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1.1The purpose of the Viability Stuiytoassess the impact of proposed policies in Baessetlaw

Local Plarno determine theappropriate balance between Affordable Housing delivery targets,
S106 contribution requirements an@ommunity Infrastructure_evy Charges, to ensure the
overall vialility of the Plan and deliverability of new development over the plan peribde study
considers policies that might affect the cost and value of development (e.g. Affordable Housing
and Design and Construction Standards) in addition to the potentat¢ommodate Community
Infrastructure Levy Charges. The area covered by the study iBdhsetlawDistrict Council
administrative area.

1.2 Para 34 othe National Planning Policy Framew@®21 requires that plans shouldet out
Affordable Housing anahfrastructure contributiongxpected from development but ensure that
the level of these contributions does not undermine deliverability of developmfemassessment

of the costs and values of each category of development is therefore required to conbielérer

they will yield competitive returns to a willing land owner and willing developer thus enabling the
identified development to proceed.

1.3 The study includespecificassessment of the ability of different categories of development
within the Loal Plan area to makaffordable Housing anhfrastructure contributions havirg

taken account of the cost impacts klevantplanningpolicies) If there is any additional return
beyond these reasonable allowances then this is the margin available to make CIL contributions.
This information is provided to enable the Council to make informed decisions on the scope for
review of its existingAffordable Housing and S106 contribution policies andGsnmunity
Infrastructure Levy Charging Schedule

1.4The viability assessment comprises a number of key stages as outlined below:

EVIDENCE BASEAND& PROPERTY VALUANTETUDY

1.5 Collation of an areavide evidence base of land and property values for both residential and
commercial property

EVIDENCE BASEONSRUCTION COST STUDY

1.6 Collation of an areavide evidence base of construction costs for both residential and
commercial property




IDENTIFICATION OBSIARKETS

1.7 Sub market identification informed by the valuation evidence gathered at stage one above,
Large differences in values across a study area indicate the need to define independent sub areas
for viability testing purposes and in turn these will inform tpetential review of the existing
charging zones for Community Infrastructure Levy Purposes.

POLICY IMPACT ASSEDT

1.8 Identification of the policies within the plan, which will have a direct impacthencosts of
development and hence the viability of development. Typical policy impacts incftateable
housing requirements ansustainable constructiorequirements

VIABILITY APPRAISAL

1.9 Viability assessment for both residential and commercial development scenarios based on a
series of typologies which reflect the development likely to emerge over the plan period. The
assessments are conducted for both greenfield and brownfield developaeeritis recognised

this can result in significant difference in viability.

RESULTS

1.10The viability results for both residential and commercial development typologies have been
summarised below. The figures represent the margin of viability pearequetre taking account

of all development values and costs, plan policy impact costs and having made allowance for a
competitive return to the landowner and developer. In essence a positive margin confirms whole
plan viability the level of margin inditas the potential for additional CIL charges
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1.11 The assessments of residential land and property values indicated that there neére
significant differences in value across th@istrict or the existence of sulmarkets for new
residential or commercial development that woutéquire application of differential value
assumptiondn the viability appraisabr the continued operation of a differential CIL charging
schedule with distinct charging zones

1.12A series of plicy combination tests was undertaken at differing Affordable Housing delivery
levels of 109430% with alternative levels of S106 contributibtom £1750- £6000 perdwelling.
From these results (set out at Section 5) an optimum combination of policy lasdbutions

was assessed as follows :




Affordable Housing20%on Brownfield Land25% on Greenfield Land
S106 Contribution per dwelling300
Biodiversity Net Gain £500 per dwelling

The following tableillustrate the viability margin for thedifferent residential typologies for
greenfield and brownfield developmebased orthe above developer contribution combination

A positive margin indicates the combination of Affordable Housing and S106 contribution are
viable and deliverable, The levdlgmsitive margin provides a guide to the potential for additional
contributions, for instance through a Community Infrastructure Levy.

Base Land

Value/Affordable Housing|  Urban 250 Urban 100 Urban 30 Rural 15 Avartments
Target Dwellings Dwellings Dwellings Dwellings P
Greenfield 30% Aff Hsg £94 £92 £83 £97 -£829
Brownfield 20% Aff Hsg £40 £38 £32 £45 -£852

1.13The testing showed thaBassetlawDistrictLocal Plan Policies av@ablefor most forms of
housing developmentAll tests indicated that new build apartment development may be difficult
to deliver based on curremtalues and construction costgthout some form of external subsidy

1.14 The testing demonstrated significant differences between the viability of brownfield and

greenfield sites with opportunity to operate differential affordable housing @rfdastructure
contributions policies based on the existing greenfield or brosldfuse of land.

1.15The initial assessment of commercial land and property values indicate that there are no
significant differences in values to justify differential subrkets based on assumptions or
differential CIL chaigg zones. The commercial category viability results are sebelatwv but
demonstrate that only food retail developmergconsidered viable ithe context ofbeing able

to accommodate CIL




General Zone
Charging Zone/Base Lan

Value Greenfield

Brownfield

Industrial(B1b Blc B2 BS)‘ -£382 -£475
Office(Bla) ‘ -£1,343 -£1,380
Hotel(C1) ‘ -£387 -£426
Residentialnstitution (C2) £1.144 -£1,168
Community(D1) ‘ -£2,900 -£2,933
 tewrery RS 2576
Agricultural -£812
Sui Generig Car Sales £1.025 -£1,069

Sui Generig Vehicle Repm{ £1.447

General Retaih1-A5

Food Supermarket Retail 4

1.161t can be seen that only food supermarket retail, with CIL potential ratel®6-£265 per
square metre, dependent on existing land use prosidsignificant enoughmargin tomaintain
CIL charges.lt is therefore recommended othe existing evidence, thadnly Class Al food
supermarketretail shouldbe charged Cland that all other norresidential categories be zero
rated.

1.17 It should be stressed that whilst the generic appraisals showed that most forms of
commercial and employment development are not viable based on the test assumptions, this

does not mean that this type of development is not deliverable. For consistentyfafuR S @S f 2 LIS NI &
profit allowance was included in all the commercial appraisals. In reality many employment
developments are undertaken direct by the operators. If the development profit allowance is

removed from the calculations, then much employment depebent would be viable and

deliverable. In addition, it is common practice in mixed use schemes for the viable residential

element of a development to be used to cross subsidise the delivery of the commercial
component of a scheme.




1.18 The following strategic sites were assessed to determihevduld be economically viable
to impose CIL charges beyond the site specific S106 infrastructure contributions.

1. Peaks Hill Farm, Worksop

2. Ordsall South, Retford

3. TrinityFarm, Retford

4. Former Manton Primary School, Worksop
5. Fairygrove, Retford

1.19 Thestudy demonstrates that most of the development proposed by the Local Plan is viable
and deliverable taking account of the cost impacts of the policies proposed by the plan and the
requirements for viability assessment set out in the NRBBject to diffeential Affordable
Housing policy targets tested in the study is further considered that significant additional
margin exists, beyond a reasonable return to the landowner and developer to accommodate CIL
chargegdependent on the level of Affordable Hsing and S106 contribution required by the Plan

1.20 The results of the contribution combination test at :

Affordable Housing20%on Brownfield Land25% on Greenfield Land
S106 Contribution per dwelling £80
Biodiversity Net Gain £500 per dwelling

demonstrate that the differential Affordable Housing policy proposed in tandem with t&3
per dwelling S106 contribution would be viable and deliverable waigignificant additional
viability margin to accommodate CIL charges.

1.21 Allowing for aroad viability buffer of 30% and based on the above viability test, the
following CIL charging rates are recommethde

Residential CIL
Districtwide ‘

Strategic Sites§Defined Sites)

Districtwide
Other Residential Sites £20sgm




1.221t is recommended that a single zone approach is taken to setting commercial CIL rates. The
viability assessment results indicate that all retail commercial uses should be zero ratids
recommended basedon the existing evidence, thatnly Food 8permarket retail couldbe
charged Cliwvith all other nonresidential categories being zero rated.

Non-Residential CIL ‘
Districtwide ‘

All Nonresidential uses
(excepting Food Supermarket | £0sgm
Retail)

Districtwide _
Food Supermarket Retail £100sgm

1.23The study is a strategic assessment of whole plan viability and as such is not intended to
represent a detailed viability assessment of every individual site. The study applies the general
assumptions in terms of affordablhousing,planning policy cosimpacts and identified site
mitigation factors based on generic allowances. It is anticipated that more detailed mitigation
costs and viability information may be required at planning application stage to determine the
appropriate leel of affordable housing and planning obligation contributions where viability
issues are raised. The purpose of the study is to determine whether the development strategy
proposed by the Plan is deliverable given the policy cost impacts of the Plarswiittient
additional viability margin for CIL.

1.241n conclusion, the assessment of all proposed residential sites in Bassetlaw District has been
undertaken with due regard to the requirements of the NPPF and the best practice advice
contained in Natioal Planning Practice Guidance. It is considered that all sites are broadly viable
across the entire plan period, taking account of all policy impacts of the Local Plan as well as the
continued operation of CIL in the District provided the revised Affosl&tilusing policies are
adopted.

1.251t should be notedhat this study should be seen as a strategic overview of plan level viability
rather than as any specific interpretation of Bassetlaw District Council policy on the viability of
any individual site or application of planning policy to affordable houd@ig, or developer
contributions. Similarly the conclusions and recommendations in the report do not necessarily
reflect the views of Bassetlaw District Council




2.1 The purpose of the study is to assess the overall viability oB#ssetlavDistrictLocal Plan
and toreview the viability ofdL chargedy assessing theconomicviability of development
beingpromoted bythe Plan.

2.2 In order to provide a robust sassment, the study uses generic development typologies to
consider the cost and value impactstbé proposed plampolicies and determine whether any
additional viability margin exists to accommodate a Community Infrastructure Lewy.
development viabity assessments take account of policiesthe plan, affordable housing
requirements,mandatory requirements to be introduced during the Plan period sucthas
National Housing Standards and Sustainable Construction requirerteedétermine whether

the proposed plan policies including Clare viable andwill not hinder the delivery of
developmentin the plan period.

C YR wStSglIyua

2.3 The National Planning Policy Framework2PGnaintains the importance of viability
assessment in considering appropriate Development Plan policy. Para 34 states :

Gt flya aK2dAZ R aSiG 2dzi G0KS O2yiNRodziazya SELISOGS
out the levels and types of affordable using 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 theplan.

2.4 In tandem with the launch of the revised NPPF, the Government published new Planning
t N]) OGAOS DdzARFYOS 2y +AFOoAtAGE AYy WdzZ & Hamyd 2
guidance states:

How should plan makers set policy requirements fontributions from development?

oPlans 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 eduaat, health, transport, flood and water management, green and
digital infrastructure).




These policy requirements should be infornsgdevidence 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 (C) 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.riDifeafgirements

may be set for different types of site or types of development.

How should plan makers and site promoters ensure that policy requirements for contributions
from development are deliverable?

The role for viability assessment is primartiyhe plan making stage. Viability assessment should
not compromise sustainable development but should be used to ensure that policies are realistic,
and that the total cumulative cost of all relevant policies will not undermine deliverability of the
plan.

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, amders, and infrastructure and
affordable housing providers.

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, without the need for further viability assessment at the decision
making stage.

It is the responsibility of site promoters to engage in plan making, take into account any costs
including their own profit expectations and sskand ensure that proposals for development are
policy compliant. The price paid for land is not a relevant justification for failing to accord with
relevant policies in the plah.

Should every site be assessed for viability in plan making?

Assessing i viability of plans does not require individual testing of every site or assurance that
individual sites are viable. Plan makers can use site typologies to determine viability at the plan
making stage. Assessment of samples of sites may be helpful torswgyidence. In some
circumstances more detailed assessment may be necessary for particular areas or key sites on
which the delivery of the plan relies.

What is meant by a typology approach to viability?

A typology approach is where sites are grouped by shared characteristics such as location, whether
brownfield or greenfield, size of site and current and proposed use or type of development.




The characteristics used to group sites should reflect the @atusites and type of development
proposed for allocation in the plan.

Average costs and values can be used to make assumptions about how the viability of each type
of site would be affected by all relevant policies. Comparing data from existing cagsigtsavill

help ensure assumptions of costs and values are realistic and broadly accurate. In using market
evidence it is important to disregard outliers. Information from other evidence informing the plan
(such as Strategic Housing Land Availabilitegg®sents) can help inform viability assessment.

Why should strategic sites be assessed for viability in plan making?

It is important to consider the specific circumstances of strategic sites. Plan makers can undertake
site specific viability assessment Bites that are critical to delivering the strategic priorities of

the plan. This could include, for example, large sites, sites that provide a significant proportion of
planned supply, sites that enable or unlock other development sites or sites wiitbrity p
regeneration areas. Information from other evidence informing the plan (such as Strategic
Housing Land Availability Assessments) can help inform viability assessment for strategic sites.

2.5 The NPPF remains the primary Statutory advice on consgleiability issues in planning

supported by specific guidance in the National Planning Practice Guidance on Vidbiiguer

there aretwo nonstatutory guidance notethat still have some relevance The Local Housing
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policy viability assessment and may be regardetha more relevant guidance. However there is
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lot of relevant advice, albeit that the greater focus is on site specific appraisal at development
management stge.
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be assessed, recognising that any assessment should be seen as providing high level assurance

that policies can be delivered in awtdnat is compatible with overall economic viability and should

not be seen as any guarantee that every development in the plan period will be viable. The

guidance recommends that viability assessment should form part of the Local Plan evidence base

and besubjected to test, challenge and debate at Examination.

28¢KS wL/ { 3IdzARS WCAYlFYOALET Al oAftAGE Ay tilyy
appraisal in planning beyond assisting in plan making and policy assessmeaftofegble

housing contributions, planning obligation contributions and triggers, enabling development

appraisal, heritage asset appraisal). The guiding principles of viability appraisal are the same as

those outline in VTLP, in particular, both agree thaesidual viability appraisal model is the most

appropriate means of assessment. Whilst much of the guidance is more relevant to site specific

appraisal it does include some relevant advice to Local Plan viability assessment.




The Process

There are a number of key stages to Viability Assessment which may be set out as follows

1) Evidence BaselLand & Property Valuation Study

3.1Establish an area wide evidencesbeof land and property values for development in each
sub-market area. The evidence base relies on the area wide valuation study undertaken by Heb
Surveyors iApril 2022.

2) Evidence Base Construction Cost Study

3.2 Establish an area wide evidence basearistruction costgor each category of development
relevant to the local areal' he study will also indicate construction rates for professional fees,
warranties, statutory fees and construction contingencies. Theeswe base relies on the
Construction Cost Sty by Gleedsindertaken inApril 2022.

3) Identification of Sub Market Areas

3.3 The Heb Valuation Evidence considered the existence of potentiahaukets within the
study area which mighinform the application of differential value assumptions in the Whole
Plan testing or inform the creation dffferential Charging Zones as part of fr@gression of a
revisedCommunity Infrastructure Lev@harging Schedule

4) Policy Impact Assessment

3.4 The study will establish the policies proposed by the plan that have a direct impact on the
cost of development and apportion appropriate allowances based on advice from cost
consultants, Gleeds, to be factored in the viability assessment. Tymioatlimpacts will include
sustainable construction requirementsased on National Housing Standamisd BREEAM
standarc.

@CS




5) Viability Appraisak Whole Plan Assessment & Generic CIL Tests

3.5 The study employs a bespoke model to assess Local Plan viability in aceowdth best
practice guidance The initial generic tests will be based on a series of development typologies
to reflect the type of development likely to emerge over the planigd. The purpose of these
tests is twafold ¢ it will firstly assess cumulative impact of the policies proposed by the plan to
determine whether the overall development strategy is deliverable. Secondly the model will
identify the level of additional nrgin, beyond a reasonable return for the landowner and
developer, which may be availakil® accommodateCiLcharges
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9 |j dzI Ok @ng §d® of the equation is the development valaethe sales value whichill be

determined by the market at any particular timEhe variable element of the valueriesidential

development appraisal wilbe determined by the mportion and mix of affordable housing

applied to the scheme. Appropriate discounts for the relévgpe of affordable housing will need

to factored into this part of the appraisal.

380nthe oK SNJ aARS 2F (GKS Sljdz dA2ys (KS RS@®St2LISyi
construction, fees, finance and developers profit. Developers profit iallysfiixed as a minimum

% return on gross development value generally set by the lending institution at the time. The
flexibleelements are the cost of land and the amount of developer contribution (CIL and Planning
Obligations) sought by the Local Authyri

3.9 Economic viabilitys assessedsing an industry standaf@esiduaModelapproach. The wdel
subtracts theLand Value and th&ixed @velopmentCosts from theDevelopmentValueto
determine theviability or otherwise of the development and any additioradrgin available for
CIL.




it Mogel

3.10 The NCS model is based on standard development appraisal methodology, comparing
development value to development cost. Thaodel factors in a reasonable return for the
landowner with the established threshold value, a reasonable profit return to the developer and
the assessed cost impacts of proposed planning policies to determine if there is a positive or
negative residual aput. Provided the margin is positive (ie Zero or above) then the development
being assessed is deemed viable. The principles of the model are illustrated below.

[ YR %I f dzS
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Assumptions/CIL (Bategic Site Testing Only)
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3.11 The model will calculate the gross margin available for developer contributions. The
maximumrate of CIL that could be levied without rendering the development economically
unviable is calculated by dividing the gross margin by the floorspattee afevelopment being
assessed.

3.12 It is important to note that the model applies % proportions and further % tenure splits to
the housing scenaria® reflect affordable housing discountghich will generate fractional unit
numbers. The model automatically rounds to the nearest whole nunamel therefore some
results appear to attribute value proportions to houses which do not register in the appraisal. The
fractional distribution of affordable housing discounts is considered to represent the most
accurate illustration of the impact of affdable housing policy on viability




3.13 It is generally accepted that developer contributions (Affordable Housing, CIL and 8ill06)
be extracted from the residual land valuee(ithe margin between development value and
development cost including a reasonable allowance for developers prdfithin this gross
residual value will be hase land valuéi.e. the minimum amount a landowner will accept to
release a site) andr@maining margin for contributions.

Stage I¢ Residual Valuation

Gross Residual
Value

|| For Land Purchase
& Developer
Contributions

3.14 The approach to assessing the land element of the gross residual value is therefkey the
to the robustness of anyiability appraisalThereis no single method oéstablishinghreshold
land values fothe purpose of viability ssessmenin planningbut the NPPF and emerging best
practice guidance does provide a clear steer on the appropriate approach.

Stage 2; Establishing Base Land Value

Base Land Margin For
Gross Value -
Residual - Minimum o Developer
Value o o Contributions

Which Landowner

Will Sell
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3.15 The above diagram illustrates the principles involved in establishing a robust benchmark for
land value. Land will have an existing use value (EUV) based on its market value. This is generally
established by comparable evidence of the tyjfiédand being assessed.geagricultural value for
greenfield sites or perhaps industrial value for brownfield sites may be regarded as reasonable
existing use value starting points and may be easily established from comparable market
evidence)

3.16 The Gross Residual Value of the land for an alternative use (e.g residential use) represents
the differencebetween development value and development cost after a reasonable allowance
for development profit, assuming planning permission has been grantezlgross residual value

does not make allowance for the impact of development plan policies on development cost and
therefore represents the maximum potential value of land that landowners may aspire to.

3.17 In order to establish a benchmark land valaethe purpose of CIL viability appraisal, it must

be recognised that Local Authorities will have a reasonable expectation that, in granting planning
permission, the resultant development will yield contributions towards infrastructure and
affordable houg. The cost of these contributions will increase the development cost and
therefore reduce the residual value available to pay for the land.

3.18 The appropriate benchmark value will therefore lie somewhere between existing use value
and gross residualalue based on alternative planning permission. This will of course vary
significantly dependent on the categooy development being assessed.




3.19The key part of this process is establishing the point on this scale that balances a reasonable
return to the landowner beyond existing use value and a reasonable margin to allow for
infrastructure and affordable housing contributions to the Local Authority.

Benchmarkingand Threshold Land ValuBuidance

3.20 Benchmarkings an approach whicllomes Englandefer to inWLy @Sad YSyd FyR t f I
Obligations: Responding to the2 ¢ y i dzNgliQebtat@sKaivi@ble development will support

aresidual land value atf S@St &adzZFFAOASYy (f & | oEWPordiédtva A G SQa S
use value (AUV) wupport a land acquisition pri@eceptable to the landownér ®

3.21 In 2012 the originaNPPF recognisighat, in assessing viability, unless a realistic return is
allowed to a landowner to incentivise release of land, development sites are not goiog to
released and growth will be stifle&ollowing this the.ocal Housing Delivery Group (comprising,

inter alia, the Local Government Association, the Homes and Communities Agency and the House
Builders Federation) launcheéd+ A | 6 A £ A (& ¢ Skich pryvisled [pracidesilvice if | y & Q
establishing benchmark thresholds at which landowners will release lagthted :

oAnother key feature of a model and its assumptions that requires early discussibe ti# Threshold
Land Valuethat is used todetermine the viability of a type of sit@his Threshold Land Value should
represent the value at which a typical wiitandowner is likely to release land for development, before
payment of taxes (suchs capital gains tax)

Different approaches tohfeshold Land Value are currently used within mgdetluding consideration of:

w [/ dZNNBy (G dzasS @l tdzS 6AGK 2N gAGK2dzi | LINBYAdzy o
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wComparison with other similar sites (market value).

We recommend that the Threshold Land Value is based on a premium over csgermtiues and credible
alternative use valued he precise figure that should be used as an appropriate premium abovetaiseen
value should be determined locally. But it is important that there is evidiiatét represents a sufficient
premium to persuade landowners to sell

3.22 In July2018 the Government publisheguidance on best practice in viability assessment
(Planning Practice Guidance for Viability)This guidance essentially reflected principles
established by the Harman Report and RICS Financial Viability in Planning. With respect to land
value benchmarkinthe draft guidance stated the following :

Gl 2¢ aK2dzZ R fFyR @FtdzS 6S RSTAYSR FT2NJ GKS LlzN1}2&asS 27

To define land value for any viability assessment, a benchmark land value should be calculated on the basis
of the existing use value (EUM)the land, plus a premium for the landowner.




The premium for the landowner should reflect the minimum price at which it is“considered a rational
landowner would be willing to sell their land. This approachisd@iénf { SR WO9EAAGAY 3 | asS I fd

In order to establish benchmark land value, plan makers, landowners, developers, infrastructure and
affordable housing providers should engage with and provide robust and open evidence to inform this
process.

In allcases, benchmark land value should:

9 fully reflect the total cost of all relevant policy requirements including planning
obligations and, where applicable, any Community Infrastructuredberge;

fully reflect the total cost of abnormal costste-specific infrastructure costs; and
professional sitéees;

9 allow for a premium to landowners (including equity resulting from those building their
own homes)and
i be informed by comparable market evidence of current uses, costs and values wherever

possible. Where recent market transactions are used to inform assessment of benchmark
land value there should be evidence that these transactions were based on policy compliant
development. This is so that previous prices based ofpalicy compliant develapents

are not used to inflate values ovime.

What is meant by existing use value in viability assessment?

Existing use value (EUV) is the first component of calculating a benchmark land value. EUV is the value of
the land in its existing use togetheith the right to implement any development for which there are

extant planning consents, including realistic deemed consents, but without regard to other possible uses
that require planning consent, technical consent or unrealistic permitted developEsting use value

is not the price paid and should disregard hope value. Existing use values will vary depending on the type
of site and development types.

How should Existing Use Value be established for viability assessment?

Existing use value (EUNgJ the purpose of assessing the viability of plans should be determined by
plan makers in consultation with developers and landowners.

When undertaking any viability assessment EUV can be establbighestessing the value of the

specific site or type of site using published sources of information such as agricultural or industrial land

values, or if appropriate capitalised rental levels at an appropriate yield. Sources of data can include

(but are notlimited to): land registry records of transactions; real estate licensed software packages;

real estate market reports; real estate research; estate agent websites; property auction results;

G tdzZ GA2Yy 2FFAOS | 3SyOeT LadtyheldévidanBeOl 2 NJ S& G G Sk LINR LIS NI

Determining the existing use value of the land should be based on the assumption that no future planning
consents will be obtained, but including the value of any cons




How should the premium to the landowner be defined for viabilagsessment?

An appropriate premium to the landowner abomésting use value (EUsHould be determined
by plan makers in consultation with developers and landowners for the purpose of assessing the
viability of plans.

Whenundertaking any viability assessment, an appropriate minimum premium to the landowner can
be established by looking at data from comparable sites of the same site type that have recently been
granted planning consent in accordance with relevant polictes.EIUV of those comparable sites

should then be established.

The price paid for those comparable sites should then be established, having regard to outliers in
market transactions, the quality of land, expectations of local landowners and differentaliés.sc
This evidence of the price paid on top of existing use value should then be used to inform a
judgement on an appropriate minimum premium to the landowner.

Proposed development that accords with all the relevant policies in #&n-date plan should & assumed

to be viable, without need for adjustment to benchmark land values established in the plan making
viability assessment. Where a viability assessment does accompany a planning application the price paid
for land is not relevant justification foaifing to accord with relevant policies in the plan.

to LandalueBenchmarkingd ¢ K NXE

3.23NCS has given careful consideration to how the Threshold Land Valtlee(premium over
existing use value) should be establishedhe light of both the existing and proposed guidance
set out above

3.24 We first adopt an appropriate benchmark for either greenfield or brownfield existing use
value dependent on the typefasite being assessed. These benchmarks are obtained from
comparable market evidence of land sales for the relevant land use in the local area.

3.25 In determining the appropriate premium to the landowner above existing use value in the
WOEAAGAPBIt § 88 Q+ |HaktbbBcludd that ailépting a fixed % over existing value
is inappropriate because the premium is tied solely to existing valvaich will often be very

low - rather than balancing the reasonable return aspirations of the landowmpursue a return
based on alternative use as required by the NARHdowners are generally aware of what their
land is worth with the benefit of planning permission. Therefore a fixed % uplift over existing use
value will not generally be reflective ofarket conditions and may not be a realistic method of
establishing threshold land value.

3.26 We believe that the uplift in value resulting from planning permission should effectively be
shared between the landownégas a reasonable return to incenseithe release of land) and the
Local Authority (as a margin to enable infrastructure and affordable housing contributions). The




% share of the uplift will vary dependent on the particular approach of each Authority but based

on our experience the landownavill expect a minimum of 50% of the uplift in order for sites to

be released. Generally, if a landowner believes the Local Authority is gaining greater benefit than

he is unlikely to release the site and will wait for a change in planning policy. Wefdter

consider that a 50:50 split is a reasonable benchmark and will generate base land values that are
FIAN (2 020K fFryR28ySNAE YR GKS [20Ff ! dziK2NRG @
after the methodology adopted by the Inspector to establbenchmark land value in 2013 in an

affordable housin@ppealc ref. APP/X0360/A/12/2179141)

The Threshold Land Value is established as follows :

Existing Use Value + % Share Of Uplift from Planning Permission = Threshold Land Value
EUV + Premium to Landowner = Benchmark

3.27 The resultant threshold values are then checked against market comparable evidence of land

GNI yal OlAazya Ay GKS ! dzi Ki@eNduré they are realsiitve beli@ve 2 dzNJ I £ o
this is a robust approactvhich is demonstrably fair to landowners and more importantly an

approach which has been accepted at &itd Local Plakxaminatios we have undertaken

Worked Example of EUV+ lllustraig Fixedo over Existing Uses % Share of Uplift

3.28 A landowner owns a 1 Hectare field at the edge of a settlement. The land is proposed to be

allocated for residential development. Agricultural value is £20,000 per Ha. The Gross Residual
Value of thdand with residential planning permission is £1,000,000. Land sales in the area range

from £400,000 per Ha to £1 Million per Ha. For the purposes of viability assessment what should
this Greenfield site be valued at?

Using a fixed 20% over EUV thedlavould be valued at £24,000 (£20,000 + 20%)
Using % Share of Uplift in Value the land would be valued at £510,000 (£20,000 + 50% of the uplift

between £20,000 and £1,000,000)ealising a market return for the landowner but reserving a
substantial propation of the uplift for infrastructure contribution.

In our view the % share of uplift method is more realistic to market circumstances than the
application of a fixed premium over EUV.




Gross Residual Existing Use
Value of Land Value of Land

Based on [ | —

Plannin (Cased oiComparable L

o g Evidence Assuming no
Permission for alternative planning
Alternative Use permission)
50% To Existing Use  mm

1 Landowner + -
/\ Value

B

3.29 Whilst comparable evidence of policy compliant local land sales with planning permission is
useful as a sense check, in our view it is difficult to find two sites that are directly comparable in
view of the various factors that will influence the purchasiee of land including precise location,
abnormal site development cost, lower build cost rates enjoyed by volume housebuilders and the
particular business decision of the purchaser.

3.30 The alternative method at the other end of the scale, followihg part of the guidance

which statesW6 SY OKY I N] fFyR @I ftdz2S &aK2dzZ R FdzZ & NBFE SC
requirements including planning obligations and, where applicable, any Community Infrastructure

LevyO K I NuBid®e to calculate the tal costof all policy targets of the LPA first and determine

what is left for the landowner and provided this margin offered some level of premium over EUV,

accept it as a benchmark. In effect this would guarantee a positive viability result in evancimst

Fa y2 FdGaSYLWh Aa YFRS (2 FANRG SadloftAakK WiKS YA

3.31 We believe the purpose of viability appraisal and indeed the intention of the guidance is to
ensure the total costs of policy compliance still ie@nough room for the developer to make a
sensible profit and for the landowner to achieve a reasonable return to induce him to sell.

3.32Since developer contributions must be extracted from the uplift in land value resulting from

planning permission,nless some attempt is made to create a benchmark land value that reflects

GKA& WNBlFazyrotS NBGANYyQ G2 (GKS fIyR2yYSNI 0ST2NJ
then the appraisalwould serve no purposéNe consider the EUV + % Uplift method represents a




balanced approach between the alternatives outlined above that is fair and reasonable and relies

more precisely on the specific development cost and value of the site being assessed.

3.33In order to represent the likely range of benchmark scenarios that might emerge in the plan
period for the appraisal it will be necessary to taiernativethreshold land value scenarios. A
greenfield scenario witlepresent the best case for CIL as it represents the highest uplift in value
resulting from planning permission. The greenfield existing use is based on agricultural value

3.34 The median brownfield position recognises that existing commercial sites will have an
established value. The existing use value is based on a low value brownfield use (indukgial).
viability testing firstly assesses the gross residual value (the maxipaiential value of land
based on total development value less development cost with no allowance for affordable
housing, setion 106 contributions or planning policy cost impacts). This is then used to apportion
the share of the ptential uplift in valueto the geenfield and brownfield benchmark%his is
considered to represerd reasonablescope of land value scenarios in that change from a high
value use (@. retail) to a low value use (e.igdustrial) is unlikely

3.35 Actual market evidence withot always be available fall categories of development. In
these circumstancethe valuation team make Bsoned assumptions.

Residential

Benchmark 1 Greenfield
Benchmark 2 Brownfield

Commercial

Benchmark 1 Greenfield
Benchmark 2 Brownfield

Agricultural¢ Residential (Maximumao@tribution Rotential)
Industrial¢ Residential

Agriculturalg Proposed Use (Maximuno@tribution Potential)
Industrial¢ Proposed Use




3.36 The viability study assumes that affordable housing land has limited value as development
costs form a very high proportion of the ultimate discounted sale value of the praperty

GrossResiduaValue Gross Residu&alue Gross Residuaalue
Benchmark Value

Benchmark Value
Maximum Value
With No
Benchmark Value Apportionment
Of Uplift
Landowner Margin
Landower Margin
Existing Use Value
Existing Use Value
Greenfield Brownfield Residual

3.37 The above diagram illustrates the concept of Benchmark Land Value. The level of existing use
value forthe three benchmarks is illustted by the green shading. The uplift in value from existing
use value tgoroposeduse values illustrated by thepurple and gold shading. The gold shading
represents the proportion of the uplift allowed to the landowner for profit. Ttheple shading
represents the allowance of the uplift for developer contributions to the Local Authority. The
ResidualValue assumesmaximum value with planning permission with no allowance for planning
policy cost impacts. This benchmark is used sdtelgenerate the bravnfield and geenfield
threshold values.




4.11n order to ensure thathe study is sufficiently comprehensive to inform a Differential Rate
CIL systensll categories of development in the Use Classes Quidibe consideredincluding a
relevant sampl®f Sui Generis usée reflect typical developments ithhe BassetlavwDistrictLocal
plan areaas follows -

Residential- Based on varying residential development scenarios and factoring in the affordable
housing requirements dhe Authority. Land values are assessed based on house type plots. Sales
values are assessed on per sqm rates.

Commercial- The following categorieare consideredLand Valueand Gross Development
Values are assessed on sgm basis.

Industry

Offices
FoodSupermarkeRetail
General Retalil

Hotels

Residential Institutions
Institutional and Community
Leisure

Agricultural

Sui Generis Vehicle Sales
Sui Generig Car Repairs

nd Potential Charging Zone

4.2 TheHebvaluation study considered evidence of residential land and property values across
BassetlavDistrictand concluded that there weneot sufficient distinctions between sales prices

to warrant differential value assumptions being made in the Whole Plan Viability Assessment and
that a single zone approach should be taken to CIL going forwards.

4.3 Similarly, he vaiations in commercial values were not considered significant enough across
the Districtto justify the application of differential assumptions based on-mdrket areas or to
indicate a differential charging zone approach to CIL.

4.4 A series ofresidential viability testhave been undertaken, reflecting affordable housing
deliverybased on the minimum standard prescribed by evernment a5%First Homesnd
including Low Cost Home Ownership and Affordable Rent prodtaking account ofthe




affordable tenure mixwith a differential approach adopted dependent ewisting greenfield or
brownfield land useThe following etract from agenericsampleresidential viability appraisal
model illustrateshow affordable housings factored into the residentialaluation assessment.
The relevant variables (@ unit numbers, types, sizes, affordable proportion, tenure mix)ete
inputted into the appropriate cells. The model will then calculate the overall value of the

development taking account of the relevant affordable unit discounts.

DEVELOPMENT SCENARIO
BASE LAND VALUE SCENARI
DEVELOPMENT LOCATION
DEVELOPMENT DETAILS

Affordable Proportion
Affordable Mix

Mixed Residential Development

Greenfield to Residential

Urban Zone 1

30%

30%

Development Floorspace

Development Value
Market Houses
7  Apartments
14 2 bed houses
28 3Bed houses
14 4 bed houses
7 5 bed house

Intermediate Houses
3  Apartments
5 2 Bed house
2 3 BedHouse

Social Rent Houses
4 Apartments
6 2 Bed house
2 3 Bed House

65

70

88
115
140

65
70
88

65
70
88

Affordable Rent Houses  50% |

3 Apartments

5 2 Bed house

2 3 Bed House
100 Total Units
Development Value

It is important to note that the model applies % proportions and further % tenure splits to the housing scenarios which will

65
70
88

100

Total Units

30 Affordable Units

Intermediate Social Rent Affordable Rent

2,163 sqgm Affordable Housing

6489 sgm Market Housing

sgm
sgm
sgm
sgm
sgm

Market Value
Sm
Sm
Sm

Market Value
sgqm
sgm
sgqm

Market Value
sgm
sgqm
sgqm

2000

2200

2200

2200

2200

1200
1320
1320

800
880
880

1000
1100
1100

£ per sqgm
£ per sqgm
£ per sqgm
£ per sqgm
£ per sqm

£ per sqgm
£ per sqm
£ per sqm

£ per sqm
£ per sqm
£ per sqm

£ per sqm
£ per sqm
£ per sqm

Apartments

10

2 bed houses

20

3 Bed houses|

40

4 bed houses

20

5 bed house

10

£910,000
£2,156,000
£5,420,800
£3,542,000
£2,156,000

£210,600
£415,800
£209,088

£187,200
£369,600
£185,856

£175,500
£346,500
£174,240

£16,459,184

generate fractional unit numbers. The model automatically rounds to the nearest whole humber and thexefioeaesults

appear to attribute value proportions to houses which do not register in the appraisal.
affordable housing discounts is considered to represent the most accurate illustration of the impact of affordable housing
policy on viability

The fractional distribution of

4.5 The following Affordable Housing Assumptions have been agi@ethe purpose of the
residential viability appraisal3he transfer values in terms &b of open market valuare set out
for each tenure typeThe transfer valuequates to the assumed price paid by the registered
housing provider to the developer and is assessed as a discounted proportion of the open market
value of the property in relation to the type (tenure) of affordable housing.

@CS




Affordable Housing Delivery  Proportion % Tenure Mix %
Low Cost Home Low Cost Home Affordable
Ownership Ownership Rent
Aff Housing Option A 10% 25% 25% 50%
Aff Housing Option B 20% 25% 25% 50%
% Open Market Value | 0% | 7% | 55%

4.6 The affordable assumptions were applied to all residential scenario testimgthe smaller
unit number tests thegroportional and tenure splitsesult in fractions of unit numbers. In these
caseghe discounts may be considered to equate to the impact oka# contributions.

Syu 5SyaAue

4.7 Density is an important factor in determining gross development value and land {ansity
assumptions for commercial development will be specific to the development category. For
instance the floorplate for industrial development is generally around 50% of the site area to take
account of external servicing, storage and parking, €dfiwill vary sigficantly dependent on
location;town centre offices may take up 100% of the site area whereas out of town locations
where car parking is a primaopnsideration, the floorplate may be only 25% of the site area.
Food retailing generally ahigh car parking requirements and large site areas compared to
floorplates.

Theland: floorplate assumptions for commercial development are as follows:

Industrial 2:1
Offices 2:1
General Retail 1.51 (shopping paradedocal centres ety
Food retail 31
Leisure 31
Hotels 2:1

Residential Institutionsl.5:1
Community Uses 151
Other Uses 2:1

4.8 Residential densities vary significantly dependent on house type mix and location. Mixed
housing developments may vary from-50 dwellings per Hectare. Town Centre apartment
schemesmay reach densities ofover 150 units per HectareWe generate plot value for
residential vability assessmentelated to specific house typeshe plot values &w for standard

open space requirements petectare The densities adopted in the study reflect the assumptions
of the Local Authority on the type of developmehat is likely to emerge during the plan period.




4.9 Thedensity assumptions for house typesdated toplot values are as follows :

Apartment

2 Bed House
3 Bed House
4 Bed House
5 Bed House

100 units per Ha
40 units per Ha
35 units per Ha
25 units per Ha
20units per Ha

1 JSa YR aAE

4.10 The study uses the following standard house types as the basis for valuation and viability
testing as unit types that are compliant with National Housing standamdsneet minimuniocal
Planpolicy requirements

Apartment

2 Bed House
3 Bed House
4 Bed House
5 Bed House

65 sgm
75 sgm
90sgm
120sgm
150 sgm

4.11 Housing values and costs are based on the same gross internal area. Hapaxarents
will contain circulation space (stairwells, lifts, access corrideinghwill incur construction cost
but which is not directly valuedVe make an additional construction cost allowancels¥ to
reflect the difference between gross and riltorspace.

pment Scenarios

4.12 The studytests a series of residential development scenarios to refigeberaltypes of
development that are likeljo emerge over the plan period.

4.13 For residential development, five scenarios were considered. The list does not attempt to
cover every possible development the District but provides an overview of residential
development in the plan period

1. Urban EdgeMixed Housing (2, 3, 4 & Bed Housing) 250Units
2.Urban Edge Mixed Housing(2, 3, 4 & 5 Bed Housing) 100Units
3. Urban Mixed Housing (2, 3, 4 & 5 Bed Housing) 30 Units
4. Rural Housing (2, 3 & 4 Bed Housing) 15 Units
5. Rural Neighbourhood Plan (2, 3 & 4Bed Housing) 15 Units



elopment Scenarios

4.14 The CIL appraisal tests all forms of commercial development broken down into use class
order categories. For completeness the appraisal includes a sample of sui generis tygpésal
form of developmenthat might emerge during the plan period, is tested within each use class.

4.15 The ansity assumptions for commercial development will be specific to the development
category. For instance the floorplate for industrial dpment is generally around 50% of the

site area to take account of external servicing, storage and par®ifiiges will vary significantly
dependent on location, town centre offices may take up 100% of the site area whereas out of
town locations where &r parking is a primary consideration, the floorplate may be only 25% of
the site area. Food retailing generally has high car parking requirements and large site areas
compared to floorplates.

4.16 The viability model also makes allowance for net:grlserspace. In many forms of
commercial development such as industrial and retail, generally the entire internal floorspace is
deemed lettable and therefore values per sgm and construction costs per sgm apply to the same
area. However in some commercialtegories (eg. offices) some spaces are not considered
lettable (corridors, stairwells, lifts ejcand therefore the values and costs must be applied
differentially. The net:gross floorspace ratio enables this adjustment to be taken into account.

4.17 The table below illustrates the commercial category and development sample testing as well
as the density assumptions and net:gross floorspace ratio for each category.

Plot Ratio

Unit SizeSgm % Gross:Net Sample
Industrial 1000 200% 1.0 Factory Unit
Office 1000 200% 1.2 Office Building
FoodRdail 3000 300% 1.0 Supermarket
General Retail 300 150% 1.0 Roadside Typ8hop Unit
Residential Inst 4000 150% 1.2 CareFacility
Hotels 3000 200% 1.2 Mid Range Hotel
Community 200 150% 1.0 Community Centre
Leisure 2500 300% 1.0 Bowling Alley
Agricultural 500 200% 1.0 Farm Store
Sui Generis Car Sales 1000 200% 1.0 Car Showroom
Sui Generis XZZE'E 300 200% 1.0 Repair Garage
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4191t is acknowledged that thed@e for Sustainable Homdsave beerreplaced by changes to
the Building Regulations based on the National Housing StandBingscost study rates reflects
current Building Regulatiostandards and the proposed introduction of the revised Part L with
respect to carbon emissions reduction

420¢KS / 2YYSNOALFE xAlLoAfAlGe aaSaavySyldesl NB ol aSt

421 The construction rates will reflect allowances for external works, drainage, servicing
LINBf AYAYIFNASa yR O2yiNI Ol2NNna 23SNKSI3 | yR LINR
allowance for constructionontingencie®

4.22 The following residential construction rates are adopted in the study to reflect National
Housing Standard§ategory 2 Dwellings and the water and space standz#rBassetlavDistrict
Council An additional cost allowance for accessible and adaptable dwellings has been made for
all residential developmeraind the rates adjusted to reflect the introduction of Part L Building
Regulation changes (see Gleeds cost report at Appendix 2)

Apartments 1823 | sgm 836 Factory Unit

2 bed houses 1242 sgqm 1865 Office BU|Id|ng

3 Bed houses 1242 | sqm 1342 SUpermarket B

4 bed houses 1242 | sqm 1179 RoadS|de. Retall Unit
1624 Care Facility

> bed house 1242 e 1833 Mid Range Hotel

3165 Community Centre
1190 Bowling Alley

Note Anadditional £48sgm is added to the

base cost rates and £71sgm to the apartment 890 Farm Store
NI dSa G2 NBFtSOG GKS 1852 Car Showroom
Adaptable & Accessible Dwellings and Part L 1658 Repair Garage

Building Regulation changes

[/ 2YauNHzOUAZ2Y

4232230 RSOSt2LIVSYyld oAttt Ay@2t @3S a2YS RSINBS 27F ¢
Brownfield development may have a range of issues to deal with to bring a site into a
WRSGSt 2L 6t 8Q &G1GS &dzOK | a RSY TieWkok 2lghandd2 vy i YA y
ClLViabilityAssessment ibased orgeneric testsand it would be unrealistic to make assumptions

over average abnormal costs to cover such a wide range of scenarimmality abnormal cost




issues like site contamination are reflected reductions to land values so making additional
generic abnormal cost assumptions would effectively be double counting costs unless the land
value allowances were adjusted accordingly.

4.241t isconsideredbetter to bear the unknown costs of developmtein mind when setting CIL
rates and not fix rates at the absolute margin of viability.

2Zau LYLJ)IOua 9 t

4.25 The study seeks to review Whole Plan Viability and therefore firstly assesses the potential
costimpacts of the proposed policies in the plan to determine appropriate cost assumptions in
the viability assessmentndbroadlydetermine if plannedievelopment is viable

4.26 CIL mayeplace some if not all planning obligation contributioi®esecondpurpose of the

study is to test the maximummargin availabldor CIL that is available from various types of

development. CILf adopted will regNBE &Sy i GKS FANBRG WwatAoOSQ 2F (I E
Obligations may be used to top up contributions on a site specific basis subject to viability

appraisal at planning application stageevertheless CIL Guidanfeontained in the National

Planning Pactice Guidancdpdicates that Authorities should demonstrate that the development

plan is deliverable by funding infrastructure through a mixture of CIL and planning obligation
contributions in the event that the Authoritdoesnot intend to completely replace planning

obligations with CIL.

427 Costs have been factored into the viability appraisals to reflect the impact of relevant
development plan policand the residual use of planning obligations $de specific mitigabn.

CIL has been in operation in the District sinceR@&Vidence of planning obligation contributions
in this post CIL period demonstrates that an average of £1249 per dwledlsngeen collected in
this period In order to allow for potential additional infrastructure contributions to be collected
and to test the potential balance between Affordable Housing delivery and Infrastructure
Contributions a series of tests have been undertaken at the followamdribution allowances
(which include S106 and Biodiversity Net Gain)

Residual Planning Obligatioremd Biodiversity Net Gaiffor site specific mitigation
Test 1 £1750per dwelling

Test 2 £3000 per dwelling

Test 3 £4500 pedwelling

Test 4 £6000 per dwelling

£11 per sgm commercial

4.28There is limited evidence of commercial sec 106 contribution over this period so a general
allowance,adopted in a number of CIL studies of £10sgm has been made for commercial
development plus £1sgm fdiodiversity Net Gain




4.29 Costs have been factored into the viability appraisals to reflect the impact of relevant
development plan poliesand the residual use of planning obligations for site specific mitigation.
The cost impact of these mitigation measures has been assessed by Glebdsag be
summarised as follows

BIODIVERSITY NET GAIN

An allowance of £500 per dwelling has been made I06fcbiodiversity net gain. This is broadly

based on the studundertaken by Defrain2018. A 2 RAGSNARAGE bSG DIFIAYQ GKAC
of cost per Ha to achieve the requiremerithis allowance is included in the overall per dwelling

allowance for S106 carbution and Biodiversity Net gain (as set out at para 4.27 above).

ACESSIBILITY STANDARDSII DwellingsCat 2£12sgmHouses £8sgm Apartments

The appraisals test the impact of requiriredl homesto be built to Category 2 standard for
accessibility This isestimated to add £1 sgmover NationaHousing Standardsquivalent build
cost allowancdor houses and £16sgm for apartments

WATER CONSERVATION STANDARDS
The higher optional water standard of 110 Ipd is considered to be covered byadopted
construction cost rateand do not require any additionallaivance

BREAAMstandards
¢tKS O02yaidNdzOGA2y Oz2aida F2N) O2YYSNDALIf RSOS
rating including additional professional fees.

f 2 LJY &

SPACE STANDARDS
The residential unit sizes adopted in the appraisals comply with National Spaugards

It is considered that the Bassail Local Plan does not contain any other policies which would
have a significant impact on development cost.

SNA t NBTALU

4.30 Developef profit is generally fixed as a % return on gross development value or return on

GKS O02aid 2F RS@OSt2LISyd (2 NBFE SO0 GKS RS@St 2LIS
on the assumedending conditions of the financial institutions,28% returnon GDV is used in

the residential viability appraisalsto reflect speculative rislon the market housing units

However it must be acknowledged thatffordable housing does not carry the same speculative

risk as it effectively prsold

4.31 The profit allowance on the affordable housing element hasb&eS G G + WwO2y dl O 2
profit of 6% in line with HCA viability toolkit guidande.should also be recognised that a
WO2YLISGAGABS LINE T A (prevdilings ecdndmic @dndltsnantl Will deletallyd A 2y (0 2
reduce as conditions improve, generally remaining within a20% range for speculative

property.




4.32In the generic commercial development assessment§%aprofit return is appliedo reflect

the reduced risk of commercial development which is likely to belgr®r presold If it is
considered that industrial and other forms of commercial are likely to be operator rather than
developer led, this allowancenay be further reduceda a 510% allowance to reflect an
allowance for operational/opportunity cost rather than a traditional development risk.




sessment Assumptions

4.33 A series of site specifigability assessments have been undertaken on the strategic sites
allocated in the Local Plan to determine if a differential approach to CIL zoning would be
appropriate in view of the enhanced on site infrastructure requirements proposed to be funded
by S106 contribtions.

4.34 For the purpose of the assessments an average house size of 90sgm is assumed with a
benchmarked plot value of26,384 for greenfield and 82,170for brownfield based on théand
values set out at paragraph38below.

4.35 The key assumptions for these tests may be summarised as follows :
RESIDENTIAL SITES
1. Peaks Hill Farm, Worksop (Note 8@ units in Plan Period 1120 Unit Site)

53Ha Greenfield

1080 Dwellings97,200sgm

LandValue £8,494,720

25% Affordable Housing

S106 Contributionand Developer Open Space Costs Total £0,686,413
Eduation £3,952913

Health £733,320

Public Transport£548,400

Transport & Highways£2,863,400

Open Space/Play Space (by developer) £1,480,380
Tree planting £108,000

2. Ordsall South, Retford (Note@® units in Plan Period 1250 Unit Site)

106.5HaGreenfield (inc. 23ha country park)
890 Dwellings80,100sgm

5% M43 wheelchair standard

Extra care

LandValue £23,481760

25% Affordable Housing

S106 Contributionand Developer Open Space Costs  Total £10,238,308
Education 5,459,598

Health£604,310

Public Transport£548,400

Transport & Highways£2,097,000

Open Spacé& Ray Spacé¢by developergE440,000
Tree planting £89,000




3.Trinity Farm, Retford

11.1HaGreenfield

305Dwellings27,456gm

Land Value 047,120

25% Affordable Housing

S106 Contributionand Developer Open Space Costs Total £,538,195
Health£207,095

Public Transport£505,600

Transport & Highways£560,000

Open Spacé& PlaySpacdgby developer) £235,000

Tree planting £30,500

4.Former Manton Primary School, Worksop

3.7HaBrownfield

100 Dwelling®000sgm

Land Valué€3,217,000

20% Affordable Housing

S1® Contributionsand Developer Open space cost®tal £705,916
Education 888016

Health£67,900

Playing Pitches £240,000

Tree Planting10,000

5.Fairygrove, Retford

2.7HaGreenfield

61 Dwellings5490sgm

Land Valu€1,609,424

25% Affordable Housing

S106 Contributions  Total £66,719
Health£41,419

PublicTransport £85,600

Transport & Highways120,000

Open Spac£13,600

Tree Planting6,100

FtSa ==t dzSa

4.36 The sale value of the development category will be determined by the market at any
particular time and will be influencdaly a variety of locational, supply and demand factors as well
as the availability of financelThestudyusesup to date comparable evidende give araccurate
representation ofmarket circumstances




437 A valuation study of all categories of residehtand commercial property has been
undertaken by HEB Chartered SurveyorgdP2. A copy of the report is attached at Appendix |

Charging Zone Sales Value £sgm
Apartment 2 Bed 3 Bed 4 Bed 5 Bed
Districtwide | 2350 | 2700 | 2640 | 2640 | 2550
Charging
Zones
Area Wide
Industrial 850
Office 1345
Food Retalil 2750
Other Retalil 1700
Residential Inst 1200
Hotels 2750
Community 1077
Leisure 1350
Agricultural 400
Sui Generis | car sales 1500
Sui Generis | vehicle Repairs 850
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following greenfield and brownfield existimgsidentialland use value assumptions are applied to

the study. The gross residual value (the maximum potential valuanaf assuming planning

permissionbut with no planning policy, affordable housing sec 106 or CIL cost imp#ats)

example forUrban Hbusing inthe 100 unit testisillustrated in the table below.

Land Value £20000 Existing Greenfield (agriculturaer Ha
Brownfield équivalent general
£425,000 commercia) Per Ha
Gross Residu&tesidentiaValue
£1,826,889 per Ha Uplift 50%

4.3950% of the uplift in value between existing use and the gross residual value of alternative use
with planning permission is applied to generate benchmarked land values per Ha. These land




values are then divided by the assumed unit type densities to geméhatindividual greenfield
and brownfield plot values to be applied to the appraisals.

EUV + 50% of Uplift in Value = Threshold Land Value
Greenfield £20,000 + 50%1(826,889- £20,000) = £923,445per Ha
Brownfield £425000 + 50% (£826,889- £425,000) = £1,125,945er Ha

Density Assumptions Apt 2 Bed 3 Bed 4 Bed 5 Bed
100 40 35 25 20
LAND VALUES (Plot Values)
Apt 2 Bed 3 Bed 4 Bed 5 Bed
Greenfield £9234| £23086| £26384| £36938| £46172
Brownfield £11259| £28149| £32170| £45038| £56297

4.40The complete set of gross residual residential values for all the residentiafr@stsvhich
the benchmarked threshold land value allowances were derigeskt out in the table below.

Urban 250 Dwellings 1838028
Urban 100 Dwellings 1826889
Urban 30 Dwellings 1855671
Rural 15 Dwellings 1844200
Apartment* 400000

*Note Apartment Residual Values were negative so a nomasadlualsum of
£400,000 per Ha was adoptes a benchmark the appraisal

f dzSt 12fYIYSNOW DO $ a

4.41 The approach to commercial land value allowances is the same in prinCipléously there

will be a broad spectrum of residual land values dependent on the commercial use. A number of
residual land calculations for commercial categories actually dematestegative valueswhich

is clearly unrealistic for the purpose of viability appraisal. Therefore where residual values are less
than market comparable evidence the market comparable is used amithisnum gross residual
figure. In the BassetlawDistrict assessments only retail gross residual values exceeded these
market comparable benchmarks.

4.42The following provides an examplaeshold land value allowances food supermarket retail

EUV + 50% of Uplift in Value Threshold Land Value
Greenfield £20,000 + 50%2£40,011- £20,000) = £1,080,006per Ha
Brownfield  £425000 + 50% @F140,011-£425,000) = £1,255,006per Ha




4.43 The greenfield and brownfieldaind value threshold allowances are all set out within the
commercial viability appraisalgit in summary the gross residual values on which they are based
may be summarised as follows :

425000 |
750000 |

425000
750000

Comparable Land Value per Ha 20000
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Professional Fees 8.0% | Construction Cost
Legal Fees 0.5%| Gbv
Statutory Fees 1.1%| Construction Cost
Sales/Marketing Costs 2.0% | Market Units Value
Contingencies 5.0% | Construction Cost
Planning Obligations 1750-6000 | £ per Dwelling
11 | £ per sgqm Commercial
Interest 5.0% 12 | Month Construction 3-6 | Mth sales Void




5.1 Theresults of the Viabilitylesting are set out in the tabldselow. In order totest the impact
of Affordable Housing provisiohe resdential viability tests wre undertakenon the assumption
that schemes would delivelr0-30% Affordable Housingnd are basd on a20% profit allowance
on the market housing element andé&o profit allowance on the affordable element.

5.2 Any positive figures confirm that the category of development tested is economically viable
in the context of Whole Plan viability and the impact of planning policies. The level of positive
viability indicates the potential additional margin fadditionalcontributions throughCIL charges

in £ per sqm.

5.3 Each ctegory of development produces a greenfield and brownfigsult for each level of
Affordable Housingnd S106 Contributiotested These results reflect the benchmark land value
scenario. Théirst result assumes greenfield development which generally represents the highest
uplift in value from current use and therefore will produce the highest potential CIL Rate. The
second result assumes that development will emerge from low value browtdiedd

Test 1¢ Contribution of £1750 per dwelling

Base Land Value/Affordable Urban 250 Urban 100 Urban 30 Rural 15

Housing Target Dwellings Dwellings Dwellings Dwellings

Apartments

Contribution 106 Allowance £1750 Per Dwelling

10% Affordable Housing
Greenfield
Brownfield
20% Affordable Housing
Greenfield
Brownfield

£201 £201 £199 £205 -£721
£121 £121 £119 £126 -£763
£149 £148 £143 £153 -£766

£63

£61

£56

£68

-£817




Test2 ¢ Contribution of £3000 per dwelling

Base Land Value/Affordable Urban 250 Urban 100
HousingTarget Dwellings Dwellings

Urban 30
Dwellings

Rural 15
Dwellings

Apartments

Contribution Allowance £3000Per Dwelling
10% Affordable Housing

Greenfield

Brownfield

20% Affordable Housing

Greenfield

Brownfield

Test3 ¢ Contribution of £4500per dwelling

Base Land Value/Affordable Urban 250 Urban 100
Housing Target Dwellings Dwellings

Contribution Allowance £1500Per Dwelling
10% Affordable Housing

Greenfield

Brownfield

20% Affordable Housing

Greenfield

Brownfield

Urban 30
Dwellings

Rural 15
Dwellings

Apartments




Test4 ¢ Contribution of 55000 per dwelling

Base Land Value/Affordable
Housing Target

Urban 250
Dwellings

Contribution Allowance 6000Per Dwelling

Urban 100
Dwellings

Urban 30
Dwellings

Rural 15
Dwellings

Apartments

10% Affordable Housing
Greenfield £151 £151 £146 £156 -£797
Brownfield £72 £70 £66 £77 -£838
20% Affordable Housing
Greenfield £94 £92 £83 £97 -£850
Brownfield £8 £5 -£4 £12 -£902

5.4 The results of theesidentialviability demonstrate thahousing is deliverable in Bassetlaw
based on the policy impacts of the Local Plan with additional margin to accommodate CIL charges.
The results also demonstrate that the viability of brownfield development is more marginal and
that differential contribufons policies based on existing use of land may be considered

5.5 In order to determine an appropriate balance for policy based developer contributions, the
results of the above tests were considered and the following proposed policy combination was

as®essed

Affordable Housing20%on Brownfield Land 25% on Greenfield Land
S106 Contribution per dwelling £80

Biodiversity Net Gain £500 per dwelling

The results of this test are set out below.

Base Land

Value/Affordable Housing

Target

Greenfield 25% Aff Hsg
Brownfield 20% Aff Hsg

Urban 250 Urban 100 Urban 30 Rural 15 Apartments
Dwellings Dwellings Dwellings Dwellings P
Greenfield £94 £92 £83 £97
Brownfield £40 £38 £32 £45




General Zone

Charglng Zone/Base Lan
Value Greenfield Brownfield
Industrial ‘ -£382 -£475
Office ‘ -£1,3%43 -£1,30
Hotel ‘ -£387 -£426
Residential Institution £1.144 -£1.168
- commny (RPN 2,83
Leisure ‘ -£506 -£576
Agricultural -£812
Sui Generig Car Sales £1.025 £1.00
Sui Generig Vehicle Repai £1 447

Food Supermarket Retalil

General Retail ‘

5.6 Most ofthe above commercial use class appraisals indicated negative viability and therefore

no margin to introduce CIL chargdscan be seen that only food supermarket retail, vat@IL

potential rate of 196-£265 per square metredependent on existing land use provida

significant enougimargin tomaintainCIL chargedit is therefore recommended on the existing

evidence, thabonly Class Al food supermarket retail shobédcharged Cland that all other

non-residential categods be zero ratedThese results are typical of our experience of most
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consistent between residential and commercial development, full development profit
allowancesare contained within all appraisals (assuming all development is delivered by third

party developers equiring a full risk return)in reality much commercial development is
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such many commercial categories of development lan@adly viable and deliverable despite

the apparent negativity of the results addition, it is common practice in mixed use schemes

for the viable residential element of a developmentie used to cross subsidise the delivery of

the commercial component of a scheme.




5.7 TheStrategic Site viability assessment results may be summarised as follows :

Site Viability Margin
1. Peaks Hill Farm, Worksop £547,790

2. Ordsall SouthRetford £2,313,559

3. Trinity Farm, Retford £606,061

4. Former Manton Primary School, Worksop -£64,213

5. Fairygrove, Retford £388,642

5.8 Based on the above assessment resutsof the strategisites may be regarded as viable
and deliverable. Looking more closelyManton PrimarySchoo| the negative deficit of
£64,000in context with the project value of £21Million may be regarded as de minimis.
Nevertheless whilst all of thessites maybe considered deliverablethe viability margins are
such that CIL charges on the strategjtes would not be recommended




JentialViability Assessment

6.1 The assessments of residential land and property values indicated that there nmogre
significant differences in value across th@istrict for new build development to justify the
application of differential value assumptioimsthe viability appraisadr a differential CIL charging
schedule

6.2 The results Bbles show the viability margins for theifferent residential typologies for
greenfield and brownfield developmeitased on differing Affordable Housing delivery targets
and Section 106let Biodiversity Gail\llowances.

Test 1¢ Contribution of £1750 per dwelling

Base Land Value/Affordable Urban 250 Urban 100 Urban 30 Rural 15

Housing Target | Dwellings Dwellings Dwellings Dwellings PRI

Section 106 Allowance £1750 Per Dwelling

10% Affordable Housing
Greenfield £201 £201 £199 £205 -£721
Brownfield £121 £121 £119 £126 -£763
20% Affordable Housing
Greenfield £149 £148 £143 £153 -£766
Brownfield £63 £61 £56 £68 -£817

6.3 Test 1 adopts the minimum recommended S106 contribution of £17503dpis is based on
the averageS106 contributiorof £1249 pe