such schemes represent a wide 
variety of developments  which 
have different development 
economics arising from 
construction, ongoing fees and 
charges, variable leasehold 
conditions and a number of other 
factors.   

The instalments policy will be 
reviewed to accommodate 
expected sales rates. 

Many ‘Extra Care’ housing 
schemes fall within the definition 
of affordable housing (as defined 
within Regulation 49) and so is 
exempt from CIL.  

 

INSTALMENTS – Deferred Payment Policy 

• Instalment policy: The ability to pay CIL is inextricably linked to the receipts from sales of new 
homes, not some arbitrary timetable. We therefore recommend linking payment to completions of 
new homes (rather than days). 

• Would consider that rather than dictating the instalment payments over time periods it would be 
more appropriate to have the triggers for each payment correspond with the completion of the 
development. For example, where there are four required instalments due to the CIL liability each 
25% instalment could be paid on completion of each 25% of the development completed. This would 
provide further security for the developer and further assist with the management of their cash flow. 

• The cash flow of requirements of development in 2013, given the position taken by the banks, does 
not provide surplus cash during the building process.  To suggest that CIL liability becomes due 
within 60 days of the commencement of a development scheme – long before any disposal proceeds 
can be anticipated – will only drive up the requirements for much higher developer returns as it will 
significantly increase the risk profile of any particular scheme. CIL should be paid upon the practical 

The proposed instalment policy is 
being reviewed, however CIL 
regulations tie instalments to a 
specific time period from 
commencement. 
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completion of the development scheme. 

• CIL regs do not preclude an approach which is based on the percentage of dwellings completed. 
Given the cash flow arguments made above SPL would welcome an instalments policy that related 
payments to dwelling completions and/or dwelling occupations.  

• Payment of instalments on commencement adds financial burden to developer. This is compounded 
for developers of accommodation for the elderly, as developments need to be completed in their 
entirety before a single unit of accommodation can be sold. Recommend part payment on first 
occupation, phased depending upon occupation levels. 

• Include additional instalment policy for large sites, with longer payment periods.    

• We note the Council has not linked final payments to occupation of the property and suggest this 
would assist in the delivery of sites. 

General Administration 

• Small communities with limited resources are penalised by the link between 
the proportion of CIL to be returned to local communities and the adoption 
of a neighbourhood plan. 

This is a matter set out in draft CIL Regulations.  

• Teignbridge CVS believes a proportion of funds from new development 
raised through the CIL should be passed onto other bodies, including the 
Voluntary and Community Sector (VCS). There should be formal 
mechanism for VCS groups to identify projects for CIL funding.  

• The Council needs to develop better relationships with the CVS and 
provide training and advice on how groups can access section 106 money 
for community infrastructure. 

The provision of infrastructure will be made through a variety 
of appropriate providers. 

• It would be helpful of the LPA could outline within the PDCS the intended 
administration costs and processes. 

The Council has not yet calculated the costs of this 
administration however this will be clearly reported.   

• Trigger points whereby a review of the CIL is required are not stated in the 
PDCS; PBA has left this as a recommendation that the LPA should 
consider. We can find no evidence to demonstrate that the LPA has 
considered this issue. 

The Council has agreed to review the Local Plan every 5 
years following adoption and this should be considered a 
minimum period of review.   

Should market conditions change significantly the Council 
will undertake viability and charging review.  

• Not clear who attended the Industry workshop 
Attendees to the industry workshop are set out in Appendix 
A of the Viability report.   
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• CIL and Local Plan should be drafted and examined together. The Council is proposing to do so. 

• The Charging Schedule table suggests that the description of the use is 
based on the Use Classes Order… Consideration should be given to 
whether the column heading would benefit from being re-worded.  

This will be reviewed. 

• Regarding the colouring of the maps in the document. These do not appear 
to be particularly easy for people who are colour blind to read. Also, it 
would be helpful if the colours, or symbols, were different for the £0 rated 
retail zones and for the £75 rated residential zones - at the moment these 
are very similar, and this may lead to confusion. 

We will seek to address this issue. 
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5 Review of local authorities’ CIL modelling assumptions 

The following information is based on a brief review of available CIL information on web 

sites in autumn 2012.  This data has not been quality checked and represents 

various stages of evidence gathering including preliminary, interim and draft 

evidence.  We would direct anyone wishing to use such data to refer directly to the 

charging authorities mentioned as information in this table will likely have changed. 

Charging 
Authority 

Assumed residual 
S106 

Assumed 
Developers Return 

Affordable 
Housing 
target 

Affordable Housing 
model 

Bath and NE 
Somerset 

£1,000 per unit  
20% Market 
Housing; 6% AH  

17.5% - 35% 75% SR, 25% SO 

Bristol £1,000 per unit  
20% Market 
Housing; 6% AH  

30% - 40%  77% SR, 23% SO 

Exeter  
£0-£100/sqm 
depending on 
development 

23% 
25% up to 
35% 
(flexible) 

70% SR, 30% SO 

Mid Devon 
9% - 18% of total 
development 
costs 

20% 22.5% 60% SR, 40% SO 

New Forest 
Set as £0 during 
viability testing   

20% 40%-70%  
57% - 70% SR,  
30% - 43% SO 

Plymouth 
£500 per 
dwelling? 

20% Residential 
25% Commercial  

15%  
60% SR, 40% 
intermediate  

South 
Gloucestershire 

£1,000 per unit  
20% Market 
Housing ;6% AH 

30%  80% SR, 20% SO 

South 
Somerset 

 18% 35% 
66% SR 
33% Intermediate 

Taunton Deane 
£4,250 per 
dwelling  

17%  of GDV 
developer return + 
6% of build costs 
contractor return  

25% 
45% SR, 15% AR 
40% Discount 
market housing 

Teignbridge £3500 

17% developers 
return + 5% 
overheads; 6% for 
AH 

20% - 30% 70% AR 30% SO 

Torbay 
Strategic 
Infrastructure @ 
£200k/ net acre  

18% 10% - 30%  75% SR, 25% SO 

West Dorset £1,000 per unit  
20-25% Market 
Housing; 6% AH  

35%  66% SR, 33% SO 

Wiltshire £1,000 per unit  
20% Market 
Housing;6% AH 

40%  60% SR,40% SO 
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Charging 
Authority 

Highest land value 
(per hectare) 

Lowest land 
value (per 
hectare) 
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Highest  
Resi CIL 

Zone (£/m2) 

Lowest 
Resi CIL 
(£ m2) 

Bath and NE 
Somerset 

Resi land; £1,680,000  Industrial; 
£800,000 Greenfield no svc; £650,000 
Vacant, serviced; £500,000 

£196 £98 

Bristol 

Residential land: £2.1 million per ha;  
Offices: £4.4 million per ha; 
Industrial land: £1.68 million per ha; and  
Urban open space: £1.35 million per ha. 

£70 £50 

Exeter  £800,000 £770,000 £80 £80 
Mid Devon £370,000 £247,000 £90 £90 
New Forest £2,500,000 £2,000,000 £80 £80 
North Somerset - - £60 £0 

Plymouth £404,686  £144,675 £30 £0 
Purbeck - - £180 £40 

South 
Gloucestershire 

Agricultural existing use, policy 
compliant sites £450,000 per hectare 
Agricultural existing use, New 
Neighbourhoods £350,000 per hectare 
Commercial/employment existing use 
£1,250,000 per hectare 
Residential existing use £2,200,000 per 
hectare 

£45 £115 

South 
Somerset 

£760,000   £150 £32 

Taunton Deane £800,000 £300,000  £125 £0 
Teignbridge £800,000 £250,000 £200 £70 
Torbay £1,100,000  £100 £100 

West Dorset £800,000 £300,000  £100 

£80 (£0 
for 

essential 
rural 

workers’ 
dwellings) 

Wiltshire £1,385,000  £350,000  £70 £70 

 

 

 


