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MATTER 2: GENERAL APPROACH TO RATE SETTING 
 
1. Does the Draft Charging Schedule (DCS) make clear the approach that 
would be taken to uses not included in the charging schedule in the DCS and 
is this justified by the viability evidence? 
 
1.1 The DCS [RBBC01] clearly identifies the types of development to which, and 

the geographic zones within which, charging rates will be applied. It also 
makes clear (in the table at para 3.1) that “all other types of development 
throughout the borough” will be subject to a nil charge. This statement is 
based on the viability of proposals/uses likely to come forward within the Core 
Strategy. 
 

1.2 This is considered to provide sufficient clarity as to the charging approach 
which would be taken to uses not listed specifically in the DCS. The Council 
notes that this is consistent with the approach taken by neighbouring 
authorities who have adopted CIL, for example Tandridge, Epsom & Ewell 
and LB Sutton. 
 

1.3 The Council’s Revised Viability Assessment Report (VAR) [RBBC04], 
appraises a range of hypothetical development schemes reflective of the 
development context explained in Section 2 of RBBC04. These cover those 
types of uses and sites which are likely to come forward in the borough or 
important to the growth priorities set out in the Core Strategy. They includes a 
range of business, industrial and distribution schemes, comparison retail 
scenarios and a number of leisure and tourism uses (including a hotel and 
cinema schemes). All of these uses are shown to have negative or very 
limited surplus to support CIL (see Tables 19, 20, 21 and 22 [RBBC04]) and 
therefore a nil charge for these uses is justified. 
 

1.4 Some uses have not been specifically tested in the VAR (such as community 
facilities and other specialist developments). This is because the Council does 
not have evidence that they will come forward at any meaningful scale during 
the plan period. Testing of such uses is therefore considered to be 
disproportionate, contrary to the advice in the Practice Guidance the 
authorities should “avoid excessive detail” (Paragraph 019 25-019-20140612). 
The levels of return associated with community uses mean that schemes are 
likely to be marginally viable at best and in many cases may even be 
candidates for CIL funding. 
 

1.5 In view of the viability evidence, the need to avoid setting charges to the 
margin (Practice Guidance Paragraph 019 25-019-20140612) and avoid 
undue complexity in the charging schedule (Practice Guidance Paragraph 021 
25-021-20140612), a nil rate for all other types of development is considered 
to be appropriate and justified. The Council’s approach is also consistent with 
that taken by nearby authorities who have adopted CIL. 
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2. Does the Key on the OS map accompanying the Charging Schedule clearly 
demonstrate that the zones relate to residential development only? 
 
2.1 Both of the OS plans accompanying the Charging Schedule [RBBC01] are 

titled such that it is clear to which types of development they are intended to 
apply. This is supported by paragraph 4.1 in the DCS which clarifies the 
purpose of each plan. 
 

2.2 However, the Council recognises that additional detail could be added to the 
Key in Plan 1 to confirm that the zones apply to residential development and 
to ensure consistency with the charging schedule. The Council therefore 
proposes to add the words “for residential development (Use Class C3)” into 
each line of the Key as follows: 
 

Zone 1 for residential development (Use Class C3) - £20/sqm 
Zone 2 for residential development (Use Class C3) - £140/sqm…etc 

 
3. In setting CIL rates Charging Authorities must take account of policy 
requirements set out in the ‘relevant plan’ which for the purposes of the 
Examination is the Reigate and Banstead Local Plan: Core Strategy adopted 
2014 (CS). How are the financial costs associated with the policies of the CS 
articulated and accounted for in the valuation assessments? Has this been 
undertaken in a sufficiently transparent manner? 
 
3.1 The viability evidence and valuations take full account of the financial costs 

associated with the relevant policies of the Core Strategy, as required by the 
Practice Guidance (Paragraph 020 25-020-20140612) and consistent with the 
advice in the Harman Guidance for Viability Testing Local Plans (Page 37). 
 

3.2 In line with Policy CS11: Sustainable Construction, an allowance is made for 
the additional cost associated with meeting Code for Sustainable Homes 
Level 4 and BREEAM ‘Very Good’ (as appropriate). The approach taken is 
clearly set out at paragraph 4.36 to 4.42 in the Revised Viability Assessment 
Report (VAR) [RBBC04]: this confirms that the 4% build cost uplift allowed for 
in the appraisals is in line with industry and government research (including 
DCLG Code for Sustainable Homes Cost Review, The Value of BREEAM 
Report by BSRIA and the EC Harris Cost Impact Review for the Housing 
Standards Review).  
 

3.3 The Council also notes that – following the March 2015 Written Ministerial 
Statement Planning Update – the Code for Sustainable Homes can no longer 
be required in full on new residential schemes. As such, the cost burden 
associated with Policy CS11 will be reduced moving forward: this will in turn 
improve viability and increase the surplus available for CIL. 
 

3.4 In all residential appraisals, affordable housing provision or equivalent 
financial contributions compliant with Policy CS15: Affordable Housing and the 
Council’s Affordable Housing Supplementary Planning Document (adopted 
July 2014), is factored into the residential appraisals. This is explained at 
paragraphs 4.78 to 4.81 of the VAR [RBBC04] - in summary: 
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 30% on site on sites of 15 or more dwellings (with a tenure mix of 60% 
intermediate and 40% rent) 

 Financial contributions of £79 per sqm on sites of 1 to 9 dwellings and 
£155 per sqm on site of 10 to 14 dwellings. 

 
3.5 Affordable housing revenues have been calculated on the basis of a discount 

against open market values (OMV) which is a standard and established 
approach for viability appraisals of this nature as set out in paragraph 4.80 
[RBBC04]. 
 

3.6 The residential appraisals in the VAR do not take account of the November 
2013 Written Ministerial Statement on Support for Small Scale Developers, 
Custom and Self Builders, including the introduction of the Vacant Building 
Credit. This is explained further in the Council’s Statement on Matter 3, Issue 
9. 
 

3.7 The valuations also include an allowance for the costs associated with site 
specific infrastructure (through s106/s278) as required by Policy CS12: 
Infrastructure Delivery. This is articulated at paragraphs 4.71 to 4.77 of the 
VAR [RBBC04] – in summary: 

 £1,000 per unit within urban residential appraisals 

 £10,000 per unit within SUE appraisals 

 £14,300 per unit within the Horley North West appraisal 

 A sliding scale of £10-£35 per sqm (GIA) on commercial schemes 
 
3.8 The site specific infrastructure assumptions adopted used are based on 

evidence from recent local schemes (as described in our response to Matter 
3, Issue 4) and are consistent with industry standard assumptions, including 
those advocated in the Harman Guidance for Viability Testing Local Plans. 
This is explained further in the Council’s response to Matter 3, Issue 4. 
 

4. Is the future approach to the use of section 106 planning obligations as set 
out in the Draft Regulation 123 List sufficiently clear? Does the Regulation 123 
list provide adequate certainty as to which items of infrastructure CIL will 
contribute towards, and where section 106 obligations/section 278 agreements 
will continue to be used? Is there any duplication between the two? 
 
4.1 The Draft Regulation 123 List [RBBC02], supported by the draft position 

statement [RBBC03], is considered to be clear in articulating the anticipated 
future approach to the use of CIL and section 106 planning obligations. 
 

4.2 The format of the Draft Regulation 123 list is consistent with that of 
surrounding authorities which have adopted CIL, for example Tandridge and 
Elmbridge (which was a CIL front-runner authority). 
 

4.3 It reflects the Council’s intention to use CIL to fund general infrastructure 
improvements (across all types of infrastructure) where these are required to 
support growth as a whole, particularly where those needs derive from 
cumulative development. 
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4.4 However, the reference in the Draft Regulation 123 List to exclusions also 
reflects the fact that – consistent with the Planning Practice Guidance 
(Paragraph 094 25-094-20140612) - CIL will not contribute towards projects or 
infrastructure needed to make a specific development acceptable in planning 
terms or required to mitigate the impacts of that specific development.  
 

4.5 In such cases, section 106/section 278 agreements would be used. Where 
specific projects of this nature are known, these are identified separately 
within the List (as is the case with a number of projects associated with Horley 
North West Sector strategic site). 
 

4.6 Additional clarity could be provided by amending the headings of the table in 
the Draft Infrastructure List as follows: 
 

 add the words “intended to be funded through CIL” after Project or type of 
infrastructure 

 add the words “to be secured through s106 obligations/s278 agreements 
or planning conditions” after Exclusions. 

 
4.7 In support of the Draft Regulation 123 List, the draft position statement 

[RBBC03], provides detailed clarification about how the Council intends to 
implement planning obligations once CIL is adopted. This guidance is 
intended to be incorporated in a SPD on adoption of CIL. In particular, the 
table on pages 6 and 7 of RBBC03 provides further guidance as to the 
situations when contributions or in-kind works may be sought through 
planning obligations. This confirms that section 106 agreements will be used 
in a way which is complementary to CIL, and does not result in any duplication 
or “double-dipping”. 
 

4.8 The approach taken to the identification of alternative funding sources in the 
IDP and IDP Addendum, the calculation of the aggregate funding gap (which 
excludes projects where s106 funding is anticipated) and the section 106/s278 
cost allowances made in viability appraisals are all consistent with the 
intended future approach communicated in RBBC02 and RBBC03. 
 

5. Are the assumptions, and the evidence on which they are based, set out in 
the Viability Assessment sufficiently robust, and flexible; particularly in the 
absence of an adopted plan that includes site allocations? 
 
5.1 Yes, the assumptions and approach adopted by the Council within the VAR 

[RBBC04] are considered to be robust, even in absence of specific site 
allocations. 
 

5.2 Whilst specific site allocations are yet to be adopted, the Council has detailed 
intelligence about the characteristics of the development market and the types 
of sites – both urban and greenfield – available in the borough to deliver 
planned growth. This includes known opportunities within the Council’s 
housing trajectory, sites being promoted by the development industry 
(including within the locations for SUEs), market intelligence and historic 
windfall trends. 
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5.3 The assumptions adopted for the viability appraisals are justified by local 

market evidence appropriate to these scenarios, or are consistent with 
standard industry practice. 
 

5.4 The Council is therefore confident that – in all cases – the testing carried out, 
the assumptions used, and the supporting evidence behind these assumptions 
is robust and appropriate, even in absence of specific allocations. 
Nonetheless, the Council wishes to highlight the following specific areas of 
flexibility with the assumptions adopted: 
 

Development Values 

5.5 As set out in the Council’s responses to Matter 3 Issue 1 and Matter 4 Issue 1, 
development revenues for both residential and commercial scenarios are 
informed by detailed analysis of values achieved in the borough (Appendix 1 
[RBBC05]).  
 

5.6 The Value Points used generally throughout the appraisals have deliberately 
not been set at the upper margins of what local evidence suggests is 
achievable in order to provide additional flexibility. Specifically, the Council 
would highlight the following:  

 The SUE appraisals have been tested at a cautious sales value of £3,400 
per sqm (Value Point 2) despite evidence that higher values – at or above 
the next Value Point 3 (£3,600) – could be achieved (see Table A1-9 
[RBBC05]), providing additional certainty of viability at the proposed 
charges. 

 The viability of Charge Zone 2 (£140/sqm) is based on a sales value of 
£4,000 per sqm (Value Point 4); however, there is consistent evidence 
that values in excess of this have regularly been achieved in these 
locations (see Table A1-9 [RBBC05]). This provides additional headroom. 

 
Build costs 
 
5.7 Build costs are taken from BCIS, rebased to Reigate & Banstead in February 

2015, in accordance with industry practice and consistent with the Harman 
Guidance. Appropriate allowances for external works, infrastructure and 
“opening up” costs have also been included within the valuations, consistent 
with industry research (RBBC04 paragraphs 4.31 to 4.33 and Table 10).  
 

5.8 On the SUE and Horley North West appraisals in particular, the Council would 
highlight that the allowance of £10,000 per unit for “opening up” costs 
combined with the increased allowance for external works at 12.5% of build 
costs (which equates to just over £14,000 per unit), is above even the upper 
end of the cost envelope of £17-23,000 suggested within the Harman 
Guidance (Appendix B (2) Page 44). This provides additional flexibility and 
headroom within the viability of these appraisals. 
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Ongoing section 106 requirements 

5.9 The Council’s assumptions in relation to ongoing section 106 requirements are 
conservative when compared to past experience and evidence from local 
schemes. In particular, as set out in the Council’s response to Matter 3 Issue 
4: 

 On urban sites, past evidence indicates that site specific contributions 
have only been required in three cases since April 2013. In reality, the 
£1,000 cost allowance made within the appraisals is therefore unlikely to 
be necessary in the vast majority of cases, thereby providing additional 
headroom. 

 The £10,000 per unit allowance within the SUE appraisals is more than 
£1,300 higher than the average contributions secured on a range of large 
residential scheme. This provides an additional flexibility recognising that 
there may be a degree of uncertainty until allocations are fixed. 

 The £14,300 per unit allowance on the Horley North West Sector is based 
directly on known costs (drawn from the agreed s106 obligation): there is 
therefore a high degree of certainty regarding its accuracy. 

 
Land values 

5.10 As set out in the Council’s responses to Matter 2 Issue 7 and Matter 3 Issue 8, 
the benchmark land values adopted by the Council are informed by local 
market evidence and data sources published by the DCLG and the 
development industry. They are therefore considered to be robust and 
appropriate. However, it is noted that: 

 The 10% discount applied to market values in determining urban 
benchmark values reflects a cautious approach given a 25% discount has 
been accepted in other CIL examinations, and ensures additional 
headroom and flexibility in urban residential and commercial scenarios 
(see response to Issue 7 below for further detail). 

 Benchmark land values adopted for greenfield sites (at £800,000 per net 
developable hectare) include a small headroom above local market 
evidence (paragraph 88 of Appendix 1 of [RBBC05]) and are significantly 
higher than values accepted in other CIL examinations in the South of 
England (see response to Matter 3 Issue 8). 

 
5.11 In summary, whilst site allocations are yet to be adopted, the Council’s 

approach to viability testing and the assumptions used, are considered to be 
robust and realistic. Local evidence and intelligence has been central to 
shaping the Council’s assumptions, and for key assumptions, flexibility has 
been incorporated which provides headroom as highlighted above. 
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6. How has the Council provided for a viability cushion or margin? Is this of an 
appropriate size to accord with the advice set out in the National Planning 
Practice Guidance? 
 
6.1 The Practice Guidance (Paragraph 019 25-019-20140612) advises that it is 

appropriate to ensure that a ‘buffer’ or margin is included to ensure that levy 
rates support development when economic circumstances adjust. 
 

6.2 In this regard, the Council has avoided setting rates at the margins of viability. 
The rates set have been informed by sensitivity testing of individual schemes 
to reasonable adverse adjustments in the local market (i.e. sales values/rental 
levels) or development costs (i.e. build costs). In the case of strategic 
greenfield residential developments, sensitivity to increased site specific 
infrastructure (section 106) costs and a reduction in the net developable area 
of a site were also tested (see paragraphs 5.8 to 5.11 and Tables 16 and 17 in 
the VAR [RBBC04]). 
 

6.3 Across the vast majority of development scenarios, the rates proposed are 
therefore a considerable margin below the maximum CIL levels which could be 
supported. The table in Annex 1 of this statement compares the maximum 
viable CIL levels identified through the VAR [set out in RBBC04 Tables 14, 17 
and 22] with the levy rates proposed in the DCS [RBBC01] and shows that: 
 

 For urban housing schemes outside of the town centre (i.e. Value Areas 2 
and 3 (Charging Zone 3), and Value Area 4 (Charging Zone 2)), a margin 
of 30% or more is provided in all but five of the scenarios tested. The 
average buffer provided on such schemes is 44%. 

 For large scale greenfield schemes, a buffer of between 27% and 30% is 
provided on all scenarios tested. 

 For convenience retail schemes, a buffer of over 50% is provided on all 
scenarios tested. 

 
6.4 These buffers vary reflecting the sensitivity of individual schemes to changes 

in the market and development costs. Nonetheless, in the majority of 
scenarios, a viability cushion of at least 30% is provided. In those scenarios 
that fall below this level, or where a negative buffer exists, there is still inherent 
flexibility in local policy through the ability to negotiate on affordable housing 
(see also the Council’s response to Matter 3 Issue 10).  
 

6.5 This is a considerable margin and is considered to accord with the advice set 
out in the Planning Practice Guidance (Paragraph 019 25-019-20140612) and 
support development if economic circumstances adjust. Viability cushions in 
the region of 30%, and even lower, have been considered appropriate in a 
number of CIL examinations including Waveney, where the examiner 
concluded that  
“The VS recommends that rates should be set within a range of 20 and 30% 
below the maximum viable rates…the draft Schedule has taken the mid point 
of this for residential development…The margins proposed are appropriate in 
ensuring that the Council avoided setting charges up to the margin of viability 
across the vast majority of sites in the area.” 
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7. Is the use of a discount figure of 10% below market values appropriate in 
calculating urban benchmark land values? 
 
7.1 The approach of discounting market values in order to determine urban 

benchmark land values is considered to be appropriate and robust. 
 

7.2 The concept that market value should be discounted is well established in 
industry guidance. RICS guidance on Viability in Planning (August 2012) 
states at paragraph 3.4.5 that “site value will be based on market value, which 
will be risk-adjusted, so it will normally be less than current market prices for 
development land” and further at paragraph 3.4.7 that “if these market prices 
are used…then account should be taken of any expectation of planning 
obligations that are embedded in the market price”.  
 

7.3 The Harman guidance on Viability testing local plans carries similar advice on 
page 29 that “Threshold Land Value needs to take account of the fact that 
future plan policy requirements will have an impact on land values…using a 
market value as the starting point carries the risk of building-in assumptions of 
current policy costs”. 
 

7.4 As discussed at 3.12 in the VAR [RBBC04] and at paragraphs 87 in the 
appendices to the VAR [RBBC05], many of the historic local transactions 
identified in our evidence have been on sites subject to policy costs which are 
markedly lower in terms of both affordable housing and infrastructure 
contributions than is the case now under the Core Strategy and emerging 
position with CIL. As such, a downwards adjustment is considered to be 
justified and consistent with the guidance highlighted above. 
 

7.5 The practice of discounting market values and transactional evidence to derive 
appropriate benchmark figures has also been accepted at a number of CIL 
examinations including the London Mayoral CIL, the Great Norwich 
Development Partnership (GNDP) and more recently Sandwell.  
 

7.6 In both the GNDP and Sandwell examinations, 25% was accepted as a 
reasonable discount. A more modest 10% has been used in the VAR in this 
case in order to provide additional headroom and flexibility. 
 

7.7 The benchmark land values are also shown to be reasonable and realistic 
when triangulated against analysis of land value estimates published by 
industry sources and the Department for Communities and Local Government 
(as set out in Tables A1-18 and A1-19 in the appendices to the VAR 
[RBBC05]). This provides further confidence that the approach taken has been 
both robust and appropriate. 
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8. How would a phasing policy such as that promoted by the Consortium 
impact on the funding of infrastructure within the Borough? What would its 
impact be on the financial viability of development? 
 
8.1 In principle, the Council recognises the role which instalments can play in 

easing developer cash flow and improving viability in the early stages of 
development, particularly on large, complex schemes where up-front costs 
may be high. This does however need to be weighed against ensuring that 
sufficient funds are available to provide supporting infrastructure in a timely 
fashion. 
 

8.2 As discussed in the Explanatory Document [RBBC08] (page 9), the Council 
sought views on a possible instalment/phasing policy during consultation on 
the Preliminary Draft Charging Schedule. This is set out below: 
 

 Amount less than £50k – 100% payable within 90 days of commencement 

 Above £50k but less than £200k – 50% payable within 90 days and 50% 
payable within 240 days 

 Above £200k but less than £500k – 25% payable within 90 days, 50% 
payable within 240 days and 25% payable within 480 days 

 Above £500k but less than £1 million – 25% payable within 90 days, 50% 
payable within 360 days and 25% payable within 720 days 

 Above £1m – as per £500k to £1million as a starting point but negotiation 
may be possible on a case by case basis. 

    
8.3 The Council intends to make a final decision on how instalments might 

operate locally alongside adoption of its Charging Schedule. This will take 
account of the views expressed by stakeholders, including the approach 
suggested by the Consortium (Rep 022). It is noted that the instalment 
approach suggested by the Council does not differ significantly from that 
suggested by the Consortium. 

 
9. Should the Council set out its approach to Discretionary and Exceptional 
Circumstances Relief within the Charging Schedule? 
 
9.1 It is not considered to be appropriate or necessary to set out the approach to 

Discretionary Relief and Exceptional Circumstances within the Charging 
Schedule. 
 

9.2 The procedure and notification requirements for the implementation of reliefs 
are clearly set out in the CIL Regulations (as amended) (Part 6). 
 

9.3 Incorporating the approach to be taken to reliefs within the Charging Schedule 
would restrict scope to change the approach to reliefs independently of the 
Charging Schedule since, once adopted, the Council is unable to amend the 
schedule without undertaking a full or partial review following the procedures 
for consultation and examination set out in the Regulations. 
 

9.4 However, by keeping relief separate from the Charging Schedule, the Council 
will be more able to flex its approach to, and implementation of, discretionary 
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and exceptional circumstances relief in order to respond quickly and 
effectively to changing local circumstances, development trends and 
conditions. In line with the Regulations, this would involve the relevant 
publicity. 
 

10. What percentage of development costs does CIL, as set out in the draft 
Charging Schedule, represent? 
 
10.1 The rates set out in the draft Charging Schedule represent a modest 

proportion of total development costs (TDC). 
 

10.2 The table in Appendix 2 illustrates – for each of the schemes tested in the 
VAR – what percentage of TDC the proposed CIL rate would represent.  
 

10.3 Whilst the percentage varies depending upon scheme and location, the 
analysis confirms that in all cases (residential, retirement and retail), the 
proposed rates represent 5% or less of the TDC of the scheme and for the 
most part significantly less: 
 

 Zone 1 residential charge (£20/sqm)  0.5%-0.6% of TDC 

 Zone 2 residential charge (£140/sqm)  1.5%-2.5% of TDC 

 Zone 3 residential charge (£80/sqm)  2.4%-3.9% of TDC 

 Zone 4 and Zone 5 residential charges (£180/sqm and £200/sqm)  4.5%-
5.0% of TDC 

 Convenience retail charge (£120/sqm)  3.0%-4.8% of TDC 
 

10.4 The burden of CIL is therefore small when viewed in the context of other 
development costs. Consequently, it is considered unlikely that CIL, at the 
rates proposed, will be a determining factor in the viability of individual 
schemes or the motivation of landowners to bring sites forward. 
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ANNEX 1: VIABILITY CUSHION 
 

Scheme 
Value 
area 

Maximum surplus 
available for CIL 

(per sqm) 

Proposed 
levy rate 

Margin 

1 unit 

2 £117 £80 32% 

3 £81 £80 1% 

4 £276 £140 49% 

3 unit 

2 £80 £80 0% 

3 £128 £80 38% 

4 £333 £140 58% 

7 unit 

2 £170 £80 53% 

3 £190 £80 58% 

4 £368 £140 62% 

10 flats 

1 -£3 £20 N/A 

2 £69 £80 -16% 

3 £100 £80 20% 

4 £266 £140 47% 

10 units 

2 £276 £80 71% 

3 £323 £80 75% 

4 £528 £140 73% 

14 units 

2 £151 £80 47% 

3 £181 £80 56% 

4 £369 £140 62% 

15 units 

2 £197 £80 59% 

3 £229 £80 65% 

4 £459 £140 69% 

20 flats 

1 -£28 £20 N/A 

2 £60 £80 -33% 

3 £86 £80 7% 

4 £289 £140 52% 

25 units 

2 £190 £80 58% 

3 £194 £80 59% 

4 £411 £140 66% 

50 flats 1 -£41 £20 N/A 

100 flats 1 -£97 £20 N/A 

Retirement  
(60 flats) 

1 £140 £80 43% 

2 £256 £140 45% 

Retirement 
(25 units)* 

1 £118 £80 32% 

2 £204 £140 31% 

Retirement 
(40 units)* 

1 £125 £80 36% 

2 £234 £140 40% 

Horley NW (1,510 units) 2 £256 £180 30% 

SUE (150 units) 2 £275 £200 27% 

SUE (300 units) 2 £280 £200 29% 

Convenience – small/“express” N/A £241 £120 50% 

Convenience – medium N/A £288 £120 58% 

Convenience – large N/A £259 £120 54% 

*See statement in response to Matter 3, Issue 11 which explains additional testing 
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ANNEX 2: CIL AS PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL DEVELOPMENT COSTS (TDC) 
 

Scheme 
Value 
area 

Proposed levy 
rate 

Total 
development 
costs (TDC) 

per sqm 

CIL as % of 
TDC 

1 unit 

2 £80 £3,363 2.4% 

3 £80 £3,599 2.2% 

4 £140 £3,864 3.6% 

3 unit 

2 £80 £3,400 2.4% 

3 £80 £3,552 2.3% 

4 £140 £3,807 3.7% 

7 unit 

2 £80 £3,310 2.4% 

3 £80 £3,490 2.3% 

4 £140 £3,772 3.7% 

10 flats 

1 £20 £3,101 0.6% 

2 £80 £3,181 2.5% 

3 £80 £3,332 2.4% 

4 £140 £3,589 3.9% 

10 units 

2 £80 £3,204 2.5% 

3 £80 £3,357 2.4% 

4 £140 £3,612 3.9% 

14 units 

2 £80 £3,329 2.4% 

3 £80 £3,499 2.3% 

4 £140 £3,771 3.7% 

15 units 

2 £80 £4,531 1.8% 

3 £80 £4,773 1.7% 

4 £140 £5,150 2.7% 

20 flats 

1 £20 £4,151 0.5% 

2 £80 £4,245 1.9% 

3 £80 £4,466 1.8% 

4 £140 £4,814 2.9% 

25 units 

2 £80 £4,309 1.9% 

3 £80 £4,565 1.8% 

4 £140 £4,928 2.8% 

50 flats 1 £20 £4,149 0.5% 

100 flats 1 £20 £4,072 0.5% 

Retirement 
(60 flats) 

1 £80 £4,457 1.8% 

2 £140 £4,755 2.9% 

Retirement 
(25 units)* 

1 £80 £5,191 1.5% 

2 £140 £5,540 2.5% 

Retirement 
(40 units)* 

1 £80 £4,912 1.6% 

2 £140 £5,276 2.7% 

Horley NW (1,510 units) 2 £180 £4,008 4.5% 

SUE (150 units) 2 £200 £3,998 5.0% 

SUE (300 units) 2 £200 £3,984 5.0% 

Convenience – small/“express” N/A £120 £2,513 4.8% 

Convenience – medium N/A £120 £3,886 3.1% 

Convenience – large N/A £120 £3,915 3.1% 

*See statement in response to Matter 3, Issue 11 which explains additional testing 

 


