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Non-Technical Summary

ES 1 AspinallVerdi have been instructed by Greater Cambridge Shared Planning
(Cambridge City Council and South Cambridgeshire District Council) to provide
an evidence base to assist in identifying the viability impacts of emerging planning
policies in its draft Local Plan (Regulation 18). The study is an important part of
the evidence base for Greater Cambridge.

ES 2 The primary aim of the commission is to produce an up-to-date viability
assessment, which will form a robust and sound evidence base for the Local
Plan Review.
Cambridge City and South Cambridgeshire Councils both have separate Local
Plans which were adopted in 2018. These Plans had allocated enough housing
and employment land to meet Greater Cambridgeshire’s need up until 2031. The
new Local Plan seeks to allocate the land to meet Greater Cambridgeshire’s
needs up to 2045.

ES 3 The overarching objective of the study is to provide a robust evidence base upon
which Greater Cambridgeshire can make informed decisions regarding their
policies and site allocations. The Plan needs to be informed by a consideration of
viability. The viability assessment is not intended to be a pass/fail test for a Local
Plan, especially where key national and local imperatives exist to promote
regeneration of brownfield land and deliver affordable housing. The Plan must be
positively prepared to contribute towards the achievement of sustainable
development in a way that is aspirational but deliverable.

Viability Assessment Method

ES 4 Our general approach is illustrated on the diagram below (Figure ES.1).
This is explained in more detail in section 4 — Viability Assessment
Method.

Figure ES.1 - Balance between Residual Land Value and Benchmark Land Value

GDV (inc. AH)

Less

* Fees

+ S106/CIL No. Units / Size

« Build costs x Density

« Profit = size of site (ha)
« Interest etc. x BLV (£/ha)
=RLV =BLV
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ES 5 We have carried out residual appraisals to establish the Residual Land Value

(RLV). This is a traditional model having regard to: the gross development value
(GDV) of thescheme; including affordable housing; and deducting all costs to
arrive atthe RLV. A scheme is viable if the RLV is positive for a given level of
profit. We describe this situation herein as being ‘fundamentally’ viable.

ES 6 We have had regard to the cumulative impact of the emerging Greater
Cambridgeshire Local Plan policies.

ES 7 This is then compared to the Benchmark Land Value (BLV). The BLV is the price
at which a landowner will be willing to sell their land for development and is
derived from benchmark Existing Use Values (EUV) plus a premium (having
regard to benchmark policy compliant Market Values), land use, the size of the
hypothetical scheme and the development density assumption.

ES 8 For reporting purposes, if the balance is positive, then the policy is assumed to
be ‘viable'. If the balance is negative, then the policy is assumed to be ‘not viable’
and the policy requirements should be reviewed. Where the RLV is positive but
below the BLV we describe this as being ‘marginal’ in terms of viability.

ES 9 That said, it is not ‘black and white’, this is an iterative process requiring
judgement and interpretation of the viability results. Land value is one of the key
variables, along with profit, which determines the viability and deliverability or
otherwise of a scheme.

ES 10 In a functioning market, all the costs of site clearance, remediation, and
abnormal costs should come off the value of the land. However, this only ‘works’
where the GDV of the scheme is sufficient to absorb these costs and provide
incentivisation (for both landowner and developer) for the scheme to be
delivered.

ES 11 In addition to the RLV appraisals and BLV analysis, we have also prepared a
series of sensitivity scenarios for each of the typologies. This is to assist in the
analysis of viability and to appreciate the sensitivity of the appraisals to key
variables such as: affordable housing %; density; BLV and profit; and, to
consider the impact of construction costs and sales values. This is to de-
emphasise the BLV in each typology and help consider viability ‘in-the-round’ i.e.,
in the context of sales values, development costs, contingency and developer’s
profit, which make up the appraisal inputs.

ES 12 We draw your attention to the various Examiner’s reports, such as those for the
Mayor of London CIL (January 2012), the Greater Norwich CIL (December
2012), and the Sandwell CIL (December 2014) set out in Section 1 of the report.
It is evident that landowners must consider reducing their land values for
schemes to be both viable and deliverable, particularly in the context of providing
affordable housing. Paragraph 32 of the Mayor of London CIL Examiner’s report

Aspinall



explicitly acknowledges that the price of devel@ﬁ?ﬁ@h@?ﬁﬁﬂpﬁ%\{ﬁﬁ'@@tﬂd 'é%'é)‘ééﬁ@g
ridge Shared Planning
emphasising that this reduction is intrinsic to the land value caprPure CONGEREer 2025
Similarly, the Greater Norwich Development Partnership’s CIL Examiner’s report
underscores the necessity of establishing a threshold land value [benchmark
land value], which is derived from a reasonable reduction in benchmark values to
ensure viability, a factor crucial for meeting affordable housing targets. These
findings collectively emphasise the importance of land value adjustments to
facilitate the realisation of development schemes, including those aimed at

providing policy compliant affordable housing.

ES 13 ltis important to note that the BLV’s contained herein are for ‘high-level’ plan
viability purposes and the appraisals should be read in the context of the BLV
sensitivity table (contained within the appraisals). It is important to emphasise
that the adoption of a particular BLV £ in the base-case appraisal typologies in no
way implies that this figure can be used by applicants to negotiate site specific
planning applications. Where sites have obvious abnormal costs (e.g. sloping
topography or limited access etc.) these costs should be deducted from the
value of the land. The land value for site specific viability appraisals should be
thoroughly evidenced having regard to the existing use value of the site in
accordance with the Planning Policy Guidance (PPG). This report is for plan-
making purposes and is ‘without prejudice’ to future site-specific planning
applications.

ES 14 Our detailed assumptions and results are set out in sections 7 of our full report

together with our detailed appraisals which are appended. In summary we make the
following recommendations.

Greater Cambridge Scenario Appraisals

ES 15 We have prepared a set of fully policy compliant appraisals where all policy
costs are ‘layered-on’. These appraisals also include generous allowances for
land value and profit at 20% for market housing.

ES 16 The appraisals are grouped in the order of the Typologies Matrix covering
typologies across the area for both greenfield and brownfield.

ES 17 As set out in our Residential Market report, we have used market evidence to
establish three value zones within Greater Cambridge.

Aspinall
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ES 18 All development typologies were tested using a consistent framework of
assumptions to enable fair comparison across locations, value bands, land types
and tenure mixes. The starting point for testing the level of affordable housing
was 40%, split as follows:

Tenure Tenure Mix Tenure Mix
(Scenario 1) (Scenario 2)
Social Rent 10% 10%
Affordable Rent 65% 50%
Intermediate 25% 40%

Source: Greater Cambridge Shared Planning, 2025
ES 19 All key input assumptions are set out in detail within our report.

ES 20 The appraisals do not include specific CIL or site-specific Section 106 figures at
this stage. Instead, they focus on overall scheme viability and potential residual
land values, showing the surplus that could be available to support planning
obligations. This approach ensures policies are deliverable while providing
flexibility to accommodate contributions once determined at the planning
application stage.

Viability Results & Recommendations

ES 21 We prepared appraisals on a range of property types, including residential,
specialist housing and commercial.

Residential Conclusions

ES 22 We tested a wide range of traditional residential typologies, across greenfield /
brownfield, and high / medium / low value areas. All appraisals across the
Urban, Edge of Cambridge, New Settlements and Dispersal Villages typologies
generated a healthy surplus that could contribute to future planning policy
requirements and obligations including CIL.

ES 23 Our assessment included one Green Belt site, which demonstrated that it
could provide 50% affordable housing in accordance with the ‘Golden Rules’.

ES 24 The results and our consequent affordable housing recommendations can be
summarised in the following table:

High Medium Low
Value Value Zone | Value
Zone Zone

Aspinall



GreenBelt | 10o0r Not currently | [qegter Cambriddedjugie Plan Viabi
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dwelling tested housing is
s viable
Greenfield Less than Affordabl Affordabl Affordabl
sites 10 e e e
dwellings housing housing housing
not not not
required required required
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1.2

Greater Cambridge Whole Plan Viability Testing
Greater Cambridge Share

Planning

High Medium Low Oc
Value Value Zone | Value
Zone Zone
10 or 40% 40% 40%
more affordable affordable affordable
dwelling housing is housing is housing is
S viable viable viable
Brownfield Less than Affordabl Affordabl Affordabl
Sites 10 e e e
dwellings housing housing housing
not not not
required required required
10 or 40% 40% 40%
more affordable affordable affordable
dwelling housing is housing is housing is
S viable viable viable

Source: AspinallVerdi, 2025

ober 2025

Note: The 50% affordable housing figure for Green Belt sites applies only to the
High Value Zone. Other zones have not currently been tested.

Build to Rent & Co-Living Conclusions

ES 25 Two 250 unit Build to Rent (BTR) schemes were assessed, and both
demonstrated that they were viable at the standard BTR affordable housing
policy of 20% discount on 20% of the units. Our sensitivity testing

demonstrated that providing 40% affordable housing was also viable.

ES 26 Co-Living is untested at present in Cambridge, but based on our appraisal, we
believe that it would be viable, and could also sustain a level of 40% affordable

housing.

Purpose Built Student Accommodation

ES 27 We tested one Purpose Built Student Accommodation (PBSA) scheme, based
on 250 units in the city centre. Our appraisals demonstrated that PBSA is viable,
and could also sustain a 40% affordable housing requirement.

Older Person’s Housing

ES 28 We tested two older person’s living schemes, based on Extra Care, which were
both found to be viable.

Strategic Site Conclusions

ES 29 We have tested a range of scales of development at strategic locations
considered to be of significance in the context of the emerging Greater Cambridge

Aspin
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« Land at Cambridge Airport
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Greater Cambridge Whole Plan Viability Testing

ES 30 The North East Cambridge Area Action Plan (NECAAP) has beeﬁrﬁ'?éersggjrggl%%easg%f%ggégggg

more detailed viability report, and our appraisal includes an infrastructure contribution
provided by AtkinsRealis.

ES 31 All three sites were shown to be viable with healthy surpluses available for policy requirements.
Commercial Typologies

ES 32 We tested a range of commercial typologies, to demonstrate how viable they are, and whether
there is a surplus available for planning requirements and obligations, including for the potential
implementation of a CIL charging schedule. All typologies were found to be viable, and the
surplus is set out in the following table:

Table ES1.1 - Commercial Typology Surplus Summary

Ref. Commercial Use Typology Surplus £psm
A Science Park (R&D split 35/65 office:lab) £685
B Science Park (R&D split 35/65 office:lab) £3,366
C Cambridge CBD Office £5,518
D Cambridge CBD Office £5,566
E Cambridge Fringe Office Park £2,624
F Cambridge Fringe Office Park £2,638
G Rural Office Park £2,624
H Industrial Class E (light industrial)/B2 £1,189
I Industrial B2/B8 £1,443
J Logistic / Distribution Warehouse B8 £266
K General E Class £1,789
L Cambridge Fringe Hotel with Conference (50 rooms) | £2,723
M Supermarket £1,290
N Supermarket £1,913
0] Retail unit £1,358
P Retail unit £1,734
Q Retail unit £1,389

Source: AspinallVerdi, 2025

Best Practice

ES 33 We recommend that, in accordance with best practice, the plan viability is
reviewed on a regular basis by the Greater Cambridgeshire Authorities to ensure it
remains relevant as the property market cycle(s) change.

ES 34 Furthermore, to facilitate the process of review, we recommend that the Greater
Cambridgeshire Authorities monitor the development appraisal parameters herein,
but particularly data on land values / value zones, delivery rates and grant
funding within their area.

Aspinall
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1.1 AspinallVerdi have been instructed by Greater Cambridgeshire Shared
Planning (Cambridge City Council and South Cambridgeshire Council) to
provide an evidence base to assist in identifying the viability impacts of
emerging planning policies in its draft Local Plan (Regulation 18). The study is
an important part of the evidence base for Greater Cambridgeshire.

1.2 The primary aim of the commission is to produce an up-to-date viability
assessment, which will form a robust and sound evidence base for the Local
Plan Review. Cambridge City and South Cambridgeshire Councils both have
separate Local Plans which were adopted in 2018. These Plans had allocated
enough housing and employment land to meet Greater Cambridgeshire’s need
up until 2031. The new Local Plan seeks to allocate the land to meet Greater
Cambridgeshire’s needs up to 2045.

1.3 The overarching objective of the study is to provide a robust evidence base
upon which Greater Cambridgeshire can make informed decisions regarding
their policies and site allocations.

1.4 Thisis a full viability assessment of the draft policies and proposed site
allocations in the emerging Greater Cambridgeshire Local Plan 2021 to 2045.

1.5 In carrying out our review of the Local Plan we have had regard to the
cumulative impact on development of the emerging Local Plan policies.
Cambridge City Council and South Cambridgeshire District Council do not
currently operate a Community Infrastructure Levy and this is not a CIL study.

1.6 Due to the current status of the emerging local plan, some areas are currently
assessed on a high-level basis, e.g. Strategic Sites, with further, more detailed
consideration of these sites to be undertaken in due course, as the Council
progresses the emerging plan towards Reg 19 consultation.

1.7 We undertook a stakeholder engagement exercise in September 2025 to test
our emerging assumptions. We did not receive any direct feedback as a
result of this engagement.

1.8 We note that our adopted residential values, build costs and Benchmark Land
Values have been updated to ensure the evidence base relied upon is current and
relies on up to date evidence. However, stakeholders will have further
opportunities to provide comment on the contents, assumptions and findings of
this assessment as the local plan progresses through Reg 18 and onto Reg 19
stage.

Local Plan Viability Context

1.9  The key context for the Local Plan Viability Assessment is that the Plan needs
to be informed by a consideration of viability. The PPG states that:

‘The role for viability assessment is primarily at the plan making stage. Viability
assessment should not compromise sustainable development but should be

| Aspinal
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used to ensure that policies are realistic, and that the total cumulative cost of
all relevant policies will not undermine deliverability of the plan.” (Paragraph:
002 Reference ID: 10-002-20190509)

: Aspinall
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The viability assessment is not intended to be a pass/fail test for a Local Plan,
especially where key national and local imperatives exist to promote
regeneration of brownfield land.

The Plan must be positively prepared to contribute towards the achievement of
sustainable development in a way that is aspirational but deliverable. According
to the NPPF sites or broad locations for growth should be developable in years 6
plus of the plan period. To be considered developable, sites should be in a
suitable location for housing development with a reasonable prospect that they
will be available and could be viably developed at the point envisaged (see
NPPF Glossary). This is a lower test than the deliverability test for sites in years
0-5 of the plan period. The evidence does not need to provide a detailed
assessment of everything and all sites — recognising that conditions will fluctuate
over the course of the Plan period.

RICS Practice Statement

1.12

Our viability assessment has been carried out in accordance with the RICS'
Financial Viability in Planning: Conduct and Reporting Professional Standard
(15t Edition, May 2019).

Our Financial Viability Assessment (FVA) has also been carried out in accordance
with the RICS Assessing Viability in Planning under the National Planning Policy
Framework 2024 for England Professional Standard (1st edition, December
2024) having regard to the latest revisions to the National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF, last updated December 2024) and the Planning Practice
Guidance (PPG).

Objectivity, Impartiality and Reasonableness

1.14

We have carried out our review in collaboration with the Council as LPA and in
consultation with industry (Registered Providers, developers and landowners).
At all times we have acted with objectivity, impartially and without interference
when carrying out our viability assessment and review.

At all stages of the viability process, we have advocated reasonable, transparent
and appropriate engagement between the parties.

; Aspinall
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Conflicts of Interest

1.16  We confirm that we have no conflict of interest in providing this advice and
wehave acted independently and impartially.

1.17 The remainder of this report is structured as follows:

Section

Section 4 — Viability Assessment Method

Contents

This section describes our generic methodology for appraising the viability of development which is
based on the residual approach as required by guidance and best practice. Please note the
Benchmark Land Value (BLV) caveats for future site-specific appraisals.

Section

Section 5 — Residential Typologies

Contents

This chapter summarise the evidence base, property market context, development monitoring and
viability for the residential sector.

Section

Section 6 — Viability Results

Contents

This section sets out the detailed appraisal results with commentary.

Section

Section 7 — Strategic Sites Assessment

Contents

In accordance with the NPPF, we have carried out more detailed appraisals and delivery analysis of
the strategic-sites in the districts. This section evaluates the site-specific appraisals as well as the
deliverability analysis of each site.

Section

Section 8 — Commercial Appraisal Results

Contents

This section sets out the detailed commercial appraisal results with commentary.

Section

Section 9 — Conclusions and Recommendations

Contents

Finally, we make our recommendations in respect of the Local Plan Review. This discusses the
implications of this for the overall Plan viability and delivery.

1 Royal Institution of Chartered Surveyor

. Aspinall
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2  National Policy Context

2.1 Our financial viability assessment has been carried out having regard to the various statutory
requirements comprising primary legislation, planning policy, statutory
regulations and guidance.

2.2 We identify below the key cross-references in the NPPF and PPG and our
comments in respect of viability and deliverability. This is not meant to be
exhaustive and reference should be directly made to the relevant sections of
the NPPF and PPG.

National Planning Policy Framework

2.3 The NPPF confirms the Government’s planning policies for England and how
these should be applied and provides a framework within which locally-
prepared plans for housing and other development can be produced?.

2.4 It confirms the primacy of the development plan in determining planning
applications. It confirms that the NPPF must be taken into account in preparing
the development plan, and is a material consideration in planning decisions?3.

2.5 ltisimportant to note that within the NPPF (2024), paragraph 173 of the original
2012 NPPF has been deleted. The old paragraph 173 referred to viability and
required ‘competitive returns to a willing land owner and willing developer to
enable the development to be deliverable’.

The NPPF (2024) refers increasingly to deliverability as well as viability.
2.6 We draw your attention to the following key paragraphs (Table 2.1).

Table 2.1 - NPPF Key Cross-References
Paragraph Number - Item

Para 35 - Development contributions

Quote / Comments

Plans should set out the contributions expected from development. This should include
setting out the levels and types of affordable housing provision required, along with other
infrastructure (such as that needed for education, health, transport, flood and water
management, green and digital infrastructure). Such policies should not undermine the
deliverability of the plan.

Paragraph Number - Item

Para 58 — Planning obligations [tests]

Quote / Comments

Planning obligations must only be sought where they meet all of the'dc\nllowinrgl te'ﬂs“:
; spiNa



a) necessary to make the development accefstslermbptaniitgip flemdability Testing
directly related to the development; and Greater Canibridge Shgﬁg:;g’g;g

b) fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the development

¢) Notwithstanding the latest changes to the CIL Regulations (2015) which do away
with the requirements for a Regulation 123 list of infrastructure, these tests ensure
that Local Authorities cannot charge S106 or CIL twice for the same infrastructure

(as this would not be fair and reasonable).

Para 59 — Presumption of viability

Quote / Comments

Where up-to-date policies have set out the contributions expected from development,
planning applications that comply with them should be assumed to be viable. It is up to the
applicant to demonstrate whether particular circumstances justify the need for a viability
assessment at the application stage. The weight to be given to a viability assessment is a
matter for the decision maker, having regard to all the circumstances in the case, including
whether the plan and the viability evidence underpinning it is up to date, and any change
in site circumstances since the plan was brought into force. All viability assessments,
including any undertaken at the plan-making stage, should reflect the recommended
approach in national planning practice guidance, including standardised inputs, and should
be made publicly available. (Our emphasis)

We understand that the Government’s objective is to reduce the delays to delivery of new
housing due to the site-specific viability process that was created as a result of the
previous paragraph 173. Once a new Local Plan is adopted no site-specific viability
assessment should be required (except in exceptional circumstances) and developers
should factor into their land buying decisions the cost of planning obligations (including
affordable housing).

Para 65 — 10 Unit Threshold

Quote / Comments

Provision of affordable housing should not be sought for residential developments that are
not major developments, other than in designated rural areas (where policies may set out
a lower threshold of 5 units or fewer).

Para 65 — Vacant Building Credit (VBC)

Quote / Comments

To support the re-use of brownfield land, where vacant buildings are being reused or
redeveloped, any affordable housing contribution due should be reduced by a
proportionate amount.

2 National Planning Policy Framework, December 2023, para 1
3 National Planning Policy Framework, December 2023, para 2
3 Set out in Regulation 122(2) of the Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations 2010.

Source: NPPF (last updated December 2024) and AspinallVerdi

3.1 We understand that the viability assessment is not intended to be aK i ﬁ"
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for a Local Plan, especially where key nationaﬁ%‘%ﬂG%Pﬁiﬁ;ﬁlﬁ%\f@%@é%@éﬂ;{geﬁiﬁg
promote regeneration of brownfield land. The Plan muscir%aeeboasr?ﬁ{}e% p%ri&reén olgg
to contribute towards the achievement of sustainable development in a way that

is aspirational but deliverable.
Planning Practice Guidance for Viability

3.2 The Planning Practice Guidance for Viability was first published in March 2014
and substantially updated in line with the NPPF. This has subsequently been
updated on numerous® occasions and latterly 12 December 20241 .

3.3 Below we summarise some key aspects of the PPG for this study (Table 2.2).

Table 2.2 - PPG Viability Key Cross-References

Paragraph Number - Item

Para 001 — Setting Policy requirements

Quote / Comments

Plans should set out the contributions expected from development. This should include setting out the
levels and types of affordable housing provision required, along with other infrastructure (such as that
needed for education, health, transport, flood and water management, green and digital
infrastructure).

These policy requirements should be informed by evidence of infrastructure and affordable housing
need, and a proportionate assessment of viability that takes into account all relevant policies, and
local and national standards, including the cost implications of the Community Infrastructure Levy
(CIL) and section 106. Policy requirements should be clear so that they can be accurately accounted
for in the price paid for land. To provide this certainty, affordable housing requirements should be
expressed as a single figure rather than a range.

Different requirements may be set for different types or location of site or types of development. (Our
emphasis)

This confirms that Local Authorities can set different levels of CIL and/or affordable housing by
greenfield or brownfield typologies (see below also).

Para 002 — Deliverability

Quote / Comments

It is the responsibility of plan makers in collaboration with the local community, developers and other
stakeholders, to create realistic, deliverable policies. Drafting of plan policies should be iterative and
informed by engagement with developers, landowners, and infrastructure and affordable housing
providers.

And, policy requirements, particularly for affordable housing, should be set at a level that takes
account of affordable housing and infrastructure needs and allows for the planned types of sites and
development to be deliverable, wit