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Non-Technical Summary

ES1

ES 2

ES3

ES 4

ES5

ES 6

South Worcestershire is the area covered by the administrative areas of Malvern Hills District
Council, Wychavon District Council and Worcester City Council who are referred to throughout

this document as the South Worcestershire Councils (SWC).

AspinallVerdi has been appointed by the South Worcestershire Councils (SWC) to provide
financial viability advice which will help to inform the South Worcestershire Development Plan
Review (SWDPR). The study will apply to all South Worcestershire areas.

We have simultaneously been requested to review the CIL Charging Schedules for SWCs. This
is to ensure that the cumulative impact of the Local Plan policies and the CIL is viable and also
to ensure that the Charging Schedules are updated in accordance with the new strategic site
allocations.

AspinallVerdi has been working with the SWCs for a number of years. This report and the other

reports on strategic site and retail / commercial CIL (see below) are the cumulation of this work.
This work is briefly set out below:

e  February 2019 — Land Market Paper / Residential Market Paper
e  March 2019 — Initial Viability Report

e December 2019 — Stakeholder Workshop (1)

e May 2021 - Land Market / Residential Market Update

e May 2021 — Strategic Site 1-2-1 Engagement [Proforma]
e May 2021 — Viability Report Update

e  Oct 2021 — Strategic Site Headroom appraisals

e  February 2022 - Appraisal iteration

e  April 2022 - Residential Market Update

e May 2022 — Strategic Site IDP Costs

e  April 2022 — Retail / Commercial Report (for CIL)

e June 2022 — Strategic Site Appraisals [DRAFT]

e June 2022 — Stakeholder Workshop

We have prepared a suite of three reports for ease of interpretation:

e Main South Worcestershire Development Plan and CIL Viability Assessment — this
report focusses on the Local Plan and CIL viability for generic residential typologies,

including student and specialist housing for older people.
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e Strategic Sites Viability Assessment — this separate report focusses on the strategic
sites (namely: Mitton, Rushwick, Throckmorton Airfield and Worcestershire Parkway). CIL
is to be excluded on sites >1,000 units and therefore is not applicable to strategic sites.

e Retail and Commercial Viability Assessment — this report focusses on these uses for
the review of the CIL. This report should be read in conjunction with the main report and

the Retail and Commercial Market Paper at Appendix 1.

National Policy Context

ES 7 Our financial viability appraisal has been carried out having regard to the various statutory
requirements comprising primary legislation, Statutory Regulations and guidance — including: the
revised National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) / Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) (see

section 2).

Local Policy Context

ES 8 The current South Worcestershire Development Plan (SWDP) was adopted 25 February 2016.
The plan covers the vision of the area for the period 2006 to 2030. The Council’s started a review
of the SWDP in late 2017. The review will provide a new Local Plan to the year 2041.

ES 9 Each of the SWC are charging authorities in their own right and so are required to prepare
separate charging schedules for the Community Infrastructure Levy. The CIL charging schedules
for Malvern Hills District Council and Wychavon District Council came into effect on 5th June
2017 followed by Worcester City Council on 4th September 2017.

ES 10 CIL is currently charged on retail and commercial uses as follows (subject to indexation):

e Food Retail (Supermarkets) - £60 psm
e Retail Warehouses - £60 psm
e Shops - £0 psm
e Industrial and Office - £0 psm

ES 11 This is the same for each of the SWC areas.

Viability Assessment Method

ES 12 Our general approach is illustrated on the diagram below (Figure ES.1). This is explained in more

detail in section 4 — Viability Assessment Method.
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ES 13

ES 14

ES 15

ES 16

ES 17

Figure ES.1 — Balance between RLV and BLV

GDV (inc. AH)

Less

+ Fees

+ S106/CIL No. Units / Size
+ Build costs x Density

« Profit = size of site (ha)
+ Interest efc. x BLV (E/ha)

= RLV = BLV

Source: AspinallVerdi © Copyright

We have carried out residual appraisals to establish the Residual Land Value (RLV). This is a
traditional model having regard to: the gross development value (GDV) of the scheme; including
Affordable Housing; and deducting all costs; including CIL; to arrive at the RLV. A scheme is
viable if the RLV is positive for a given level of profit. We describe this situation herein as being

‘fundamentally’ viable.

We have had regard to the cumulative impact of the Local Plan policies. The impact of each of
the policies (either direct or indirect) is set out on the Policies Matrix (at Appendix 1 in the main

report).

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

the size of the hypothetical scheme and the development density assumption.
The RLV less BLV results in an appraisal ‘balance’ which should be interpreted as follows:

. If the ‘balance’ is positive, then the CIL is viable.
e If the ‘balance’ is negative, then the CIL is ‘not viable’ and the CIL and/or policies should

be reviewed.

In addition to the RLV appraisals and BLV analysis, we have also prepared a series of sensitivity
scenarios for each of the typologies. This is to assist in the analysis of viability and to appreciate
the sensitivity of the appraisals to key variables such as: Affordable Housing %; CIL,

infrastructure costs; density; BLV and profit; and, to consider the impact of rising construction
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costs. This is to de-emphasise the BLV in each typology and help consider viability ‘in-the-round’

in the context of the ‘buffer’.

Appraisal Assumptions and Consultation

ES 18

ES 19

Sections 5 and 6 set out our retail and commercial assumptions together with a market report

paper at Appendix 1.

The values were the subject of industry stakeholder consultation via a workshop held on Friday
24th June 2022.

Summary and Recommendations

ES 20

Table 8.1 — Retail Appraisal Results in section 9 shows the appraisal results for retail.

Retail Uses

ES 21

ES 22

ES 23

Large and Discount retail formats are viable. We have calculated the maximum CIL rate with no
buffer (based on the value and cost assumptions herein) and this ranges from £1,475 psm to
over £2,000 psm. However, it is important to note that this excludes any site-specific S106/S278

costs. Care must be taken therefore not to double count.

We consider that there is scope to increase CIL on larger format / Discount format convenience
retail. We have tested a CIL rate of £200 psm and this has a significant viability buffer of 86-
90%. This is a considerable (x3) increase from the current £60 psm and consideration should be
given to a phased increase (say, £100 - £120 psm in the first instance). This would be

consistent with Stratford-on-Avon.

Small (Express) convenience retail formats are not viable due (mainly) to our assumptions in
respect of value which have a higher yield (6.5%). This makes Express formats not viable, even
at £0 CIL. Itis possible to differentiate CIL by size on typology, so one could have a lower rate
for Express type stores (i.e. < 750 sqgft), however, we would not recommend reducing the CIL
rate from the current £60 psm. Most new-build small convenience stores are being developed
by the major supermarket chains and therefore we would expect the yield to be stronger. The
sensitivity tables show that a 20% increase in value (which only requires a small yield shift to
5.85%) would enable the existing CIL rate to be viable. Further research and consultation could
be undertaken to review the value assumptions (which were the subject of consultation in June
2022).
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Commercial Uses

ES 24

ES 25

ES 26

ES 27

ES 28

ES 29

In terms of offices, we calculate the capital value to be greater than the sum of the BCIS median
construction costs, plus external works, contingency, professional fees, marketing and profit (at
15% on cost) — before land value. This indicates that without accounting for the price of the land
and any potential CIL or S106 costs the proposed development is marginally viable. The inclusion
of further cost will likely strain development to the point of it becoming unviable and unattractive

to developers.

Our market research suggests that speculative office development is more focussed on the core
city centres e.g. Birmingham and viability is much more marginal in the regional towns and
centres. We would therefore not recommend applying a CIL levy on new-build office
development as this would simply undermine delivery. This is no change from the current CIL

Charging Schedule.

Similarly, for industrial / logistics uses we calculate the capital value of this typology to be
marginally higher than the sum of BCIS median construction costs, external works, contingency,
professional fees, marketing and profit. This indicates that without accounting for the price of the
land and any potential CIL or S106 costs the proposed development is marginally viable. The
inclusion of further costs (e.g. for bespoke factory developments) will push the scheme into

unviability and become unattractive for developers.

Viability and delivery in this sector is challenging and dependent upon covenant strength,
location, land acquisition price, site specific constraints and driving construction costs down. We
therefore do not recommend applying a CIL levy to industrial / logistics uses as this would

simply undermine delivery. This is no change from the current CIL Charging Schedule.

In addition, we recommend that, in accordance with best practice, the plan wide viability is
reviewed on a regular basis to ensure that the Plan/CIL Charging Schedule remains relevant as

the property market cycle(s) change.

Furthermore, to facilitate the process of review, we recommend that the Council monitors the
development appraisal parameters herein, but particularly data on land values across the South

Worcestershire area.
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South Worcestershire Retail and Commercial CIL Viability Assessment
Worcester City Council, Malvern Hills District Council, Wychavon District Council
August 2022

1  Introduction

11 AspinallVerdi has been appointed by the South Worcestershire Councils to provide financial
viability advice which will help to inform the South Worcestershire Development Plan Review
(SWDPR), together with a review of the Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) Charging
Schedule(s).

1.2 South Worcestershire is the area covered by the administrative areas of Malvern Hills District
Council, Wychavon District Council and Worcester City Council who are referred to throughout
this document as the South Worcestershire Councils (SWC).

1.3 The study applies to all South Worcestershire areas. This geography is illustrated on the map
below.

Figure 1.1 - South Worcestershire Councils Area Map
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Source:SWC, CIL Charging Schedule 2017

1.4 The current South Worcestershire Development Plan (SWDP) was adopted 25 February 2016.
The South Worcestershire Councils (SWC) started a review of the SWDP in late 2017 and is
currently at the Regulation 19 stage.

15 The SWDP review will provide an updated plan to the year 2041. The plan will update the existing

SWDP and where necessary it's Vision, Objectives, Spatial Strategy and policies for the future
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1.6

1.7

development of the South Worcestershire area. The second part of the plan includes site
allocations, policies and policy designations that will provide for the development needs of the

area up to 2041.

Worcester City Council, Malvern Hills District Council and Wychavon District Council are all
charging authorities in their own right and so are required to prepare separate charging schedules
for the Community Infrastructure Levy. The existing CIL charging schedules for Worcester City
Council, Malvern Hills District Council and Wychavon District Council are all very similar. Malvern
Hills District and Wychavon Districts Councils charging schedules came into effect on 51 June
2017 followed by Worcester City Council on 4th September 2017.

We have been requested to review the CIL Charging Schedules for SWCs. This is to ensure that
the cumulative impact of the Local Plan policies and the CIL is viable and also to ensure that the

Charging Schedules are updated in accordance with the new strategic site allocations.

Aim and Objectives of the Study

1.8

The aim on objectives of the study are:

e To produce an up-to-date viability assessment, which will form a robust and sound
evidence base for the partial review of the South Worcestershire Development Plan

e  The study will establish recommendations on the viability and delivery of strategic policies,
development sites and CIL rates

e Allows the emerging Local Plan to be aligned with the CIL rates.

Work to Date

1.9

1.10

AspinallVerdi has been working with the SWCs for a number of years. This report and the other

reports on strategic site and retail / commercial CIL (see below) are the cumulation of this work.
This work is briefly set out below:

e  February 2019 — Land Market Paper / Residential Market Paper
e  March 2019 — Initial Viability Report

e December 2019 — Stakeholder Workshop (1)

e May 2021 - Land Market / Residential Market Update

e May 2021 — Strategic Site 1-2-1 Engagement [Proforma]

e May 2021 — Viability Report Update

e Oct 2021 - Strategic Site Headroom appraisals

e  February 2022 - Appraisal iteration

e  April 2022 - Residential Market Update

e May 2022 — Strategic Site IDP Costs

: Aspinall



e June 2022 - Strategic Site Appraisals [DRAFT]
e  April 2022 — Retail / Commercial Report (for CIL)
e June 2022 — Stakeholder Workshop

RICS Practice Statement

1.11  Our FVA has been carried out in accordance with the RICS Financial Viability in Planning:
Conduct and Reporting Practice Statement (1%t Edition, May 2019).

1.12  Our FVA has also been carried out in accordance with the RICS Assessing Viability in Planning
under the National Planning Policy Framework 2019 for England Guidance Note (1st edition,
March 2021) having regard to the latest revisions to the National Planning Policy Framework
(NPPF, last updated 20 July 2021) and the Planning Practice Guidance (PPG).

Objectivity, Impartiality and Reasonableness

1.13  We have carried out our review in collaboration with South Worcestershire Council’s (Worcester
City Council, Malvern Hills District Council and Wychavon District Council). At all times we have
acted with objectivity, impartially and without interference when carrying out our viability

assessment and review.

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

Conflicts of Interest

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

Local Plan Reviewed

1.16 We have been provided with the emerging Development Management (DM) policies to be

reviewed. These are contained within the Policies Matrix at Appendix 1.

1.17 We have also used the current CIL Charging Schedule dated September 2017 as the baseline
for the CIL costs.

Report(s) Structure

1.18 We have prepared a suite of three reports for ease of interpretation:
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e Main South Worcestershire Development Plan and CIL Viability Assessment — this
report focusses on the Local Plan and CIL viability for generic residential typologies,
including student and specialist housing for older people.

e Strategic Sites Viability Assessment — this separate report focusses on the strategic
sites (namely: Mitton, Rushwick, Throckmorton Airfield and Worcestershire Parkway). CIL
is to be excluded on sites >1,000 units and therefore is not applicable to strategic sites.
Parts of this report may be redacted as it contains commercially sensitive information in
respect of the viability of the sites and land values etc.

e Retail and Commercial Viability Assessment — this report focusses on these uses for
the review of the CIL. This report should be read in conjunction with the main report and

the Retail and Commercial Market Paper at Appendix 1.

1.19  The remainder of this main report is structured as follows:

Section:

Section 2 — National

Planning Context

Section 3 — Local

Planning Context

Section 4 — Viability
Assessment Method

Section5 -7

Section 8 —
Stakeholder

Consultation

Section 9 —

Appraisal Results

Section 10 —
Summary and

Recommendations

Contents:

This section sets out the statutory requirements for the Local Plan
viability including the NPPF and PPG.

This section sets out the details of the current adopted Local Plan,
the existing evidence base, and the Local Plan policies which will
have a direct impact on viability. This section also includes details of

the current CIL Charging Schedule.

This section describes our generic methodology for appraising the
viability of development which is based on the residual approach as

required by guidance and best practice.

These sections summarise the existing evidence base, typologies,
value, cost, land value and profit assumptions — for residential,

student and specialist accommodation for older people typologies.

Sets out the various consultation and industry engagement that has

taken place as part of this study.

This section sets out the results of our appraisals. It also sets out our

approach to CIL rate setting.

Finally, we make our recommendations in respect of the Plan viability,
Affordable Housing and CIL.
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2 National Policy Context

21 Our financial viability appraisal has been carried out having regard to the various statutory

requirements comprising primary legislation, planning policy, statutory regulations and guidance.

2.2 We identify in the main report the key cross-references in the NPPF and PPG and our comments

in respect of viability and deliverability. This includes sections on:

National Planning Policy Framework
Planning Practice Guidance for Viability
Planning Practice Guidance for CIL

PPG for Housing for older & disabled people
PPG for Build to Rent

PPG for First Homes

2.3 This is not repeated here, with the exception of the PPG for CIL which we have left in for ease of

reference.

Planning Practice Guidance for CIL

2.4 There is a separate section of the PPG for CIL (Community Infrastructure Levy).

2.5 The CIL PPG guidance was first published in June 2014 and last updated in November 2020.

The PPG is intended to provide clarity on the CIL Statutory Regulations which were first

introduced in April 2010 and amended in February 2011, November 2012, April 2013, February

2014, March 2015 and September 2019*. The Regulations have never been consolidated.

2.6 We draw your attention to the following key paragraphs (Table 2.1).

Table 2.1 - PPG CIL Key Cross-References

Paragraph Number - Item  Quote / Comments

Para 010 — Appropriate When deciding the levy rates, an authority must strike an

balance appropriate balance between additional investment to support

development and the potential effect on the viability of

developments. (our emphasis)

Para 017 — Infrastructure The infrastructure funding statement should identify

Funding Statement infrastructure needs, the total cost of this infrastructure,

anticipated funding from developer contributions, and the

1 https:/iwww.local.gov.uk/pas/pas-topics/infrastructure/cil-regulations-and-dclg-documents
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Paragraph Number - Iltem

Para 019 — Proportionate
evidence to support a levy
charge

Para 020 - How should
development be valued for

the purposes of the levy?

Para 020 - ‘Appropriate

available evidence’

Para 020 — Sampling
[typologies]

Quote / Comments

choices the authority has made about how these contributions
will be used.

Viability assessments should be proportionate, simple,
transparent and publicly available in accordance with the

viability guidance. (our emphasis)

Viability assessments can be prepared jointly for the purposes
of both plan making and preparing charging schedules. This
evidence should be presented in a document (separate from
the charging schedule) that shows the potential effects of the
proposed levy rate or rates on the viability of development

across the authority’s area.

Where the levy is introduced after a plan has been made, it
may be appropriate for a local authority to supplement plan
viability evidence with assessments of recent economic and
development trends, and through working with developers (e.g.
through local developer forums), rather than by procuring new
evidence.

Charging authorities should use evidence in accordance with
planning practice guidance on viability. (see Error! Reference
source not found. above)

A charging authority must use ‘appropriate available evidence’
(as defined in the section 211(7A) of the Planning Act 2008) to
inform the preparation of their draft charging schedule. It is
recognised that the available data is unlikely to be fully
comprehensive. Charging authorities need to demonstrate that
their proposed levy rate or rates are informed by ‘appropriate
available’ evidence and consistent with that evidence across

their area as a whole. (our emphasis)

A charging authority should directly sample an appropriate

range of types of sites across its area.

Charging authorities that decide to set differential rates may

need to undertake more fine-grained sampling.

: Aspinall



Paragraph Number - Iltem

Para 020 — Viability buffer

Para 022 — Differential
rates

Quote / Comments

The sampling exercise should provide a robust evidence base
about the potential effects of the rates proposed, balanced

against the need to avoid excessive detail. (our emphasis)

A charging authority’s proposed rate or rates should be
reasonable, given the available evidence, but there is no
requirement for a proposed rate to exactly mirror the evidence.
For example, this might not be appropriate if the evidence
pointed to setting a charge right at the margins of viability.
There is room for some pragmatism. It would be appropriate to
ensure that a ‘buffer’ or margin is included, so that the levy rate
is able to support development when economic circumstances

adjust. (our emphasis)
Note that the PPG does not specify what the appropriate buffer
should be.

Charging authorities should consider how they could use
differential rates to optimise the funding they can receive

through the levy.

Differences in rates need to be justified by reference to the

viability of development.

Differential rates should not be used as a means to deliver

policy objectives. (our emphasis)

Differential rates may be appropriate in relation to:
e geographical zones;

e types of development; and/or;

e scales of development.

A charging authority that plans to set differential rates should
seek to avoid undue complexity. Charging schedules with
differential rates should not have a disproportionate impact on
particular sectors or specialist forms of development. (our

emphasis)
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Paragraph Number - Iltem

Para 023 — Differential

rates by use

Para 024 — Differential

rates by scale

Para 025 — Differential
rates by land value uplift

[greenfield / brownfield]

Quote / Comments

In all cases, differential rates must not be set in such a way
that they constitute a naotifiable State aid [now referred to a

subsidy control since leaving the EU].

Charging authorities may also set differential rates by
reference to different intended uses of development. The
definition of “use” for this purpose is not tied to the classes of
the Use Classes Order although that Order does provide a

useful reference point.

(Para 201 describes how changes to the Use Classes Order
affect charging schedules that set differential rates according

to use classes that no longer exist).

Rates can be set by reference to either floor area or the

number of units or dwellings in a development.

The uplift in land value that development creates is affected by
the existing use of land and proposed use. For example,
viability may be different if high value uses [e.g. residential] are
created on land in an existing low value area [e.g. agricultural-
greenfield area] compared to the creation of lower value uses
or development on land already in a higher value area [e.g.

urban brownfield area].

Charging authorities can take these factors into account in the
evidence used to set differential levy rates, in order to optimise

the funding received through the levy.

Given the increasing emphasis in the NPPF and PPG on
certainty in respect of policy obligations; innovation in respect
of best practice; and the wisdom of bringing Local Plan and
CIL viability reviews into synchronisation, we have long
advocated differentiating CIL (and affordable housing targets)
by greenfield and brownfield (previously developed land)

typologies based on the evidence.

This, together with PPG Viability paragraph 001, therefore

confirms that CIL and affordable housing can be differentiated

; Aspinall



Paragraph Number - Iltem

Para 026 — Differential

rates for zones

Para 026 — Differential

rates for strategic sites

Para 065 — Social Housing

relief [inc. First Homes]

Quote / Comments

by greenfield and brownfield existing site typologies. This
should make the process of planning and development (land

value capture) much simpler and more efficient.

Differential rates for geographic zones can be used across a

charging authority’s area.

Authorities may wish to align zonal rates for strategic

development sites.

Charging authorities may want to consider how zonal rates can
ensure that the levy compliments plan policies for strategic
sites. This may include setting specific rates for strategic sites
that reflect the land value uplift their development creates. Low
or zero rates may be appropriate where plan policies require
significant contributions towards housing or infrastructure

through planning obligations. (our emphasis)

See also the comments above in respect of the S106 tests and
double-dipping. (NPPF Para 57 — Planning obligations)

In this case, strategic sites over 1,000 units in SWC'’s area are
designated zero rated for CIL. This is to ensure that there is no

‘double-dipping’ of contributions.

Social housing relief is a mandatory discount that can be
applied to most social rent, affordable rent, and intermediate
rent dwellings, provided by a local authority or private

registered provider, and shared ownership dwellings.

Subject to meeting specific conditions, social housing relief can
also apply to discounted rental properties provided by bodies
which are neither a local authority nor a private registered

provider.

Mandatory social housing relief can also apply to dwellings
where the first and subsequent sales are for no more than 70%

of their market value (“First Homes”). (our emphasis)
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2.7

2.8

2.9

2.10

211

2.12

Paragraph Number - ltem  Quote / Comments

Para 128 - Can payment be ‘Yes’ - Where a charging authority wishes to allow payment by

made in instalments? instalments, they must have published an instalment policy on
their website. An instalment policy can assist the viability and
delivery of development by taking account of financial
restrictions, for example in areas such as development of

homes within the buy to let sector.

For the purposes of our appraisals herein, we have assumed
that the payment of CIL is phased.

Source: PPG CIL (last updated 16 November 2020) and AspinallVerdi

The Planning for the Future White Paper included proposals to reform CIL and the current system
of planning obligations as a nationally set, value-based flat rate charge (the ‘Infrastructure Levy’).
The aim is for the new Levy to raise more revenue than under the current system of developer
contributions, and deliver at least as much — if not more — on-site affordable housing as at present.

The reform is to capture a greater share of the uplift in land value that comes with development.

DLUHC has now published the Levelling Up and Regeneration Bill which includes proposals for
the Infrastructure Levy (11 May 2022).

The Bill sets out the framework for the new Levy and the detailed design will be delivered through

Regulations? (to follow).

The Levy will be charged on the value of property when it is sold and applied above a minimum
threshold. Levy rates and minimum thresholds will be set and collected locally, and local
authorities will be able to set different rates within their area. The rates will be set as a percentage
of gross development value rather than based on floorspace.

The detail of different elements of the new Infrastructure Levy will need to be set in Regulations,
following consultation which is still to take place. The aim is to introduce the Levy through a ‘test
and learn’ approach. This means it will be rolled out nationally over several years, allowing for

careful monitoring and evaluation, in order to design the most effective system possible.

Sites permitted before the introduction of the new Levy will continue to be subject to their CIL and

Section 106 requirements.

2 policy paper, Levelling Up and Regeneration: further information, Published 11 May 2022 -
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/levelling-up-and-regeneration-further-information/levelling-up-and-regeneration-
further-information
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2.13  For the purposes of our viability assessment, we have ignored the proposed reforms as it is too

early to take them into account but they will need to be kept under review.
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3.1

3.2

3.3

Local Policy Context

This section of our main report sets out the local policy context for our viability assessment.
This has not changed for the purposes of this report and is not repeated here.

A detailed analysis of all the policies, together with our response in terms of this assessment, is

set out in the policies matrix appended to the main report.

Existing CIL Charging Schedule

3.4

3.5

The South Worcestershire Councils (SWC) have drafted a joint development plan, the South
Worcestershire Development Plan (SWDP), and viability and infrastructure evidence
underpinning the SWDP, which have also been produced on a joint basis. Notwithstanding this,
each of the SWC are charging authorities in their own right and so are required to prepare

separate charging schedules for the Community Infrastructure Levy.

The CIL charging schedules for Malvern Hills District Council and Wychavon District Council
came into effect on 5 June 2017 followed by Worcester City Council on 4" September 2017.
Figure 3.1 below outlines the levy rate at which development will be liable for CIL across the three

local authority areas.
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South Worcestershire Retail and Commercial CIL Viability Assessment
Worcester City Council, Malvern Hills District Council, Wychavon District Council
August 2022

Figure 3.1 - Adopted CIL Charging Schedule

Table 1 - CIL Rates (£/m?) for each Charging Authority

Use Type Malvern Hills Worcester City Wychavon
£0 £0

Residential — Main Urban (Malvern, Upton £0 (Droitwich,

Areas upon Severn and Evesham and
Tenbury Wells) Pershore)

Residential — All other

Areas except for the £40 £0 £40

Strategic Sites listed in

Table 2

Student Accommodation £100 £100 £100

Food Retail

(Supermarkets) £60 £60 £60

Retail Warehouses £60 £60 £60

Shops £0 £0 £0

Hotels £0 £0 £0

Industrial and Office £0 £0 £0

All Other

Uses (including

Education, Health and £0 £0 £0

Community uses)

Table 2 - Residential CIL Rates (£/m?) for Strategic Sites

CIL Rate Charging
(E/m’) Authority
Malvern Hills/
SWODP 45/1 Worcester South Urban Extension £0 Wychavon/
Worcester City
SWDP 45/2 Worcester West Urban Extension £0 Malvern Hills
SWDP 45/4 Gwillam's Farm £0 Wychavon
WO135 & WO136 Crown Packaging, Worcester £0 Worcester City
SWODP 45/3 Kilbury Drive, Worcester £0 Wychavon
SWDP 45/5 Swinesherd Way £0 Wychavon
SWDP 48/1 Vines Lane, Droitwich £0 Wychavon
SWDP 511 Cheltenham Road, Evesham £0 Wychavon
SWDP 47/1 Pershore Urban Extension £0 Wychavon
SWDP 53 QinetiQ, Malvern £0 Malvern Hills
SWDP 56 North East Malvern Urban Extension £0 Malvern Hills

Source: Worcester City Council, Malvern Hills District Council, Wychavon District Councils ,
CIL Charging Schedule, 2017
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3.6

South Worcestershire Retail and Commercial CIL Viability Assessment
Worcester City Council, Malvern Hills District Council, Wychavon District Council
August 2022

The aforementioned zones are illustrated on the following map (Figure 3.2).

Figure 3.2 - CIL Charging Zones Map

]Map showmg dlstr;ct boundanoé (;r;m;éu'ah;leict;;n_g a;;as) th:: main urban areas |
‘and those strateglc sutos that havo d viability |
. . b ) Sl

L

- Worcester City

35! I Wychavon District ,7 a5
E Main Urban Areas ___l
|| [ strategic Sites G =y y b o , i
30 ﬁﬁnm-ummwomwmmm' ~ A 60 A a2 B 5 s "] 5 ]3°
50 55 60 65 70 75 80 85 90 95 00 05 10 15

Source: SWC, CIL Charging Schedule 2017

Neighbouring Authorities CIL

3.7

The property market for development is a continuum across boundaries within Worcestershire. It
is therefore relevant to consider the CIL requirements in surrounding authorities/districts. That
said, every local jurisdiction has unique economic circumstances and geography which could
result in different viability evidence. We set out below the CIL rates from surrounding authorities

for ease of comparison.
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Table 3.1 - Neighbouring Authorities CIL Rates

Local Authority

Herefordshire,
County of

Shropshire

Stratford-on-
Avon

Tewkesbury

Cotswold

CIL Status
Preliminary Draft
Charging
Schedule
Published

Adopted

Adopted

Adopted

Adopted

Date

17/03/2016

24/11/2011

11/12/2017

15/10/2018

03/08/2018

Retail/Commercial Charges

Small convenience retail developments will be
charged £10 per square metre. Retail
warehouse developments will be charged £50
per square metre.

No charge for retail or commercial
developments.

Three retail development (A1-5) charging
zones with rates of £120, £10 and £0 per
square metre.

No charge for all other uses.

Retail developments will be charged £60 per
square metre.

Source: www.planningresource.co.uk/cil-watch-whos-charging-what

3.8 As you can see from the above most of the surrounding local authorities are charging similar

amounts for retail uses.
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4

4.1

Viability Assessment Method

In this section of the main report, we set out our methodology to establish the viability of the

various land uses and development typologies under the following sub-headings:

Viability Modelling Best Practice

e  Benchmark Land Value (BLV) Approach

e  Guidance on Premiums/Land Value Adjustments
e Land Market for Development in Practice

e Land Economics

e Hope Value

e  Conclusions on BLV

e  BLV Caveats for Decision-Making

e  How to Interpret the Viability Appraisals

e  Sensitivity Analysis

BLV Caveats for Decision Making

4.2

4.3

4.4

4.5

It is worth restating the BLV caveats for decision making here.

The BLVs contained herein are for ‘high-level’ CIL viability purposes and the appraisals should
be read in the context of the BLV sensitivity table (contained within the appraisals). The BLVs
included herein are generic and include healthy premiums to provide a viability buffer for plan

making purposes.

In the majority of circumstances, we would expect the RLV of a scheme on a policy compliant
basis to be greater than the EUV (and also the BLV including premium) herein and therefore

viable.

However, there may be site specific circumstances (e.g. brownfield sites or sites with particularly
challenging demolition, contamination or other constraints) which result in a RLV which is less
than the BLV herein. It is important to emphasise that the adoption of a particular BLV £ in the
base-case appraisal typologies in no way implies that this figure can be used by applicants to
negotiate site specific planning applications where these constraints exist. In these
circumstances, the site-specific BLV should be thoroughly evidenced having regard to the EUV
of the site in accordance with the PPG. This report is for plan-making purposes and is without

prejudice to future site-specific planning applications.
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5 Retail Assumptions

51 This section is in respect of retail uses. The appraisals are appended in full at Appendix 2.

Typology Assumptions

5.2 Table 5.1 outlines our typology assumptions for retail uses. This is based on typical schemes and

the types of development anticipated in SWC. Please also refer to the Results and Conclusions

section (7) of the Retail and Commercial Market Paper (Appendix 1) which set out how we have

determined to test these typologies. The typologies appraised are generic.

Table 5.1 — Retail Typology Assumptions

Ref.

G

H

Commercial Use
Typology

Convenience Retail -
Express Store

Convenience Retail -
Discount Supermarket

Convenience Retalil -
Large Supermarket

Convenience Retail -
Express Store

Convenience Retail -
Discount Supermarket

Convenience Retail -
Large Supermarket

Retail Warehouse - small

Retail Warehouse — large

Source: AspinallVerdi

Existing Evidence Base

Most Likely Location /
Value Zone Scenario

Town Centre / Urban
Areas

Town Centre / Urban
Areas

Town Centre / Urban
Areas

Strategic Urban
Extensions / Garden
Communities

Strategic Urban
Extensions / Garden
Communities

Strategic Urban
Extensions / Garden
Communities

Town Centre / Urban
Areas

Town Centre / Urban
Areas

Most Likely Site
Typology

Brownfield / Previously
Developed Land

Brownfield / Previously
Developed Land

Brownfield / Previously
Developed Land

Greenfield

Greenfield

Greenfield

Brownfield / Previously
Developed Land

Brownfield / Previously
Developed Land

5.3 We have undertaken a review of the existing evidence base in regards to retail and commercial

values within the District(s). In reviewing the relevant studies, we have had regard to any nuances

between the different authority areas and extracted any evidence in respect of market values.

The studies that we have reviewed are:

17
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54

e  HDH CIL Viability Study Main Report — January 2013

e  HDH South Worcestershire Local Plan Viability Update — September 2014

e  HDH Community Infrastructure Levy Viability Update — December 2014

e  South Worcestershire Development Plan (SWDP) — February 2016

e  Malvern Hills, Worcester City and Wychavon CIL Charging Schedule — May 2017

e  WYG South Worcestershire Retail Town Centres Study Main Report — July 2019

e BE Group Economic Development Needs Assessment (EDNA) South Worcestershire -
March 2022

This is contained in section 3 of our Retail and Commercial Market Paper — Appendix 1.

Retail Value Assumptions

55

5.6

57

5.8

59

Please see section 4 and 5 of our Retail and Commercial Market Paper for our market

commentary in respect of rents and yields for retail uses and our value assumptions.

Given the current market and the existing evidence above we have summarised the value

assumptions we have used for these typologies below in Table 5.2.

Table 5.2 - Value and Yield Assumptions

User Rent psf Yield (%) Rent Free / Void
Period (months)

Convenience Retail (Express store) £20.00 6.50% 12
Food Retail (Discount Supermarket) £21.00 4.00% 0
Food Retail (Large Supermarket) £20.00 4.00% 12
Retail Warehouses £16.00 6.00% 12

Source: AspinallVerdi 220613 Industrial and Commercial Market Research_v2'.
We have consulted on these assumptions with stakeholders.
We have allowed for 6.80% Purchasers Costs on the investment value.

Note that we have not appraised in full High Street shops. Given the well documented challenges
for retail on the high street with Covid, Brexit and internet shopping (see the Retail and
Commercial Market Paper); and the fact that Existing Use Values (EUVs) will by definition be
high in the retail centres; and that CIL is not currently levied on [high street] shops we would

recommend this remain the case.

y Aspinall



Retail Cost Assumptions

5.10 The development costs adopted within our appraisals are evidenced (where necessary) and set

out below.

Initial Payments

5.11 Table 5.3 below shows the ‘up-front’ costs prior-to or at start-on-site.

Table 5.3 - Appraisals Initial Cost Assumptions

Item

Planning Application
Professional Fees and Reports

Statutory Planning Fees

CIL

Site-Specific S106/S278

Construction Costs

Comment

Allowance for typology commensurate to the size of the
scheme relative to the statutory planning fee.

Based on national formula from the Planning Portal.

For the purposes of our assessment, we have calculated
the maximum CIL ‘headroom’ (excluding ‘buffer’) from
which we make our recommendations below having regard
to the buffer.

We have not included for any S106 contributions at this
stage in order to calculate the ‘clean’ maximum headroom
for CIL. S106 contributions will need to be included within
the buffer allowance (and care needs to be taken to ensure
no ‘double-dipping’).

5.12 Table 5.4Error! Reference source not found. below summarises our build cost assumptions.

Table 5.4 - Build Cost Assumptions

Item Cost

Comments

Demolition / Site £123,550 per ha (£50,000 For brownfield typologies we have

Clearance per acre) made an allowance for site clearance /
demolition
Construction £1,434 psm convenience This is rebased for Hereford and
retail Worcester.

£842 psm retail warehousing We have used median BCIS cost in

External Works 15%

our baseline assumptions.

For the purposes of our appraisal, we
have used 15% for external works.
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Other Cost Assumptions

5.13  Table 5.5 below summarises all the other costs which have factored into the appraisals.

Table 5.5 - Other Cost Assumptions

Item

Contingency

Professional Fees

Letting Agent

Letting Legal

Sale Agent

Sale Legal

Marketing and
Promotion

Interest on
Development Costs

Land Acquisition
Costs

Cost

3% - greenfield typologies
5% - brownfield typologies

8%

15%

5%

1%

0.5%

0.5%

6.25%

SDLT — based on formula

1.0% Acquisition Agent

0.5% Acquisition Legal

6.25% Interest on Land

20

Comments

We have applied 3% contingency to all
the build and infrastructure costs for
greenfield sites and 5% for brownfield
sites. We have increased the contingency
to reflect the additional risks of brownfield
development sites. These are industry
standard allowances.

More site due diligence should take place
for brownfield sites and abnormal costs
deducted from the land value.

These are construction related
professional fees as opposed to the
‘Planning Application Professional Fees
and Reports’ professional fees included
above at the feasibility stage.

% of Estimated Rental Value (ERV).
% of Estimated Rental Value (ERV).
% of Investment GDV.

% of Investment GDV.

% of Investment GDV.

Interest on land allows for land drawdown
1 year prior to start on site.
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Profit Assumptions

5.14

5.15

5.16

Table 5.6 below sets out the overhead and profit assumptions for the appraisals.

Table 5.6 — Profit Assumptions

Item Cost Comments

Profit on Cost 15% With sensitivities between 15% and 21%

For the purposes of this viability appraisal, we have assumed a baseline profit of 15% profit on
cost for retail development in the commercial sector. Commercial developers tend to operate on

a profit on costs (rather than house-builders which operate on a margin on turnover).

It is important to note that it is good practice for policy obligations not to be set right up to the
margins of viability. However, in certain circumstances developers will agree lower profit margins
in order to secure planning permission and generate turnover. The sensitivity analyses within the
appendices show the ‘balance’ (i.e. RLV — TLV) for developer’s profit from 15% on private
housing to 20%. This clearly shows the significant impact of profit on viability (especially for larger

schemes) 3.

Interest and Timing Assumptions

5.17

Table 5.7 below sets out the interest and timing assumptions for the appraisals.

Table 5.7 — Interest and Timing Assumptions

Item Cost / Timing Comments

Debit Interest 6.25% Applies to 100% of cashflow to include
Finance Fees etc.

Site acquisition day-one In reality for larger sites the land will be
drawn-down in phases/tranches.
Therefore, interest is only calculated on
land for 1 year.

Initial payments ¢ 6 months for 6 months after site acquisition to start
on site depending on the size of the
typology.

Construction 12-24 months Depending on scale of typology.

3 Note that the final PPG (2019) now refers to profit of 15-20% which ‘may be considered a suitable return to developers in order
to establish viability of plan polices’ which is consistent with our sensitivity analysis.
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Investment Sale At end of construction The value assumptions allow for a rent
period free period / void allowance.

Land Value Assumptions

5.18 The Land Value Paper (Appendix 3 of the main report) sets out our approach and analysis of the
land market for the SWCs area. Our benchmark land values (BLV) assumptions are set out on

the next page.
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Table 5.8 - Benchmark Land Value Assumptions

South Worcestershire Retail and Commercial CIL Viability Assessment
Worcester City Council, Malvern Hills District Council, Wychavon District Council

August 2022

gﬁzi:e””a' Strategic | ih Value Areas Greenfield £9.500 £23 475 50% £19,000 £46.949] 135 £275.000 £679,525
Residential >/1h Low Value Area Greenfield £8.500|  £21.004 60%|  £14167|  £35.006) 14.9 £225,000 £555 975
Residential >1/h High Value Area Greenfield £9.500|  £23.475 60%|  £15833|  £39.124| 164 £275.000 £679.525
Residential </1h Low Value Area Greenfield £8.500|  £21.004 80%|  £10625|  £26.254| 202 £225,000 £565.975
Residential </1h High Value Area Greenfield £9.500|  £23.475 80%|  £11.875|  £29343] 222 £275,000 £679.525
Residential Low Value Area Brownfield £300,000|  £741.300 90%|  £333.333|  £823.667| 20.0% £400,000 £988,400
Residential High Value Area Brownfield £350.000|  £864.850 90%| £388,889|  £960.944| 28.6% £500,000{  £1.235.500

The above values are for Plan-making purposes only. This table should be read in conjunction with our Financial Viability Assessment Report and the caveats therein.

Mo responsibility is accepted to any other party in respect of the whole or any part of its contents.

Source: AspinallVerdi (210713 SWC Benchmark Land Value Research_v16)
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5.19  We have utilised the above BLVs the retail market has to compete with the residential market for
land.
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6 Commercial Assumptions

6.1 The Retail and Commercial Market Paper at Appendix 1 set out the existing evidence and

property market research in respect of commercial uses.

Typology Assumptions

6.2 We have considered offices (new grade A) and industrial and logistics developments.

Commercial Value Assumptions

6.3 Please see section 4 and 5 of our Retail and Commercial Market Paper for our market

commentary in respect of rents and yields for retail uses and our value assumptions.

6.4 Given the current market and the existing evidence above we have summarised the value

assumptions we have used for these typologies below in Table 6.1

Table 6.1 - Value and Yield Assumptions

User Rent psf Yield (%) Rent Free / Void
Period (months)

Offices (New Grade A) £18.50 5.50% 12

Industrial / Logistics £7.00 5.00% 12

Source: AspinallVerdi ‘220613 Industrial and Commercial Market Research_v2’.

6.5 We have consulted on these assumptions with stakeholders.

Commercial Cost Assumptions

6.6 The development costs adopted within our appraisals are evidenced (where necessary) and set

out below.

6.7 As set out in section 7 of the Retail and Commercial Market Paper, we have carried out high-
level appraisals on a £ per square meter basis to test whether it was worth pursuing CIL on

commercial uses.

6.8 In terms of commercial cost assumptions, we allowed for -
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Table 6.2 — Commercial Cost Assumptions £ psm Appraisals

Item Cost Comments

Construction £1,898 psm offices This is rebased for Hereford and

£772 psm industrial / Worcester.

logistics We have used median BCIS cost in
our baseline assumptions.

External Works 15% For the purposes of our appraisal, we
have used 15% for external works.

Contingency 5%
Professional fees 7%
Marketing 3%
Profit 15% on Cost
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7.1

7.2

7.3

7.4

Stakeholder Consultation

We have consulted with industry by way of stakeholder consultation workshop held on Friday

24th June 2022.

A copy of the 2022 slide presentation is attached at Appendix 8 to the main report.

As part of the consultation, we requested written feedback on the appraisal assumptions.

We received no feedback in respect of the retail or commercial assumptions.
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8  Appraisal Results

8.1 This section sets out our appraisal modelling results and our approach to CIL rate setting.

Retail Viability Results

8.2 We set out on the following tables the results of our viability appraisals.

8.3 Where necessary, we provide comment on any nuances in the results (below). Note that in the

discussion below we have rounded the values for ease of interpretation.

8.4 The retail appraisals are appended in full at Appendix 2.
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Table 8.1 — Retail Appraisal Results

Appraisal Ref: A B C D E F G H
Appraisal Ref: Convenience Retail - Express Store Convenience Retail - Discount Convenience Retail - Large| Convenience Retail - Express Store Convenience Retail - Discount Convenience Retail - Large Retail Warehouse - Small Retail Warehouse - Large
Mo Units: 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Location / Value Zone: TC / Urban TC / Urban TC / Urban SUE/GC SUE/GC SUE/GC TC / Urban TC / Urban
Greenfield/Brownfield: Brownfield Brownfield Brownfield Greenfield Greenfield Greenfield Brownfield Brownfield
Notes: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total GDV (£} 202,967 9.339.053 17.976,939 202,967 9.339.053 17.976.939 704,855 1.877.086
Policy Assumptions - - - -

Max CIL (£ psm) - 1,870.28 1.475.29 2,071.61 1,674.92 371.37 461.59
Max CIL (£ per unit) - 3.301.043 5.482,165 3.656.399 6.223.990 103.613 342,960
Site Specific S106 (£ psm) - - - - -

Site Specific S106 (£ per unit) - - - - -

Sub-Taotal CIL + S106 (£ per unit) - 3.301.043 5482 165 3,656,399 6,223,990 103,613 342,960
Profit KPI's e - - i

Developers Profit (% on costs) 15.0% 15.0% 15.0% 15.0% 15.0% 15.0% 15.0% 15.0%
Total Developers Profit (£) 30,126 1,121,907 2,140,482 29,811 1,165,374 2,231,996 81,912 215,529
Land Value KPI's 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
RLV (£/acre (net)) (505,869) 450.001 450,000 (436,076) 250.001 250,000 450,006 450,002
RLV (£/ha (net)) (1.250,001) 1,111,952 1,111,951 (1,077 545) 617.752 617.751 1,111,964 1,111,955
RLV (£ net) (17,500} 654.198 1,377,336 (15.086) 363.444 765.1687 77,560 206,546
RLV (% of GDV) -8.62% 7.00% 7.66% -7.43% 3.89% 4.26% 11.00% 11.00%
RLV Total (£) (17,500} 654.198 1,377,336 (15.086) 363.444 765.187 77,560 206,546
BLV (£/acre (net)) 450,000 450,000 450,000 250,000 250,000 250,000 450,000 450,000
BLV (£/ha (net)) 1,111,950 1,111,950 1.111,950 617.750 617.750 617.750 1,111,950 1.111.950
BLV Total (£) 15,567 654,197 1,377,335 8.649 363.443 765.186 77,559 206,545
Surplus/Deficit (£/acre) [RLV-BLV] (955.869) 1 (686.076) 1 6 2
Surplus/Deficit (£/ha) (2,361,951) 2 1 (1.695.295) 2 1 14 5
Surplus/Deficit Total (£) (33,067) 1 1 (23.734) 1 1 1 1
Recommended CIL (£ psm) 60.00 200.00 200.00 60.00 200.00 200.00 60.00 60.00

Source: 220802 SWC Retail CIL Appraisals_v1
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Convenience Retall

8.5

8.6

8.7

8.8

Table 8.1 — Retail Appraisal Results shows that Large format and Discount retail formats are

viable.

We have calculated the maximum CIL rate with no buffer (based on the value and cost
assumptions herein) and this ranges from £1,475 psm to over £2,000 psm. However, it is
important to note that this excludes any site-specific S106/S278 costs. Care must be taken

therefore not to double count.

We have tested a CIL rate of £200 psm and this has a significant viability buffer of 86-90%. This
should allow for variances in site conditions (greenfield and brownfield), abnormal costs and site-
specific S106/S278 costs.

Small (Express) convenience retail formats are not viable due (mainly) to our assumptions in
respect of value which have a higher yield (6.5%). This makes Express formats not viable, even

at £0 CIL. See section 9 below in terms of recommendations.

Retail Warehouses

8.9

8.10

8.11

8.12

Retail warehouse formats were found to be viable.

We have calculated the maximum CIL rate with no buffer and this ranges from £371 psm to £461
psm for small and large formats respectively. Again, this excludes any site-specific S106/S278
costs. Care must be taken therefore not to double count.

The values for retail warehouses are less than for convenience retail due to lower rents and

higher yields, but the construction cost is also less.

We have tested the existing CIL rate of £60 psm and this has a significant viability buffer of 84-
87%. This should allow for variances in site conditions (greenfield and brownfield), abnormal

costs and site-specific S106/S278 costs.

Commercial Results

8.13

Section 7 of our Retail and Commercial Market Paper (Appendix 1) describes the results in more

detail with sensitivity tables for per square meter assessments.
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Offices

8.14

8.15

8.16

Based on the value assumptions above, we calculate the capital value of this scenario which is
£3,220 psm.

We calculate that the total gross cost of this industrial scenario is £2,837 psm. This is based on
BCIS median construction costs, plus external works, contingency, professional fees, marketing
and profit (at 15% on cost) — before land value.

The gross development value (£3,220 psm) is c.£383 psm higher than the gross costs of £2,837
psm. This indicates that without accounting for the price of the land and any potential CIL or S106
costs the proposed development is marginally viable. The inclusion of further cost will likely strain

development to the point of it becoming unviable and unattractive to developers.

Industrial / Logistics

8.17

8.18

8.19

Similarly, we calculate the capital value of this typology to be £1,347 psm.

We calculate that the total gross cost of this logistics warehouse scenario is £1,154 psm. This is
based on BCIS median construction costs, plus external works, contingency, professional fees,

marketing and profit (at 15% on profit) — before land value.

The gross development value (£1,347 psm) is c.£193 psm higher than the total costs of £1,154
psm. This indicates that without accounting for the price of the land and any potential CIL or S106
costs the proposed development is marginally viable. The inclusion of further costs (e.g. for
bespoke factory developments) will push the scheme into unviability and become unattractive for

developers.

Approach to CIL rate setting

8.20

Our decision-making process in Figure 8.1 explains how we have arrived at out proposed CIL

charge schedules.
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8.21

8.22

Figure 8.1 - Decision making process for recommended CIL rate

* Residual land value (RLV) as calculated in our appraisal
+ RLV = GDV (inc. AH) - total build and S106 costs - developers profit

+ Calculated using the viability PPG (EUV+)

+ RLV - BLV = viability surplus (or deficit)

+ Results are expressed for each typology

+ Consider: previous CIL rate / increases; location/zones; surplus / max CIL; consider industry reaction and
stepped change

+ Calculate the % buffer between the CIL proposal and the max. CIL rate for each typology and report buffer
+ If buffer is considered not to be adequate based on research, go back and reconsider proposed rates

+ Having considered the viability evidence based on our typology appraisals, recommend a potenfial CIL
charge schedule with sufficient buffers

Source: AspinallVerdi

Setting a CIL rate and determining a buffer does not have an exact formula and a judgment needs

to be formed. The PPG states that the, ‘proposed rate or rates should be reasonable, given the

available evidence, but there is no requirement for a proposed rate to exactly mirror the evidence.’

For example, this might not be appropriate if the evidence pointed to setting a charge right at the

margins of viability. There is room for some pragmatism. It would be appropriate to ensure that a

‘buffer’ or margin is included so that the levy rate is able to support development when economic
circumstances adjust. In all cases, the charging authority should be able to explain its approach

clearly.
To inform our judgement on suitable CIL rates and viability buffers we have had regard to:

e Review of existing CIL rates.

e The pattern of the proposed development and the variable surpluses are shown in the
viability results generated by the different scenarios tested.

e  Specific consideration to greenfield v brownfield typologies and the different value zones.

e lterations of potential CIL rates that consider:

2 Aspinall



o Using our sensitivity tables to consider whether the proposed CIL rates can absorb a
drop in GDV or increase in build costs to take into account an economic downturn
which may negatively impact viability. The recommended CIL rate mustn't be at the
margins of viability, as per the PPG.

o Buffers of around 30%-+ (minimum)

e Cross-reference to other charging schedules. We have recognised these adopted
schedules and in particular their highest CIL charge levels. To assess the reasonableness
of our recommendations for the highest value zone, we have taken account of these levels

as a guided range in conjunction with our results. For example, retail CIL:

o Herefordshire, County of - up to £50 psm (max)
o Stratford-on-Avon - up to £120 psm (max)
o Cotswold - up to £60 psm (max)

e None of the adjacent authorities charge CIL for commercial uses.
8.23  There are multiple considerations when setting a proposed CIL, as set out above.

8.24 In our judgement, the buffers presented in our results are appropriate given the particular

circumstances and evidence set out in this report.
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9  Summary and Recommendations

9.1 In this section we draw together the recommendations from the viability modelling.

Retail Uses

9.2 We consider that there is scope to increase CIL on larger format / Discount format convenience
retail. We have tested a CIL rate of £200 psm and this has a significant viability buffer of 86-
90%. This is a considerable (x3) increase from the current £60 psm and consideration should be
given to a phased increase (say, £100 - £120 psm in the first instance). This would be
consistent with Stratford-on-Avon.

9.3 Small (Express) convenience retail formats are not viable due (mainly) to our assumptions in

respect of value which have a higher yield (6.5%). This makes Express formats not viable, even
at £0 CIL. It is possible to differentiate CIL by size on typology, so one could have a lower rate
for Express type stores (i.e. < 750 sqft), however, we would not recommend reducing the CIL
rate from the current £60 psm. Most hew-build small convenience stores are being developed
by the major supermarket chains and therefore we would expect the yield to be stronger. The
sensitivity tables show that a 20% increase in value (which only requires a small yield shift to
5.85%) would enable the existing CIL rate to be viable. Further research and consultation could
be undertaken to review the value assumptions (which were the subject of consultation in June
2022)

Commercial Uses

9.4

9.5

In terms of offices, our market research suggests that speculative office development is more
focussed on the core city centres (e.g. Birmingham) and viability is much more marginal in the
regional towns and centres. We would therefore not recommend applying a CIL levy on new-
build office development as this would simply undermine delivery. This is no change from the

current CIL Charging Schedule.

Similarly, for industrial/logistics the inclusion of further costs will push schemes into unviability
and become unattractive for developers. Viability and delivery in this sector is still challenging
and dependent upon covenant strength, location, land acquisition price, site specific constraints
and driving construction costs down. We would therefore not recommend applying a CIL levy
to industrial / logistics uses as this would simply undermine delivery. This is no change from

the current CIL Charging Schedule.
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Best Practice

9.6

9.7

In addition, we recommend that, in accordance with best practice, the plan wide viability is
reviewed on a regular basis to ensure that the Plan/CIL Charging Schedule remains relevant as

the property market cycle(s) change.

Furthermore, to facilitate the process of review, we recommend that the Council monitors the
development appraisal parameters herein, but particularly data on land values across the South

Worcestershire area. We have a land value database which should be maintained.

" Aspinall
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1.1

1.2

Introduction

This retail and commercial paper provides the background to the value assumptions made in
assessing the viability of the commercial development typologies. This information will also be

used to assess headroom for the future of CIL on retail and commercial development.

AspinallVerdi have been appointed to review the adopted CIL Charging Schedule(s) for the South
Worcestershire Council’'s (SWC'’s) (comprising Malvern Hills District Council, Wychavon District
Council and Worcester City Council — the District(s)). The purpose of the overarching study is to
test the viability implications of the SWC’s emerging Local Plan policies. This requires a review
of the adopted CIL Charging Schedule(s) as part of this study in order to ‘align’ CIL and Local
Plan polices (e.g. with respect of strategic site allocations). SWC’s have therefore taken the

opportunity to review the commercial and retail typologies in addition.
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UK and South Worcestershire Market Overview

The purpose of this section is to understand how South Worcestershire performs in comparison
to the wider market. General UK market trends are discussed, followed by a discussion of South

Worcestershire specifically.

Retail Market Overview

2.2

2.3

2.4

2.5

2.6

2.7

The retail market had been suffering from long-term decline for years before the recent events of

the Coronavirus pandemic.

The RICS publishes a quarterly commercial market survey.! The most recent edition at the time
of writing is the Q1 2022 study and this provides commentary on the retail market. In terms of the

national picture, the report comments as follows:

e Demand growth accelerates in Q1, although respondents are cautious on the impact of
macro headwinds;

e Outlook for rents strengthens within the office sector as the recovery in occupier demand
gains impetus;

e  All-property capital value expectations revised higher for the coming twelve months.

The RICS also publishes its UK Economy and Property Market Update which provides economic
commentary and research into the commercial property sector. The latest edition (at the time of
writing) is May 2022.

The RICS states that there are now signs of an improving picture emerging for the retail sector,
with the RICS occupier demand metric for the whole of the retail sector is reporting -1% (the least

negative result since the early part of 2017).

In general, there is continued concern about rising inflation and interest rates. The RICS note
that inflationary pressures continue to worsen and The Bank of England acknowledged that the
economy will flirt” with recession in the coming quarters and, indeed, anticipates precious little
growth over the coming years. The tightening in policy is viewed as likely to begin to reverse the
adverse trend in inflation but the Bank assumes that the Consumer Price Index will hit a high of
10% first and then only return to the 2% target by mid-2024.

The RICS also report on the widely-held concern throughout the property market of rising
construction costs. At present official data shows that build costs have risen 25% higher than last

year. This partly relates to the shortage of skills and labour, with the RICS stating that against

1 RICS UK Commercial Property Market Survey, Q1 2022
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2.8

2.9

2.10

211

2.12

2.13

the backdrop of a rise and decline in the CPI, it is projected that the labour market may begin to
soften as the economy falters with talk of skills shortages giving way to rising unemployment

which may reach up to 5.5% (from under 4% at present).

This paper outlines Carter Jonas’s view of what will drive the commercial property markets in
2022.

Carter Jonas report that sales volumes rose by 1.9% in January 2022. This was the largest
monthly increase since April 2021 when non-essential retailers were permitted to open following
lockdown. However, in recent months, activity has been turbulent, with the Pandemic influencing

decisions and worries around new Covid variants affecting sales.

Consumer confidence is at its lowest level since January 2021. This has been driven by rising
inflation and the increasing cost of living. The cost of food, fuel and utilities is generating concern
for many consumers and there are worries around potential tax increases and rising interest

rates.

Whilst footfall is increasing in most towns and cities, low demand and high vacancy have
depressed high-street retail rents. It is recognised that the Covid Pandemic served to compound
many structural issues facing the high street such as the pressure from online retail and out-of-
town retail parks. These issues have also negatively impacted shopping centres. Rents have
remained more resilient for retail parks and supermarkets due to stronger occupier demand and

sales.

In the course of the Pandemic, many retail chains have gone out of business, have consolidated
their physical presence or moved to online-only models. This has meant a lower presence of
national chains in town centres. In some locations, this has led to opportunities for independent
businesses to take space and local entrants to the market, sometimes creating a vibrant local

presence.

Carter Jonas also note that the increased flexibility created by the Class E use class is allowing
property to be used in different ways and ensuring that requirements can be met without the need
for change of use. This means that where there is a lack of demand for vacant retail space, it can
easily be repurposed for offices, healthcare, leisure and childcare, for example. Uses such as
leisure can be complementary to retail space, generating new footfall and activity in areas which

may otherwise sit vacant.
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2.14  There is currently £60 psm CIL on supermarkets in all three of the SWC authorities.

2.15  The convenience retail sector has seen a significant change since the financial crisis of 2007/08.
In the years following 2008, supermarkets appeared to have weathered the economic storm with
most operators aggressively expanding (commonly referred to as the race-for-space). Operators
were able to competitively bid for sites as they were able to take advantage of other sectors in
the property market being much weaker. During this period of growth, there was a strong appetite
from operators to open large-format stores of up to circa 11,150 sgm, larger formats allowed a
mix of convenience and comparison retail.

2.16 In recent years shopping patterns have changed significantly. Many shoppers began
supplementing a ‘big’ shopping trip with regular smaller shops during the week, making use of
smaller, ‘metro-style’ supermarkets. This led to a decline in the delivery of larger-format stores.
The smaller format is typically found in high-street locations, close to either employment or
higher-density residential schemes. However, the Covid-19 Pandemic has led to the return of the
big shop, with many consumers limiting their trips to the supermarket or choosing to shop online

instead.?

2.17  Online shopping was also becoming increasingly popular pre-pandemic. However, the pandemic
has accelerated the structural shift in the market, with as many as a third of those who only
switched to online shopping during the pandemic suggesting that they may not return to shopping

‘in person’.?

2.18 In recent years, customers have increasingly split their shopping trips between the big four
supermarkets (Tesco, Sainsbury’s, Asda and Morrison’s) and discounters such as Aldi and Lidl.
Whilst there have been few new stores delivered by the big four, especially for larger formats,
discounters have fared strongly and have looked to expand their presence nationally. However,
they have a poorer online presence and so the larger supermarkets have benefited from the

move to online shopping throughout the pandemic.

2 Colliers, 2021. UK Grocery Real Estate Review.
3 Colliers, 2021. UK Grocery Real Estate Review.
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2.19

2.20
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2.22

2.23

Figure 2.1 - Gross Market Share of Supermarket Retailers, May 2017 versus March 2022

Great Britain Grocery Market Share (12 weeks ending)

Tesco
Sainsbury's
Asda
Morrisons

Aldi

Symbols & Independent
Other Outlets

Ocado

Source: Kantar, World Panel (2022)

Figure 2.1 shows evidence of the big four's market share falling resulting in lower sales and
reported lower profits. The combined effect of a weaker market for the big four has led to them
scaling back new store openings, with Tesco, Sainsbury’s and Morrison’s all ‘mothballing’ several

sites on which they had previously secured planning permission for new supermarkets.

In contrast, the smaller discount operators such as Aldi and Lidl have been growing market share
leading them to continue to open new stores, expanding their reach into new locations and taking
the place of former big four supermarkets as alternative comparison-shopping locations. Aldi and

Lidl both continue to advertise aggressively for new sites.*

There is currently £60 psm CIL on retail warehouses in all three SWC authorities.

For retail warehouses, the market has remained resilient throughout the pandemic. Savills report
that click-and-collect has helped to prop up this sector.5> However, it is noted that not all retail
parks are the same and some locations are performing more strongly than others. Whilst retail
parks have performed reasonably well in terms of occupational transactions and footfall, values
have gradually declined. Whilst the investment market has been relatively strong, activity has

been driven by value and declining rents.

Notably, there has been growth in the market for drive-thru restaurants and coffee shops
delivered alongside retail warehousing. Landowners have capitalised on underutilised space or
empty car parks often present at retail parks by delivering drive-thru units which can attract

customers to their retail parks. These buildings are typically quick to deliver and cheap to build.

4 https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/business-61230670
5 savills, 2022. Market in Minutes: UK Commercial.
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2.28

2.29

This type of business has performed strongly throughout the pandemic as customers have looked

to reduce physical contact with others.®

There are numerous active national requirements for sites capable of accommodating drive-thru
businesses or existing premises from brands such as Greggs and Starbucks. These businesses
typically favour sites offering good visibility from major roads and car parking for customers. For
example, Starbucks advertise their requirement for sites of 0.3-0.5 acres or buildings of 1,200-
2,500 sqft. Greggs will consider sites of 0.5-0.7 acres or standalone units of 1,800 sqft. Often,
these requirements are for freehold sites with drive-thrus commonly operating on a franchise
model. Some brands will not consider sites on a leasehold basis.

There is no current CIL charge on ‘shops’.

Land in town centres is generally at the top of the land value hierarchy as space has typically
been previously developed and existing buildings typically hold comparatively high values.
Development often involves complex site assembly, service diversions and regeneration costs
involved in development. These factors generally reduce the viability of development in these

areas.

Also, new retail space on the high street is often provided via redevelopment / refurbishment of
units already existing within retail centres. Where there is no net additional space, there would

be no CIL charge in any event.

In recent years, trends have suggested that many town centres will be increasingly used for
leisure and social activities as well as traditional retailing — albeit on a smaller scale — with more

bars, restaurants, food outlets and community spaces.

Footfall is increasing following the pandemic, with office workers and shoppers returning to town
and city centres. Many consumers have also managed to save throughout the Pandemic and
consumer spending is expected to underpin GDP growth. However, rising energy costs,
increasing living costs and interest rates may influence consumer spending and so the high-street
economy is slightly uncertain at the time of writing. Inflation had been viewed as temporary at the
start of 20227, it was mainly attributed to pandemic-related supply chain disruption and
materials/product shortages. It was thought that many of these issues would be resolved in the
course of the year, with inflationary rises tapering off towards 2023. However, there is now greater
uncertainty following the start of the Ukrainian war and concerns that this will constrain access to

certain goods and lead to continued inflationary pressures.

6 property week, 2021. The Road to Drive-Thru F&B Success.
7 CBRE, 2022. UK Market Outlook 2022.
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2.33

2.34

Whilst there are clear challenges for the high street, with out-of-town retail and online retailing
creating challenging issues even before the pandemic, Covid-19 is seen to have accelerated

many of the structural issues facing the market.

CBRE reported within their October 2021 UK Investment Yields Monitor that:

e  Supermarkets in prime locations (25-year lease at 3.5% p.a. cap RPI) are achieving yields
of around 3.5%;
e  Prime high street shops are 6.5%; and

e  Good Secondary high street shops are at 8.5%.

These yields are broadly similar to those reported in the Knight Frank Prime Yield Guide (June
2022 edn).

The RICSS report that the better tone to retail numbers is evident in both Savills data tracking
yield developments and in the CBRE data on pricing. In the former, the latest insights show high
street retail yields have gone from 6.75% last year to 6.25% currently, with retail warehouses
dropping to 4.75%. Shopping centres in general remained a little more challenging with Savills

numbers putting the average yield unchanged at 7.5%.

CBRE report that retail warehouses in retail parks (inc. fashion) are around 6%. The same yield
is reported for prime bulky users. Knight Frank report a keener yield of 5.5% for both prime retail
warehouses and Bulky Goods Parks.

Office Market Overview

2.35

2.36

As we emerge from the Covid-19 Pandemic, it is unclear what the longer-term impact will be on
the office market as working practices have altered. Savills note that agile working could lead to
a reduction in the space required by businesses and, therefore, less gross demand. But strong
employment growth and tight supply of quality space could also deliver strong rental growth. For
secondary space, however, it is anticipated that the market will soften; now more than ever,

occupiers are placing value on quality space.®

Carter Jonas report that more employees are returning to the office following the lifting of
guidance to work from home. Many businesses are assessing their required footprint, however,
as many workers continue to work remotely some of the time. In many instances, businesses are

viewing quality space as a way of attracting workers back into offices. The flexible market is

8 RICS UK Commercial Property Market Survey, Q1 2022
9 Savills, 2022. UK Commercial Market in Minutes. May 2022.

; Aspindll



2.37

2.38

2.39

2.40

benefitting from these emerging trends; due to uncertainty over space requirements, flexible

models mean that businesses do not need to make long-term commitments.10

Prime rents have remained resilient as staff return to offices following the Pandemic. Carter Jonas
report that this is due to the focus on quality office spaces and the lack of supply of Grade A
Space. It is anticipated that although businesses may take less space due to hybrid working, the

lack of new development will likely bolster prime rents due to tightening supply.?

Avison Young report that well-located, high-quality assets are performing well across the regional
UK markets. Notably, properties that meet organisations net zero objectives are in strong demand

and are expected to show rental growth.12

Savills report that ESG credentials are likely to drive an increased focus on greener office
buildings. They note an undersupply of stock meeting these requirements and of Grade A space
in general. It is therefore anticipated that rents will remain buoyant for stock of this nature,

although demand and rental values for secondary space are likely to decrease.’?

Knight Frank report in their June 2022 Prime Yield Guide!4 that Prime City offices (grade A) are
achieving yields of 3.75% with Major Regional Cities (grade A) single let, 15 years achieving
4.50% - 4.75%.

Industrial and Logistics Market Overview

241

2.42

Take-up of Grade A warehouses over 100,000 sqft exceeded 49m sqft in 2021. Avison Young
report that a major contributor to this level of take-up was the e-commerce sector. The growth of

online retail has also driven demand for smaller last-mile industrial properties.®

CBRE report that almost a third of take-up in Q1 2022 related to third-party logistics. Different
forms of retailer also took a combined 32% of all space. Sector-by-sector take-up is demonstrated

in Figure 2.2.16

10 Carter Jonas, 2022. Commercial Market Outlook: May 2022.

11 Carter Jonas, 2022. Commercial Market Outlook: May 2022.

12 Avison Young, 2022. Economic and Property Market Review. April 2022.
13 Savills, 2022. UK Cross Sector Outlook.

14 Knight Frank Prime Yield Guide — June 2022

15 Avison Young, 2022. Economic and Property Market Review. April 2022.
16 CBRE, 2022. United Kingdom Logistics.
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Figure 2.2 - CBRE UK Logistics Take-Up Q1 2022

UK Logistics take-up by

sector Q12022 3PL / Distribution (29%)

B Other Manufacturing (13%)
Construction (7%)
Maotor Industry (2%)

B Food Manufacturing (45)

B Post and Parcels (0%)
Retail - Food (9%

B Retail - Online (5%)

B Retail - Other (18%)
Other (145

Source: CERE

CBRE, 2022.

The logistics sector is currently performing strongly. The occupational fundamentals mean that
rental growth is set to continue in the short term. Savills report that in Q1 2022, there was a record
level of take-up and vacancy currently sits at its lowest ever level, serving to push rents higher.
However, it is expected that demand will stabilise, as the strain the Covid-19 pandemic has
placed on the logistics market eases. Also, as the cost-of-living bites and households experience
less disposable income, it is anticipated that the obvious impact on the retail market will have a

knock-on effect on the logistics sector.”

As a result of the UK government’s 2050 net zero goals, changing policy requirements, legislation
and building regulations will put increased pressure on landlords to improve the sustainability of
existing buildings or developers to deliver higher-quality, greener buildings. By 2030, commercial
buildings will be required to meet the Minimum Energy Efficiency Standards (MEES) Energy
Performance Certificate (EPC) rating ‘B’ as a minimum. Avison Young note that this requirement

is now Primary Legislation.®

CBRE report take-up within the West Midlands continued steadily throughout Q1 totalling 1.5m
sqft across 7 deals. A large amount of space was under offer ending the quarter at 5.3m sqft

across mainly speculative (53.3%) and build-to-suit (42.5%).

Available space fell for a second consecutive quarter to 1.7m sqft, down 61% year-on-year with
another quarter with no newly completed speculative units available. The vacancy rate in the

West Midlands increased slightly to 1.66% compared to 1.56% the previous quarter.

17 savills, 2022. UK Commercial Market in Minutes. May 2022.
18 Avison Young, 2022. Building Zero: The Road to Zero Carbon Logistics.
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2.52

2.53

2.54

West Midlands prime big box rents grew in Q1, jumping 21.43% year-on-year to £8.50 psf. The
region finished the quarter with the second highest prime rent across the UK regions. Prime yields

continued to fall to 3.4%, down 10bps but now 15bps behind the South East prime.

The Estates Gazette release a weekly circular which rounds up all property sector related news
and provides advertisement for sites and properties. We make reference to the 16" April 2022
edition where a comment piece on the UK logistics sector by Polly Troughton, Managing Director
of St. Modwen Logistics was published in response to the UK Governments Levelling Up Agenda.

We summarise the comments made within the article herein.

A report from the Office for National Statistics has shone a light on the wider importance of
warehouse space to UK plc and the government’s levelling up plans [...] the transport and storage
sector has almost doubled in the past decade making it the fastest-growing broad industry group

and a major contributor to the national economy.

Although the report points to a surge in demand [...] in reality, the current pipeline is unlikely to
be sufficient to meet future demand. According to Savills, 2021 saw UK industrial and logistics
take-up surpass 50m sqft for the second year running [...] but with vacancy rates now 2.9%, how

likely is it that this level of activity can be sustained in 20227

We found that if supply and demand were roughly in equilibrium, with national vacancy at around
8%, take-up would have been as much as 29% higher than historical levels across the UK [...]
higher still around regional cities such as Manchester, Birmingham and Leeds. This shows that
the need for logistics space has been severely underestimated in UK planning policy for at least
a decade. [...] National policy does not yet properly recognise how logistics space supports

housing, and vice versa.

Analysis from the BPF shows that between 2010 and 2019 the number of professional and
technical jobs increased by 300,000, with process and plant operative roles decreasing by 8,000

over the same period.

It is estimated that the 300,000 new homes her year targeted by the government would generate
£1.3bn in additional annual online retail spend [...] as housing delivery accelerates, warehouse

delivery must accelerate too.

With 70% of demand for space generated in the North and the Midlands, versus only 30% in the
south, the industrial and logistics sector can support the government’s levelling up agenda, but

only if it has the space it needs.

South Worcestershire Contextual Overview

2.55

South Worcestershire forms part of Worcestershire County within the West Midlands. The County

borders Herefordshire to the west, Shropshire to the north-west, Staffordshire to the north,
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2.56

2.57

Warwickshire to the east and Gloucestershire to the south. Two major rivers flow through the
county: the Severn and the Avon.

The main towns within South Worcestershire are Worcester, Droitwich Spa, Pershore, Malvern

and Evesham. South Worcestershire has a total population of approximately 290,500.

The M5 Motorway runs directly through the middle of the District(s) north-south with it running
adjacent to Worcester and Droitwich Spa heading up towards Birmingham. The District(s)
benefits from good motorway connections which supports its well established industrial and
logistics sectors.
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3.1

Existing Evidence Base

We have undertaken a review of the existing evidence base in regards to retail and commercial
values within the District(s). In reviewing the relevant studies, we have had regard to any nuances

between the different authority areas, if there are any. The studies that we have reviewed are:

HDH CIL Viability Study Main Report — January 2013

e HDH South Worcestershire Local Plan Viability Update — September 2014

e  HDH Community Infrastructure Levy Viability Update — December 2014

e  South Worcestershire Development Plan (SWDP) — February 2016

e  Malvern Hills, Worcester City and Wychavon CIL Charging Schedule — May 2017

e  WYG South Worcestershire Retail Town Centres Study Main Report — July 2019

e BE Group Economic Development Needs Assessment (EDNA) South Worcestershire -
March 2022

HDH CIL Viability Study Main Report — January 2013

3.2

3.3

3.4

3.5

3.6

HDH Planning and Development were appointed by the South Worcestershire authorities to
prepare a CIL Viability study. The purpose of this study was to aid the authorities in the decision
whether or not to introduce CIL. There is a particular emphasis on co-operation within the report.
HDH state that through not only economies of scale, but will also be able to set rates in the

context of those being set in the wider area.

As part of this study HDH conducted market research into the Industrial, Office, Retail, Leisure

and Other/Land markets.

HDH report that the industrial property market was quiet at the time of writing. Average rents
achieved for industrial properties across the whole area were typically in the range of £40 psm to

£50 psm, although the full range was from as a little as £20 psm to over £70 psm.

Rents for large properties (500+ sqm) were around £50 psm and small industrial properties (100
— 500 sgm) were around £55 psm. There was little deviation from the average within the towns —
although the rents in the North East of the County were slightly higher, by £5 psm or so. HDH

reported that whilst the rents for the larger units were slightly lower, the yields were slightly higher.

HDH reported that their research on office rents varied widely across the county — largely
dependent on the factors that relate to each individual unit. The highest rents were close to

Birmingham achieving up to £160 psm but were more typically around £100 psm. Generally
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3.7

3.8

3.9

3.10

3.11

average rents achieved for high quality offices across the whole area were £110 psm for large
units (250+ sqm) ad £120 psm for small units (100 — 250 sgm), with a premium of about £20 psm

in the Bromsgrove and Redditch areas.

HDH drew particularly from various appraisals submitted by developers in connection to specific

developments. Rents of £130 psm were suggested within Worcester.

HDH report that there were a large number of, relatively modern, non-food retail units that were
vacant and available around the County for modest rents. The sector had been struggling for
quite some time with some areas having units becoming available following store closures. HDH’s
discussions with agents at the time indicated that large (500+ sgm) convenience units (i.e.
supermarkets), in a good location would achieve rents of between £130 - £145 psm with large

non-food stores achieving rents around £100 psm.

HDH stated that the agent they spoke to said the only retail unit was coming forward at the time
was operator led, or where a tenant or buyer was identified before the scheme was started. HDH

were not aware of any speculative retail development in Worcestershire at the time.

HDH also report that following their consultations they discovered rents for town centre shops
varied greatly — to the extent that where there are vacant shops the owners are willing to make
them available to occupiers on very advantageous terms, including rent free for extended periods.
In their study, HDH assumed that shop rents were at £200 psm on the basis that any new
development was likely to be of a description than much of the existing secondary stock available

at the time.

They referred to various appraisals submitted by developers in connection to specific
developments. Rents of £150 psm were suggested in Worcester but there was no information for

other parts of the county.
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3.12

3.13

HDH adopted the following values within their viability appraisal modelling:

Table 3.1 - HDH Non-Residential Values for Appraisals £ psm

Table 5.2 Non Residential Values for Appraisals £/m?
Large industrial 800
Large industrial (NE) 850
Small industrial 750
Small industrial (NE) 800
Large office 1,500
Large office (NE) 1,750
Small office 1,500
Small office (NE) 1,750
Supemmarkets 2,500
Retail Warehouse 1,800
Shops 2,000
Hotels 2,150
Student Halls 2225
Leisure 1,200

Source: HDH Worcestershire CIL Viability Main Report 2013

Following their viability modelling, HDH made recommendations for the maximum potential for

CIL on non-residential uses. These are summarised in Table 3.2.

Table 3.2 - Worcestershire Non-Residential Development Viability Appraisals Additional
Profit at Current Prices (£ psm) 2013

Large Small Large Small Super- Retail Shops Leisure Hotel | Student
industrial | industrial office office | markets | Warehouse Halls
Greenfield
North Eastern 0 0 0 0 511 766 0 270
Worcestershire
Wider Worcestershire 0 0 0 0 523 774 0 270
Brownfield
North Eastern
Worcestershire 0 0 0 0 111 937 o 0 192
Wider Worcestershire 0 0 0 0 226 617 0 0 192 204

Source: HDH Worcestershire CIL Viability Main Report 2013

HDH South Worcestershire Local Plan Viability Update — September 2014

3.14

HDH were re-appointed by the South Worcestershire Councils to provide a viability update to
ensure the viability evidence was up-to-date and makes full consideration of the deliverability of
the strategic sites included in the Plan. The South Worcestershire Councils were in a period of

adjournment of the public examination at the time of writing. The Councils were still considering
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3.15

3.16

3.17

the introduction of Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) as a mechanism to fund, at least in part,
the infrastructure requirements required to deliver the Development Plan.

HDH undertook a review of the non-residential property market. They reported a notable
increase in confidence and activity in the area however little evidence had fed through into
increased rents or capital values (at June 2014). HDH did not therefore change their value

assumptions.

Following representations from stakeholders, HDH extended the modelling in relation to retail

property. They included an extra typology to be representative of the smaller supermarkets.

For smaller supermarkets, HDH assumed a rent of £150 psm (being at the lower end of the
expected range of £180 psm to £150 psm) and a 6.5% yield (being at the higher end of the
expected range of 6.25% to 6.5%) to derive a capital value of £2,300 psm.

HDH CIL Viability Update — December 2014

3.18

3.19

HDH Planning & Development were appointed by the South Worcestershire Councils to prepare
a Community Infrastructure Levy Viability Update to refine the viability aspects of the CIL setting

process and inform rates of CIL for the preliminary draft charging schedule.

HDH made several recommendations for the rates of CIL. These are largely determined on
viability and HDH’s understanding of the future requirements of S106 and S278 payments. These
are summarised in Table 3.3.

Table 3.3 - South Worcestershire Recommended CIL Rates (December 2014)

Residential Development (including older people’s

housing)

Malvern Hills (Non-Strategic Sites) Zero
Urban areas of Great Malvern, Tenbury Wells and Zero
Upton upon Severn
Other areas of Malvemn Hills £40/m2

Worcester City (Non-Strategic Sites) Zero

Wychavon (Non-Strategic Sites)

Urban areas of Evesham, Droitwich Spa and Pershore Zero
Other areas of Wychavon £40/m?2

Strategic sites
South Worcester Urban Extension, Worcester West Zero
Urban Extension
Gwillam’s Farm, Pershore Urban Extension, Qinetiq, Zero
North East Malvern Urban Extension
Other strategic sites As for district

Non-Residential Development

Retail
Supermarkets and Retail Warehouses £100/m2
Other Retail Zero
Student Accommodation £100/m2
All other development Zero
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Appendix x — South Worcestershire Retail and Commercial Market Paper
South Worcestershire Local Plan and CIL Review
July 2022

Source: SWDP CIL Viability Update December 2014

South Worcestershire Local Development Plan - February 2016

3.20 The South Worcestershire Councils adopted the South Worcestershire Local Development Plan
in February 2016. This document outlines the planning policies applicable to development within
the SWC boundary.

3.21 Policy SWDP 3 provides a summary of the retail requirements within each District, this is
illustrated in Table 3.4.

Table 3.4 - Retail Requirements 2013-2031 (net floorspace sqm)

I s o
0

Wider Worcester Area (WWA)* 30,726 30,726
. Malvern Hills (excluding WwWaA) 669 - 6,786 - 7,455

Wychavon (excluding WWA) 0 1,326 1,326
I South Worcestershire 669 . 38,838 ‘ 39,507
I *of which Worcester City 0 . 26,726 1 26,726

Source: SWDP 2016

3.22  Policy SWDP 3 also outlines the plan’s intention to make provision for approximately 50,000

square meters (net floorspace) retail space during the plan period.

Adopted CIL Charging Schedule(s) — May 2017

3.23  Malvern Hills and Wychavon District Council implemented CIL charging from 5% June 2017,
Worcester implemented their charging schedule from 4t September 2017.

3.24  The rates chargeable for the different types of development in each of the charging authorities
are summarised in Table 3.5.

-



3.25

Use Type

Residential — Main Urban
Areas

Residential — All other
Areas except for the
Strategic Sites listed in
Table 2

Student Accommodation

Food Retail
(Supermarkets)

Retail Warehouses

Shops

Industrial and Office

All Other

Uses (including
Education, Health and
Community uses)

Appendix x — South Worcestershire Retail and Commercial Market Paper

South Worcestershire Local Plan and CIL Review
July 2022

Table 3.5 - CIL Rates (£ psm) for each Charging Authority

Source: South Worcestershire Council(s) CIL Charging Schedule(s) 2017

The CIL Charging Schedule also includes a map showing the different charging authorities, the
strategic sites and main urban areas. This is displayed in Figure 3.1.
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Appendix x — South Worcestershire Retail and Commercial Market Paper
South Worcestershire Local Plan and CIL Review

July 2022
Figure 3.1 - South Worcestershire Administrative Charging Areas
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Source: Malvern Hills District Council CIL Charging Schedule 2017

WYG South Worcestershire Retail and Town Centres Study — July 2019

3.26 WYG Planning was instructed by the South Worcestershire Councils in December 2018 to
undertake Retail and Centres Study for the south Worcestershire area. The key purpose of this
study was to act as the evidence base to assist the formulation of future development plan policy
and land use allocations, as well as providing baseline information to assist in the determination

of planning applications for retail and leisure development.

Prevailing retail / leisure trends

3.27  WYG report that 2018 was a challenging year for retailers. They refer to a Deloitte report that
states that 2018 was the year that saw the most store closures and job losses since the 2008
global financial crisis. The key issues impacting many retailers and town centres in the UK are:

e  The continued rise in internet shopping;
e Increased town centre vacancy levels & store closures; and

e The decline in investment due to the uncertainty surrounding Brexit
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3.28

3.29

3.30

3.31

3.32

In the first half of 2017 a net 1,123 stores disappeared from Britain’s top 500 town centres
compared with a 22-store loss over the equivalent period in 2017. Many retailers found
themselves struggling to pay their rents and other overheads, such as a rising minimum wage
and business rates.

Figure 3.2 - Composition of each centre by percentage of commercial floorspace (2019)

| 5% — 4%
13%
8%
16 %
22%
10 %
33%
Worcester Evesham Droitwich Great Malvern Pershore Upton-upon-Sevemn
(103,130 -:qm; (43,900 sqm) {31,900 sgm) (25,970 sgm) {21,950 sqm) (9,720 sqgm)
Convenience W Comparison B Retail Service W Leisure Service Financial and Business Services W Vacant

Source: Experian GOAD Surveys

WYG state that in general, the proportion of convenience goods floorspace across the centres
was higher than the proportion of convenience goods units. Conversely, the proportion of retail
service units across the centres was consistently higher than the proportion of floorspace they
occupy. Retail service units such as hairdressers tend to be small in size, while convenience
retailers include supermarkets which occupy very large units.

Worcester City Centre was shown to have the highest proportion of comparison floorspace and
joint highest proportion of comparison goods units with Great Malvern Town Centre and Pershore
Town Centre. Upton-upon-Severn has the lowest proportion of vacant units and the joint lowest
proportion of vacant floorspace across South Worcestershire.

WYG undertook a health check assessment of the various centres within the District(s) as well

as the preparation of a SWOT analysis. The results of this analysis are summarised by centre.

Strengths and Opportunities include:

e The City has a strong comparison goods offer with a high representation of top national

retailers.
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3.33

3.34

3.35

3.36

3.37

e There is generally a pleasant and attractive environment in the City Centre. Opportunities
for improvement have been recognised and improvements are being, or will be, delivered
at the Shambles and Angel Place/Friary Walk.

e Retail services have improved over recent years and there are a good range of leisure
facilities in the City Centre.

e  Opportunities exist to make improvements in access to riverside and canalside locations.
Weaknesses and Threats include:

e Concentrations of vacant units at Reindeer Court and Friary Walk.
e  Competition from regional centres, in particular Birmingham and Cheltenham, is likely to
increase as a result of recent/future investment in these centres.

Since 2019 Worcester City Council had been working on preparing a Future High Streets Fund
bid which was subsequently awarded £17.9m in funding from central Government. The Council’s
vision is to invest the funds in creating new leisure uses, activities and event space in Angel Place
and the surrounding areas, alongside new performance space and commercial opportunities.
The former Scala Theatre ceased operating as a cinema in 1973 and will be bought by the City
Council, along with the adjoining Grade II-listed Corn Exchange. These two iconic buildings will
be brought back into use as a performance arts venue offering theatre, music and other
performance events. It is proposed that the Swan Theatre will relocate from its current home on

The Moors to this new venue.

Central Government has also selected Worcester to be one of 101 towns across the country to
benefit from the £3.6b Towns Fund. Each location was asked to draw up a Town Investment Plan
to secure up to £25m. The City Council submitted a Town Investment Plan to Government at the
end of January 2021, setting out a vision got the city and proposals for how a potential £27.9m
investment could deliver long-term economic growth and support Worcester’'s recovery from
COVID.

Strengths and Opportunities include:

e Good financial and business service offer.

e  Compact and walkable main shopping area.

e  Good public transport links.

e The redevelopment of Riverside Shopping Centre would provide a significant opportunity

to improve leisure service offer and/or bring other non-retail uses into the town centre.

Weaknesses and Threats include:
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e Vacancy rates are well above the national average and are particularly high in the
Riverside Shopping Centre.

e  The comparison goods sector is not particularly strong and has weakened over the past 5
years.

e  The highway network, including the A46(T) is congested.

e  More out-of-centre retail/leisure development may weaken the comparison goods sector
further.

3.38  Strengths and Opportunities include:

e The Town Centre is accessible by all modes of travel which is aided by flat topography and
good parking provision.
e The Town Centre is well provided for in terms of financial and business services.

e The Town Centre has a strong convenience goods provision.
3.39  Weaknesses and Threats include:

e Under-provision of leisure services in the Town Centre, especially those serving the
‘evening economy’.

e Railway station is poorly linked to the Town Centre.

3.40  Strengths and Opportunities include:

e The Town Centre has an attractive built environment with well-tended public spaces.

e The Town Centre is a popular tourist attraction and provides a number of non-retail and
leisure attractors including the theatre complex and the adjacent Malvern Hills Area of
Outstanding Natural Beauty.

e The Centre has low vacancy levels and provides an attractive independent offering which

caters to both visitors and local residents.
3.41 Weaknesses and Threats include:

e  Steep topography makes access difficult for those with mobility issues.
e  Car parking provision struggles to meet demands at peak times.
e Expansion of retail provision at Malvern Shopping Park, Malvern Link and Barnards Green

is a potential threat to retailers in Great Malvern Town Centre.
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3.42

3.43

3.44

3.45

3.46

Strengths and Opportunities include:

Attractive and historic built environment contributes to very good environmental quality.
Strong leisure service offer including services supporting the evening economy.
Low and decreasing vacancy levels across the town centre.

Opportunities exist to make more of the town’s riverside location.

Weaknesses and Threats include:

Low levels of footfall to the north of town centre.
Railway station is poorly linked to town centre.
High proportion of small retails may not meet modern retailer requirements.

Local highway network can become busy.

Strengths and Opportunities include:

Attractive, compact and walkable town centre.

Generally, a good level of services/facilities catering for the day to day needs of local
residents.

Convenience goods provision has been significantly strengthened following the opening of
a Tesco Foodstore.

Low vacancy rate.

Weaknesses and Threats include:

The town is relatively isolated and poorly connected by public transport.

There is pressure on car parking within the town centre.

The financial banking/building society sector is weakened and is now limited to one high
street bank.

The local highway network can often become congested, particularly at peak periods.

Strengths and Opportunities include:

Upton-upon-Severn Town Centre has a strong leisure offer and the town clearly benefits
from hosting several high-profile annual events.

Attractive and historic built environment in a favourable riverside location.

The town centre has a very low and decreasing vacancy level.

Attractive tourist destination with shops/services providing a dual function for local
residents/tourists.
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3.47

Weaknesses and Threats include:

e  Poorly connected by public transport, limiting access for those without a motor vehicle.
e  The convenience goods offer is limited with only 2 relatively small units catering for food
shopping needs.

e There is low footfall within the Town Centre outside of peak holiday hours.

BE Group Economic Development Needs Assessment (EDNA) South
Worcestershire - March 2022

3.48

3.49

3.50

3.51

3.52

The South Worcestershire Economic Development Needs Assessment (EDNA) has been
prepared by BE Group on behalf of Malvern Hills District Council, Worcester City Council and
Wychavon District Council. The EDNA forms part of the South Worcestershire Development Plan
(SWDP) Review. It reviews employment land supply and demand to 2041.

BE Group report that transactions for both industrial and office units declined in 2020 compared
to the previous year. In particular it is noted that the South Worcestershire market has not been
able to take advantage of the wider increase in demand for warehousing premise sin 2020 due
to the increase in online retailing and increased inventory requirements. This is likely to be due

to a lack of readily available larger warehousing units in the market.

BE Group comment that the office market has also declined in the region due to the pandemic.
This is likely to be an on-going concern for this sector, with dampened demand beyond lockdown
restrictions as office-based businesses re-evaluate their space requirements. It is likely that office
spaces that offer flexibility, opportunities for social distancing and safe collaboration spaces

would be sought after by business as they adjust their requirements.

They also report that vacancies for industrial/warehousing units have decreased since 2018,
corroborating the position that the market is being dampened due to a lack of good premises.
Vacant office premises, however, have increased significantly since 2018, indicating a struggling
market due to changed economic circumstances.

The functional economic market area of South Worcestershire is estimated based on known
information of commuting patterns, business relationships, key transport corridors and the role of
Worcester as the region’s primary city centre. The functional economic market area has been
defined to incorporate a primary and secondary area. The primary functional economic market
area can be approximated by the Worcestershire County area. A broader area extending to
Stratford-on-Avon, Cotswold, Tewkesbury and Cheltenham local authorities in the south and east
and Birmingham in the north would be an approximation of a secondary functional economic

market area for South Worcestershire. This is illustrated below.
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3.53

3.54

3.55

Figure 3.3 - Functional Economic Market Area for South Worcestershire

(2]

Wale

Source: BE Group and QGIS, 2021

The employment land requirement for South Worcestershire, including its constituent local
authority areas, was assessed through two methods — looking at past completions data and
assessing employment growth forecasts. Reviewing both these methods, it was considered that
the method based on past completions was more likely to be a better indicator of future
employment land needs for South Worcestershire.

Under this method the objectively assessed need for employment land between 2021 and 2041
in South Worcestershire is estimated to be 280.40 ha. Including a five-year buffer to provide for
choice means that this need increases to 350.5 ha.

BE Group make the following recommendations within the EDNA:
e Particular types of premises that should be accommodated for, including:

o Smaller industrial units (200-1,000 sgm)

o Mid-sized industrial units (2,000-3,000 sgm)

o Larger industrial and warehouse units (+10,000 sgm)
o Corporate offices

o Small offices

e Support for the Strategic Sites within SWDP Review - Throckmorton Airfield,

Worcestershire Parkway and Rushwick — will be important in providing for overall
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employment land throughout the planning period. The Councils should work closely with
the land holders and other strategic partners to ensure the timely delivery of these sites.

The following employment areas are recommended to be deallocated for employment:

o Backfields Upton

o Sixways Industrial Estate

o Three Springs Trading Estate
o Orchard Street

o Gregory’s Mill Industrial Estate
o Pope Iron Road

o Stanway Screens

o Vines Lane, Droitwich Spa

The office market is facing pressures from several fronts, including the implications of
COVID-19 on the way businesses operate and from changes to planning classes and
permitted development rights. It is recommended that employment areas that are
continuing to function in an economic manner are support, both through business support
and landholder incentives to renew and maintain employment spaces. However, it is
recognised that some employment areas are likely to be lose over the planning period,
given the lower planning obstacles to converting to other uses.

The employment land market should be regularly monitored on a consistent basis across
the South Worcestershire region and regular reviews of the EDNA should be undertaken
as appropriate. This is particularly important given the relatively modest spare capacity in

the current supply.
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4.1

4.2

Retail and Commercial Market Evidence

This section reviews the office, retail, industrial and hotel/hospitality markets in South

Worcestershire.

We have reviewed CoStar and Egi for any deals done and asking evidence. It should be noted
that the majority of transactions on Egi are for second-hand space, and thus will have a downward
impact on the values presented within this section. In our conclusions, we make note of the values

in the most recent deals and where possible identify any deals for new-build space.

Office Leasehold Transactions

4.3

4.4

4.5

4.6

We reviewed CoStar and Egi for evidence of 65 office transactions between January 1st 2019 —
6" June 2022 (present) across South Worcestershire. We illustrate the achieved rents for these

transactions in Figure 4.1.

Figure 4.1 — South Worcestershire Office Rental Values Achieved £ psf
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Source: AspinallVerdi 220613 Industrial and Commercial Market Research_v2’

These transactions took place within the main towns of the District(s) - predominantly in
Worcester, Malvern, Droitwich, Evesham, Pershore and the Periphery of Kidderminster (some of

these fell within the District(s) boundary so we have opted to keep them within the dataset).

Rents ranged broadly from £2.70 - £18.95 psf. The median was £11.62 psf, and the average is
£11.16 psf.

The range in achieved rents is quite large. We attribute this to the varied floorplates that are being

leased with as little as 239 square foot up to entire buildings of 189,288 sqft. This has an adverse
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effect on the rent on a £ psf basis. However, we note in this case these outliers are just that -

outliers - and the majority of stock is 5,000 sqft or less in size.

Office Availability

4.7

4.8

4.9

4.10

411

Through analysing the offices properties advertised for rent on both CoStar and Egi, we have
identified 63 office units which are currently available across the District(s). The asking rents per

square foot for these are illustrated in Figure 4.2.
Figure 4.2 - South Worcestershire Office Asking Rents £ psf
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Source: AspinallVerdi 220613 Industrial and Commercial Market Research_v2’

For Out-of-Town offices, asking rents currently range between £6.05 psf (which is the second-

lowest rent we have identified) and £19.50 psf, returning an average rent of £12.59 psf.

The median is £10.86 psf which is typical - albeit the lower end of what is achievable - for the
higher quality dated stock in the area. The average is £11.38 psf. This similarity to the median

indicates a low skewness factor in the data.

Whilst there is clearly a low amount of new-build office development within the District(s) when
compared to the older second-hand office stock, our analysis suggests that asking rents for
Grade-A office accommodation in South Worcestershire are in excess of £14 psf. The maximum

asking rent is £18.50 psf for Grade A office space.

We also made note of 4 proposed office properties within the District(s), whilst no asking rental
information was provided we were able to see the floor areas. These 4 offices are proposed to

deliver at least 146,155 sqft of new-build office space in the District(s) in the near future.
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Industrial Transactions

412

4.13

4.14

4.15

4.16

We have reviewed transactional evidence for industrial properties within the District(s) between
January 15t 2019 — 6" June 2022 (present). Our analysis identified 97 transactions for industrial
property across the District(s) in this period. Figure 4.3 illustrates the range in achieved rents for
these properties.

Figure 4.3 - South Worcestershire Industrial Rental Values Achieved £ psf
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Source: AspinallVerdi ‘220613 Industrial and Commercial Market Research_v2’.

The majority of these transactions occurred within and around Worcester and Droitwich with
notably less transactional activity occurring near Malvern. There is a significant portion of these

transactions which occurred at the periphery of the District(s) near Kidderminster.

The minimum rental value is £1.13 psf, however this is for a reasonably sized (1,000+sqft)
industrial unit on the periphery of the District(s) in Kidderminster owing to the nature of industrial
units we have opted to retain this in the dataset as there is little distinction between a shed on
one side of the District(s) boundary and one on the periphery / just on the other side when what
an operator desires is good motorway connections and rents are often, but not wholly, dictated

by access to such infrastructure.

The average rental value is £5.76 psf. The median is marginally lower than the average, at £5.74
psf.

The close relationship between the median and average indicates there is a high degree of
uniformity in the achieved rents, mainly clustering around £5.00 - £6.00 psf, and that save for a

few low and high outliers this represents the majority of the dataset.
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Industrial Availability

417

4.18

4.19

We analysed the current industrial availabilities on CoStar for the District(s). Our analysis
identified that there are 54 industrial properties advertised for rent within the District(s). The

asking rents on a per square foot basis for these properties are illustrated in Figure 4.4.
Figure 4.4 — South Worcestershire Industrial Asking Rents £ psf
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Source: AspinallVerdi ‘220613 Industrial and Commercial Market Research_v2’

The minimum asking rent is £2.86 psf, leaving quite a large between this and the median at £7.10
psf. The average is £7.26 psf, the minor difference from the median illustrates uniformity across

the dataset. The maximum asking rent is the outlier here at £17.33 psf.

We also made note of 7 industrial properties that are proposed / in the pipeline for development
in the District(s). Whilst asking rents were not available, floor areas were. These units are
proposed to deliver at least 252,092 sqft of new industrial space within the District(s) in the near

future.

Retail Transactions

4.20

We have reviewed transactional evidence for retail properties between January 1st 2019 — 6t
June 2022 (present) across the District(s). We have identified 57 transactions for retail property
across the District(s) in this period. This data should be treated with caution, as it is not always
clearly when an asking rent is in terms of zone A (ITZA). The range of achieved £ per square foot

rents are illustrated in Figure 4.5.
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4.21

4.22

4.23

Figure 4.5 — South Worcestershire Retail Rental Values Achieved £ psf
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Source: AspinallVerdi 220613 Industrial and Commercial Market Research_v2'.

The minimum is very low when compared to the average: £5.23 psf v £15.21 psf. The median is
£13.89 psf, which is also lower than the average. This indicates that the average is being pushed
upwards by some high value outliers. The maximum is £34.48 psf, which has been achieved by
a prime high street retail property with good frontage in Worcester. The £ psf rents are adversely
affected by the size of the floorplate leased with many of leased retail premises averaging less
than 3,000 sqgft in size with the smallest being 229 sqft and largest at 18,023 sqft.

Many of the higher achieved rents of c.£18 psf + were being achieved at retail properties within
city centre locations i.e. WR1 / high street locations where they benefit from significant footfall
and superior frontages. There are also numerous modern high-spec retail parks trading across
the District(s) where achieved rents are typically higher such as Blackpole Retail Park in
Worcester averaging at £20.38 psf or Shrub Hill Retail Park in Worcester (benefiting from being
directly adjacent to Worcester Shrub Hill Station and a 99 space MSCP) where one of the highest

rents was recorded at £30.61 psf.

One transaction in particular was for a retail foodstore at the Shrub Hill Retail Park in Worcester.
The unit was 18,023 sqgft in size and achieved a rent of £5.55 psf on 4t April 2022. The achieved
rent for this (FarmFoods) unit is quite low compared to what we would normally expect a food
store/supermarket to achieve especially after their strong market performance during the Covid
pandemic. A closer look at the unit reveals that the Shrub Hill Retail Park is a well maintained,

albeit older retail park that has been operating for 20+ years and is not new-build in nature. We

. Aspinall



Appendix x — South Worcestershire Retail and Commercial Market Paper
South Worcestershire Local Plan and CIL Review
July 2022

would expect new-build supermarkets / foodstores to be achieving rents in excess of £20 psf. We

have treated the FarmFoods unit as an anomaly in the dataset.

Retail Availability

4.24  We analysed the current availabilities of retail property across the District(s). Our analysis
revealed that there are 41 retail properties advertised for rent across the District(s). The majority
of these are existing high street shops rather than new-build supermarkets and retail warehouses.
The range in asking rents for these properties is summarised in Figure 4.6 on a £ per square foot

basis.
Figure 4.6 - South Worcestershire Retail Asking Rents £ psf
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Source: AspinallVerdi ‘220613 Industrial and Commercial Market Research_v2’

4.25  The minimum asking rent is £5.54 psf. The median is £18.09 psf, with the average returning the
same £18.09 psf figure. The maximum is £35.24 psf which is for a reasonably sized retail unit of
¢.1,000 sqft within central Worcester, on the high street. The majority of the retail stock that is

available is advertised at around £15 - £19 psf.

Hospitality Transactions

4.26  We reviewed CoStar and EGi for evidence of hospitality transactions within the District(s). This
type of property is more niche than other sectors of the non-residential property market and tends

to have a much more subtle market profile than the others. Our analysis revealed that there were
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4 transactions for hospitality type properties within the District(s) during January 1st 2019 — 6t
June 2022 (present). These transactions are summarised in Table 4.1.

Table 4.1 - South Worcestershire Hospitality Achieved Rents £ psf

Property Name City Floor Area (sqft) Rent£p.a Rent £ psf
14, Church Street, Malvern 1,778 £17,500 £9.84
WR14 2AY

Trinity Street, Worcester 4,542 £35,000 £7.71
WR1 2PW

Rear Store, 45, Worcester 510 £4,500 £8.82
Broad Street,

WR1 3LR

Unit 13a, Shrub Worcester 725 £4,712 £6.50
Hill Industrial

Estate, Shrub Hill
Road, WR4 9EL

Source: AspinallVerdi 220613 Industrial and Commercial Market Research_v2'.

4.27  There were no hotel properties that transacted with the above properties being mainly in public
house or general leisure use and having rented not sold. The range in achieved rents is much
smaller here with the minimum at £6.50 psf, the average at £8.22 psf and median at £8.27 psf.

The maximum achieved rent was £9.84 psf.

Hospitality Availability

4.28  We reviewed CoStar and EGi and were unable to find any listings of hospitality type properties.

Yields from Comparable Transactional Data

429  We reviewed CoStar and EGi for yield evidence in the period January 15t 2019 to 61" June 2022

(present) to get a high-level view of yields in the District(s).

4.30 Based on transactional CoStar and EGi evidence analysis, the Net Initial Yield for office property
in the District(s) averages 6.66%, while ranging between 5.40% - 8.20%. These yields show a
softening from the yields reported in the Knight Frank yield guide for major regional cities (4.50%
- 4.75%).

4.31 Based on transactional CoStar and EGi evidence analysis, the average Net Initial Yield for

industrial property in the District(s) averages 5.62%, while ranging between 0.92% — 7.49%. The
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4.32

yields in this dataset tend to sit around the 4% - 6% mark with only a few outliers achieving in
excess of 8% or below 4%. The yields here represent a slight softening of yields from what is
reported by CBRE with prime yields at around 3.4%.

Based on transactional CoStar and EGi evidence analysis, the Net Initial Yield for all retail
property in the District(s) is on average 7.89% with a range of 4.93% - 10.34%. However, we note
that only two of these transactions achieved yields of greater than 10% and a newly analysed
range reveals the variance to be less significant at 4.93% - 9.26%. The yields achieved here are
broadly similar to what is being reported in the CBRE and Knight Frank Yield guides.
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Value Assumptions

Given the current market and the existing evidence above we have summarised the value

assumptions we have used for these typologies within Table 5.1.

Table 5.1 - Value and Yield Assumptions

User Rent psf Yield (%) Rent Free / Void
Period (months)

Convenience Retail (Express store) £20.00 6.50% 12
Food Retail (Discount Supermarket) £21.00 4.00% 0
Food Retail (Large Supermarket) £20.00 4.00% 12
Retail Warehouses £16.00 6.00% 12
Shops (High Street) £18.00 7.50% 18
Offices (New Grade A) £18.50 5.50% 12
Hotels n/a n/a n/a
Industrial / Logistics £7.00 5.00% 12

Source: AspinallVerdi 220613 Industrial and Commercial Market Research_v2'.
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6  Cost Assumptions

6.1 This section briefly summarises the costs that we have assumed within our commercial

appraisals. Figure 6.1 illustrates the BCIS Q2 2022 costs for industrial, commercial and retail

property.

Figure 6.1 BCIS Costs for Industrial, Commercial and Retail Q2 2022

Maximum age of results: Default period

Building function £/m* gross internal floor area Sample
(Maximum age of projects) Mean  Lowest Lower quartiles Median Upper quartiles Highest
New build

282, Factories
Generally (20) 1,110 254 614 913 1,329 4174 92
Up to 500m2 GFA (20) 1,407 900 1,024 1,192 1,764 2412 13
500 to 2000m2 GFA (20) 1,181 254 656 1,055 1,308 4174 39
Over 2000m2 GFA (20) 943 459 559 759 1,025 2,369 40

282.1 Advance factories
Generally (15) 958 451 786 924 1,158 1,559 22
Up to 500m2 GFA (15) 1,069 900 914 1,060 1,144 1,410 7
500 to 2000m2 GFA (15) 1,041 451 871 1,103 1,212 1,559 9
Over 2000m2 GFA (15) 704 525 565 689 830 923 6

282.12 Advance

factories/offices - mixed

facilities (class B1)
Generally (20) 1,291 485 782 1,311 1,576 2412 19
Up to 500m2 GFA (20) 2,140 1,764 - 2,244 - 2,412 3
500 to 2000m2 GFA (20) 1,223 485 1,003 1,347 1,478 1,626 6
Over 2000m2 GFA (20) 1,076 563 745 836 1,364 2,369 10

282.2 Purpose built

factories
Generally (30) 1,200 254 632 1,022 1,527 4174 79
Up to 500m2 GFA (30) 1,394 743 972 1,189 1,876 2,135 7
500 to 2000m2 GFA (30) 1,296 254 677 959 1,455 4174 28
Over 2000m2 GFA (30) 1,108 338 605 1,023 1,486 2,231 44

282.22 Purpose built 944 463 765 922 1,034 2,038 23

factaries/Offices - mixed
facilities (15)
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284. Warehouses/stores
Generally (15)
Up to 500m2 GFA (15)
500 to 2000m2 GFA (15)
Over 2000m2 GFA (15)

284.1 Advance
warehouses/stores (15)

284.2 Purpose built
warehouses/stores

Generally (15)

Up to 500m2 GFA (15)
500 to 2000m2 GFA (15)
Over 2000m2 GFA (15)

2845 Cold
stores/refrigerated stores
(25)

320. Offices
Generally (15)
Air-conditioned

Generally (15)
1-2 storey (15)
3-5 storey (15)
6 starey or above (20)
Not air-conditioned
Generally (15)
1-2 storey (15)
3-5 storey (15)

6 starey or above (20)

341.1 Retail warehouses
Generally (25)
Up to 1000m2 (25)
1000 to 7000m2 GFA (25)
345. Shops
Generally (30)
1-2 storey (30)

967
1,774
888
723
778

1,023
2,046
849
758
1,228

2013

2,020
2023
1,896
2519

1,996
2,058
1,022
2380

937
1,082
925

1,608
1,623

382
634
458
382
394

382
634
458
382
906

1,006

1,179
1179
1,350
1741

1,006
1,152
1,006
1,846

471
748
471

604
604
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580
978
649
547
575

589
1,203
620
564

1,447
1,611
1,720
1,500
2,065

1,405
1,443
1,403

716
823
700

878
877

36

772
1,239
796
582
794

772
1,588
772
670
970

1,898

1,998
1,892
1,893
2,252

1,887
1,912
1,637
2,466

842
893
842

1,206
1,265

1,110
2,102
1,013
834
978

1,160
2,579
968
899

2,356

2,318
2,090
2,318
2,527

2,426
2,536
2,271

980
1,001
1,033

2,077
2,099

July 2022
4,480 46
4,480 8
1,547 17
1,526 21
1,283 10
4,480 34
4,480 6
1,547 14
1,526 14
1,808 3
4,922 72
3,494 23
3,404 8
2,743 11
4,460 9
3,367 33
3,183 16
3,367 15
2,744 4
2,783 48
2,783 10
1,986 34
4,235 20
4,235 19
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Maximum age of results: Default period

Building function £/m? gross internal floor area Sample
(Maximum age of projects) Mean  Lowest Lower quartiles Median Upper quartiles Highest
New build
344. Hypermarkets,
supermarkets
Generally (30) 1,614 671 1,081 1,434 2,203 2,830 27
1000 to 7000m2 GFA (30) 1,605 671 1,029 1,434 2,203 2830 23
Source: BCIS June 2022
6.2 In the sensitivity tables in section 7 below we have approximated the total gross cost of the

typologies £ per square metre based on BCIS median construction costs, plus:

e external works (at 15%),
e contingency (at 5%),

e professional fees (at 7%),
e  marketing (at 3%) and

e  profit (at 15% on cost).

6.3 This represents a proxy for total costs before land value and finance / interest.

. Aspinall



7 Results and Conclusions

7.1 In this section we set out the preliminary viability results of the retail and commercial development

typologies.

Convenience Retail (Express Store)

7.2 Given the market evidence above we have adopted the following value assumptions for new-

build convenience retail units:

e Rent-£20.00 psf
e Yield—6.50%
e Rent Free / Void Period (months) — 12.0

7.3 In order to illustrate the sensitivity and risk of commercial development we have created a
sensitivity table (see Figure 7.1) to illustrate the capital value of convenience retail schemes for
different rents and yields. The value assumptions contained within Table 5.1 are our baselines

assumptions.

Figure 7.1 - Convenience Retail Capital Value for different Rents and Yields

Rent (£ psf) £20.00

Capital Value | 2,915 £17.00 £18.00 £10.00 £20.00 £21.00 £22.00 £23.00 £24.00 £25.00 £26.00
5.00% 3,272 3,465 3,657 3,850 4,042 4235 4,427 4,620 4,812 5,005

5.250% 3,108 3,201 3,474 3,657 3,840 4,022 4,205 4,388 4571 4,754

5.50% 2,959 3,133 3,307 3,481 3,655 3,829 4,003 4,178 4,352 4,526

5.75% 2,823 2,989 3,155 3,321 3,487 3,653 3,819 3,985 4,151 4317

6.00% 2,698 2,857 3,016 3,174 3,333 3,492 3,650 3,809 3,968 4127

Yield (%) 6.25% 2,583 2,735 2,887 3,039 3,101 3,343 3,495 3,647 3,799 3,951
6.50% 6.50% 2,477 2,623 2,769 3,060 3,206 3,352 3,497 3,643 3,789
6.75% 2,379 2,519 2,659 2,799 2,939 3,079 3,219 3,350 3,499 3,639

7.00% 2,288 2,423 2,557 2,692 2,826 2,961 3,096 3,230 3,365 3,499

7.25% 2,203 2,333 2,462 2,592 2,722 2,851 2,981 3,110 3,240 3,370

7.50% 2,124 2,249 2,374 2,499 2,624 2,749 2,874 2,999 3,124 3,249

7.75% 2,050 2,171 2,291 2,412 2,532 2,653 2,774 2,804 3,015 3,135

8.00% 1,081 2,097 2,214 2,330 2,447 2,563 2,680 2,796 2,013 3,029

8.25% 1,915 2,028 2,141 2,253 2,366 2,479 2,591 2,704 2,817 2,929

8.50% 1,854 1,963 2,072 2,181 2,290 2,399 2,508 2,617 2,726 2,835

8.75% 1,796 1,002 2,007 2,113 2,219 2,324 2,430 2,536 2,641 2,747

9.00% 1,741 1,844 1,946 2,049 2,151 2,254 2,356 2,458 2,561 2,663

Source: AspinallVerdi (220623 SWC Retail and Commercial Appraisal_v2)
7.4 Highlighted by the red box is the capital value of this scenario which is £2,915 psm.

7.5 We calculate that the total gross cost of this convenience retail scenario is £2,143 psm. This is
based on BCIS median construction costs, plus external works, contingency, professional fees,

marketing and profit (at 15% on cost) — before land value.
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7.6

7.7

7.8

The gross development value (£2,915 psm) is ¢.£772 psm higher than the total cost of £2,143
psm. This indicates that without accounting for the price of the land and any potential CIL or S106

costs the scheme is viable and enjoys a small buffer.

The sensitivity table also illustrates the ‘upside’ of increasing rents and reducing yields, providing
a much bigger buffer affording greater viability however this is dependent upon covenant
strength, location, land acquisition price, site specific constraints and driving construction costs

down.

Given that there is already CIL on Food Retail and that the above preliminary analysis shows that
these schemes are potentially viable, we submit this typology to a full viability appraisal where

we assess in more detail the potential to retain and / or increase CIL on this typology.

Food Retail (Discount Supermarket)

7.9

7.10

Given the market evidence above, we have adopted the following value assumptions for new-

build discount supermarkets:

e Rent-£21.00 psf
e Yield —4.00%
e Rent Free / Void Period (months) - 0

In order to illustrate the sensitivity and risk of commercial development we have created a
sensitivity table (see Figure 7.2) to illustrate the capital value of discount supermarket schemes
for different rents and yields. The value assumptions contained within Table 5.1 are our baseline
assumptions.

Figure 7.2 - Discount Supermarket Capital Value Sensitivity for different Rents and
Yields

Rent (£ psf) £21.00

Capital Value 5,319 £16.00 £17.00 £18.00 £19.00 £20.00 £21.00 £22.00 £23.00 £24.00 £25.00
2.50% 6,484 6,889 7,294 7,699 8,105 8,510 8,915 9,320 9,726 10,131

2.75% 5,894 6,263 6,631 6,999 7,368 7,736 8,105 8,473 8,841 9,210

3.00% 5,403 5,741 6,078 6,416 6,754 7,092 7,429 7,767 8,105 8,442

3.25% 4,987 5,299 5,611 5,923 6,234 6,546 6,858 7,169 7,481 7,793

3.50% 4,631 4,921 5,210 5,500 5,789 6,078 6,368 6,657 6,947 7,236

Yield (%) 3.75% 4,322 4,593 4,863 5,133 5,403 5,673 5,943 6,214 6,484 6,754
4.00% 4.00% 4,052 4,306 4,559 4,812 5,065 5,572 5,825 6,078 6,332
4.25% 3,814 4,052 4,291 4,529 4,767 5,006 5,244 5,483 5,721 5,959

4.50% 3,602 3,827 4,052 4,277 4,503 4,728 4,953 5,178 5,403 5,628

4.75% 3,412 3,626 3,839 4,052 4,266 4,479 4,692 4,905 5,119 5,332

5.00% 3,242 3,444 3,647 3,850 4,052 4,255 4,458 4,660 4,863 5,065

5.25% 3,087 3,280 3,473 3,666 3,859 4,052 4,245 4,438 4,631 4,824

5.50% 2,947 3,131 3,316 3,500 3,684 3,868 4,052 4,236 4,421 4,605

5.75% 2,819 2,995 3,171 3,348 3,524 3,700 3,876 4,052 4,228 4,405

6.00% 2,702 2,870 3,039 3,208 3,377 3,546 3,715 3,883 4,052 4,221

6.25% 2,593 2,756 2,918 3,080 3,242 3,404 3,566 3,728 3,890 4,052

6.50% 2,494 2,650 2,805 2,961 3,117 3,273 3,429 3,585 3,741 3,896

» Aspinall



7.11

7.12

7.13

7.14

7.15

Source: AspinallVerdi (220623 SWC Retail and Commercial Appraisal_v2)
Highlighted by the red box is the capital value of this scenario which is £5,319 psm.

We calculate that the total gross cost of this discount supermarket scenario is £2,143 psm. This
is based on BCIS median construction costs, plus external works, contingency, professional fees,

marketing and profit (at 15% on cost) — before land value.

The gross development value (£5,319 psm) is c£.3,176 psm higher than the total costs of £2,143
psm. This indicates that without accounting for the price of the land and any potential CIL or S106
costs the scheme is viable and enjoys a significant buffer. The inclusion of further costs will likely
have a marginal effect on viability and deliverability. This type of development has been highly
attractive with many discounters such as Aldi and Lidl aggressively expanding throughout the UK

in the last few years.

The sensitivity table also shows the ‘downside’ of decreasing rents and increasing yields and
even experiencing a reduction of £5 psf rent and increase in the yield by 1% still gives a capital

value of £3,242 psm.

Given that there is already CIL on Food Retail and that the above preliminary analysis shows that
these schemes are viable, we submit this typology to a full viability appraisal where we assess in
more detail the potential to retain and / or increase CIL on this typology.

Food Retail (Large Supermarket)

7.16

7.17

Given the market evidence above, we have adopted the following value assumptions for new-

build large supermarkets:

e Rent- £20.00 psf
e Yield — 4.00%
e Rent Free / Void Period (months) - 12

In order to illustrate the sensitivity and risk of large supermarket development we have created a
sensitivity table (see Table 5.1) to illustrate the capital value of large supermarket schemes for
different rents and yields. The value assumptions contained within Table 5.1 are our baseline

assumptions.
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7.18

7.19

7.20

7.21

7.22

Figure 7.3 - Food Retail (Large Supermarket) Capital Value Sensitivity for different Rents
and Yields

Rent (£ psf) £20.00

Capital Value | 4,863 £17.00 £18.00 £19.00 £20.00 £21.00 £22.00 £23.00 £24.00 £25.00 £26.00
2.50% 6,717 7,112 7,507 7,902 8,297 8,692 9,087 9,482 9,877 10,273

2.75% 6,090 6,449 6,807 7,165 7,523 7,882 8,240 8,598 8,956 9,315

3.00% 5,569 5,896 6,224 6,551 6,879 7,206 7,534 7,861 8,189 8,517

3.25% 5,127 5,429 5,730 6,032 6,333 6,635 6,936 7,238 7,540 7,841

3.50% 4,748 5,028 5,307 5,586 5,866 6,145 6,424 6,704 6,983 7,262

Yield (%) 3.75% 4,420 4,680 4,940 5,200 5,460 5,720 5,981 6,241 6,501 6,761
4.00% 4.00% 4,133 4,376 4,620 5,106 5,349 5,592 5,835 6,078 6,322
4.25% 3,880 4,108 4,337 4,565 4,793 5,021 5,250 5,478 5,706 5,934

4.50% 3,655 3,870 4,085 4,300 4,515 4,730 4,945 5,160 5,375 5,590

4.75% 3,454 3,657 3,860 4,063 4,266 4,469 4,672 4,876 5,079 5,282

5.00% 3,272 3,465 3,657 3,850 4,042 4,235 4,427 4,620 4,812 5,005

5.25% 3,108 3,291 3,474 3,657 3,840 4,022 4,205 4,388 4,571 4,754

5.50% 2,959 3,133 3,307 3,481 3,655 3,829 4,003 4,178 4,352 4,526

5.75% 2,823 2,989 3,155 3,321 3,487 3,653 3,819 3,985 4,151 4,317

6.00% 2,698 2,857 3,016 3,174 3,333 3,492 3,650 3,809 3,968 4,127

6.25% 2,583 2,735 2,887 3,039 3,191 3,343 3,495 3,647 3,799 3,951

6.50% 2,477 2,623 2,769 2,915 3,060 3,206 3,352 3,497 3,643 3,789

Source: AspinallVerdi (220623 SWC Retail and Commercial Appraisal_v2)
Highlighted by the red box is the capital value of this scenario which is £4,863 psm.

We calculate that the total gross cost of this large supermarket scenario is £2,143 psm. This is
based on BCIS median construction costs, plus external works, contingency, professional fees,

marketing and profit (at 15% on cost) — before land value.

The gross development value of the scheme (£4,863 psm) is ¢.£2,720 psm higher than the total
costs of the scheme at £2,143 psm. This indicates that without accounting for the price of the
land and any potential CIL or S106 costs this retail large supermarket development scenarios is
quite viable, with a good buffer for additional costs.

There is no real decline to be seen on the sensitivity above showing even with raising the yield
by 2.5% and reducing the rent by £3 psf the capital value still rests within viable territory. The
sensitivity table also shows the ‘upside’ of increasing rents and reducing yields which clearly
illustrates there is significant buffer to capitalise on. We stress however that viability and
deliverability are contingent upon covenant strength, location, land acquisition price, site specific

constraints and driving constructions costs down.

As with the discount stores above, given that there is already CIL on Food Retail, and that the
above preliminary analysis shows that these schemes are viable, we submit this typology to a full
viability appraisal where we assess in more detail the potential to retain and / or increase CIL on
this typology.
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Retail Warehouses

7.23

7.24

7.25

7.26

7.27

Given the market evidence above, we have adopted the following value assumptions for new

build retail warehouses:

e Rent-£16.00 psf
e Yield - 6.00%
e Rent Free / Void Period (months) - 12

In order to illustrate the sensitivity and risk of commercial development we have created a
sensitivity table (see Figure 7.4) to illustrate the capital value of retail warehouse schemes for
different rents and yields. The value assumptions contained within Table 5.1 are our baseline

assumptions.

Figure 7.4 - Retail Warehouses Capital Value Sensitivity for different Rents and Yields

Rent (£ psf) £16.00

Capital Value | 2,539 £12.00 £13.00 £14.00 £15.00 £16.00 £17.00 £18.00 £19.00 £20.00 £21.00
4.50% 2,580 2,795 3,010 3,225 3,440 3,655 3,870 4,085 4,300 4,515

4.75% 2,438 2,641 2,844 3,047 3,250 3,454 3,657 3,860 4,063 4,266

5.00% 2,310 2,502 2,695 2,887 3,080 3,272 3,465 3,657 3,850 4,042

5.25% 2,194 2,377 2,560 2,743 2,925 3,108 3,291 3,474 3,657 3,840

5.50% 2,089 2,263 2,437 2,611 2,785 2,959 3,133 3,307 3,481 3,655

Yield (%) 5.75% 1,993 2,159 2,325 2,491 2,657 2,823 2,989 3,155 3,321 3,487
6.00% 6.00% 1,905 2,063 2,222 2,381 2,698 2,857 3,016 3,174 3,333
6.25% 1,824 1,975 2,127 2,279 2,431 2,583 2,735 2,887 3,039 3,191

6.50% 1,749 1,894 2,040 2,186 2,332 2,477 2,623 2,769 2,915 3,060

6.75% 1,679 1,819 1,959 2,099 2,239 2,379 2,519 2,659 2,799 2,939

7.00% 1,615 1,750 1,884 2,019 2,154 2,288 2,423 2,557 2,692 2,826

7.25% 1,555 1,685 1,814 1,944 2,074 2,203 2,333 2,462 2,592 2,722

7.50% 1,499 1,624 1,749 1,874 1,999 2,124 2,249 2,374 2,499 2,624

7.75% 1,447 1,568 1,688 1,809 1,929 2,050 2l 282911 2,412 2,532

8.00% 1,398 1,515 1,631 1,748 1,864 1,981 2,097 2,214 2,330 2,447

8.25% 1,352 1,465 1,577 1,690 1,803 1,915 2,028 2,141 2,253 2,366

8.50% 1,309 1,418 1,527 1,636 1,745 1,854 1,963 2,072 2,181 2,290

Source: AspinallVerdi (220623 SWC Retail and Commercial Appraisal_v2)
Highlighted by the red box is capital value of this scenario is £2,539 psm.

We calculate that the total gross cost of this retail warehouse scenario is £1,258 psm. This is
based on BCIS median construction costs, plus external works, contingency, professional fees,
marketing and profit (at 15% on cost) — before land value. This represents a healthy buffer with

no red visible on the table.

The gross development value (£2,539 psm) is ¢.£1,281 psm higher than the total costs of £1,258
psm. This indicates that without accounting for the price of the land and any potential CIL or S106

costs the proposed development is viable, and enjoys a healthy buffer. The inclusion of further
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costs will likely reduce the viability and land it within the yellow ‘marginal’ zone however there is

still enough room for it to be attractive opportunity for a developer.

The sensitivity table also shows the ‘upside’ of increasing rents and reducing yields. This results
in an even healthier picture with much of the table becoming green, indicating significant buffer

for additional costs whilst still maintaining commerciality.

Considering that CIL is currently being levied on this use at a rate of £60 psm we submit this
typology to a full viability appraisal where we assess in more detail the potential to retain and / or

increase CIL on this typology — see the main CIL report.

Shops (High Street)

7.30

7.31

Given the market evidence above, we have adopted the following value assumptions for new

build high street shops:

e Rent-£18.00 psf
e Yield—-7.50%
e Rent Free / Void Period (months) - 18

In order to illustrate the sensitivity and risk of commercial development we have created a
sensitivity table (see Figure 7.5) to illustrate the capital value of high street shop schemes for
different rents and yields. The value assumptions contained within Table 5.1 are our baseline

assumptions.

Figure 7.5 - High Street Shops Capital Value Sensitivity for different Rents and Yields

Rent (£ psf) £18.00

Capital Value | 2,158 £12.00 £13.00 £14.00 £15.00 £16.00 £17.00 £18.00 £19.00 £20.00 £21.00
5.00% 2,249 2,436 2,624 2,811 2,999 3,186 3,374 3,561 3,748 3,936

5.25% 2,133 2,311 2,489 2,667 2,844 3,022 3,200 3,378 3,555 3,733

5.50% 2,028 2,197 2,366 2,535 2,704 2,873 3,042 3,211 3,380 3,549

5.75% 1,932 2,093 2,254 2,415 2,576 2,737 2,898 3,059 3,220 3,381

6.00% 1,844 1,997 2,151 2,305 2,458 2,612 2,766 2Agi) 3,073 3,227

Yield (%) 6.25% 1,763 1,910 2,057 2,203 2,350 2,497 2,644 2,791 2,938 3,085
7.50% 6.50% 1,688 1,829 1,969 2,110 2,251 2,391 2,532 2,673 2,813 2,954
6.75% 1,619 1,754 1,888 2,023 2,158 2,293 2,428 2,563 2,698 2,833

7.00% 1,554 1,684 1,813 1,943 2,072 2,202 2,332 2,461 2,591 2,720

7.25% 1,494 1,619 1,744 1,868 1,993 2,117 2,242 2,366 2,491 2,615

7.50% 1,439 1,558 1,678 1,798 1,918 2,038 2,278 2,398 2,517

7.75% 1,386 1,502 1,617 1,733 1,848 1,964 2,079 2,195 2,310 2,426

8.00% 1,337 1,449 1,560 1,672 1,783 1,894 2,006 2,117 2,229 2,340

8.25% 1,291 1,399 1,506 1,614 1,722 1,829 1,937 2,044 2,152 2,260

8.50% 1,248 1,352 1,456 1,560 1,664 1,768 1,872 1,976 2,080 2,184

8.75% 1,207 1,308 1,408 1,509 1,609 1,710 1,811 1,911 2,012 2,112

9.00% 1,168 1,266 1,363 1,461 1,558 1,655 1,753 1,850 1,947 2,045

Source: AspinallVerdi (220623 SWC Retail and Commercial Appraisal_v2)
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7.35

Highlighted by the red box is the capital value of this scenario which is £2,158 psm.

We calculate that the total gross cost of this high street shop scenario is £1,937 psm. This is
based on BCIS median construction costs, plus external works, contingency, professional fees,

marketing and profit (at 15% on cost) — before land value.

The gross development value (£2,158 psm) is ¢.£220 psm higher than the total costs of £1,937
psm. This is only a slim margin for land value and site assembly. This indicates that without
accounting for the price of the land and any potential CIL or S106 costs the proposed
development is marginally viable. The inclusion of further costs in respect of land assembly will
strain development further and push the scheme towards being unviable and unattractive to

developers — except for specialist retail and urban regeneration companies.

Given the well documented challenges for retail on the high street with Covid, Brexit and internet
shopping (see section 2 above); and the fact that Existing Use Values (EUVS) will be definition
be high in the retail centres; and that CIL is not currently levied on [high street] shops we would
recommend this remain the case. As you can see from the above sensitivity table, there is much

more ‘red’ on the high street shops sensitivity compared to the convenience retail typologies.

Offices (New Grade A)

7.36

7.37

Given the market evidence above, we have adopted the following value assumptions for new
build offices (Grade A):

e Rent-£18.50 psf
e Yield -5.50%
e Rent Free/ Void Period (months) - 12

In order to illustrate the sensitivity and risk of commercial development we have created a
sensitivity table (see Figure 7.6) to illustrate the capital value of high street shop schemes for
different rents and yields. The value assumptions contained within Table 5.1 are our baseline

assumptions.
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Figure 7.6 - Offices Capital Value Sensitivity for different Rents and Yields

Rent (£ psf) £18.50

Capital Value 3220 £14.580 £15.50 £16.50 £17.50 £18.50 £19.50 £20.50 £21.50 £22.50 £23.50
4.00% 3,525 3,769 4,012 4,255 4,498 4,741 4,984 5,227 5471 8,714

4.25% 3,309 3.538 3,766 3,994 4,222 4,451 4,679 4,907 5135 5,364

4.50% 37 3,332 3,547 3,762 3,977 4,192 4,407 4,622 4,837 5,052

4.75% 2,946 3.149 3,352 3,588 3.758 3.961 4,165 4,368 4571 4,774

5.00% 27N 2,984 3176 3,368 3.561 305 3,946 4,138 431 4,523

Yield (%) 5.258% 2,651 2,834 3,017 3,200 3,382 3.565 3,748 3.931 4114 4,297
5.50% 5.50% 2524 2,698 2,872 3.045 3394 3.568 3.742 3.916 409
5.75% 2408 2,574 2,740 2,906 3,072 3238 3,404 3.570 3,736 3,902

6.00% 2,30 2,460 2,619 2,778 2,936 3.095 3.254 3412 3.5M 3.730

6.25% 2203 2,355 2,507 2,659 2,811 2,963 3115 3.267 3419 357

6.50% 2113 2,259 2,404 2,550 2,696 2,842 2,987 3,133 3,279 3.425

6.75% 2,029 2,169 2,309 2449 2,589 2729 2,869 3.009 3,149 3.289

7.00% 1,952 2,086 2,21 2,355 2,490 2,625 2,759 2,894 3.028 3.163

7.25% 1.879 2,009 2,138 2,268 2,398 2527 2,657 2,786 2,916 3.046

7.50% 1812 1,937 2,062 2,187 2,311 2436 2,561 2,686 281 2,936

7.78% 1,748 1.869 1,990 2,110 2231 2,351 2472 2,593 2713 2,834

8.00% 1,689 1.806 1,922 2,039 2,155 2272 2,388 2,505 2,621 2,738

Source: AspinallVerdi (220623 SWC Retail and Commercial Appraisal_v2)
Highlighted by the red box is the capital value of this scenario which is £3,220 psm.

We calculate that the total gross cost of this industrial scenario is £2,837 psm. This is based on
BCIS median construction costs, plus external works, contingency, professional fees, marketing

and profit (at 15% on cost) — before land value.

The gross development value (£3,220 psm) is ¢.£383 psm higher than the gross costs of £2,837
psm. This indicates that without accounting for the price of the land and any potential CIL or S106
costs the proposed development is marginally viable. The inclusion of further cost will likely strain

development to the point of it becoming unviable and unattractive to developers.

The sensitivity table also shows the ‘upside’ of increasing rents and reducing yields. However,
viability is still challenging (unless significant and rather unlikely market improvement is
experienced) and dependent upon covenant strength, location, land acquisition price, site specific
constraints and driving construction costs down. Our market research suggests that speculative
office development is more focussed on the core city centres e.g. Birmingham and viability is
much more marginal in the regional towns and centres. We would therefore not recommend apply
a CIL levy on new-build office development as this would simply undermine delivery. This is no

change from the current CIL Charging Schedule.
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Industrial / Logistics

7.42

7.43

7.44

7.45

7.46

Given the market evidence above, we have adopted the following value assumptions for new

build industrial and logistics:

e Rent-£7.00 psf
e Yield —5.00%
e Rent Free / Void Period (months) - 12

We have appraised the logistics unit as opposed to both a logistics and industrial/factory unit as
the industrial BCIS cost is higher than the logistics build cost and we have the same rentallyield
assumption for both. This would suggest that if the lower build cost scheme is not viable, then

the higher build cost will certainly not be viable.

In order to illustrate the sensitivity and risk of commercial development we have created a
sensitivity table (see Figure 7.6) to illustrate the capital value of high street shop schemes for
different rents and yields. The value assumptions contained within Table 5.1 are our baseline

assumptions.

Figure 7.7 - Industrial / Logistics Capital Value Sensitivity for different Rents and Yields

Rent (£ psf) £7.00

Capital Value | 1,347 £4.00 £5.00 £6.00 £7.00 £8.00 £9.00 £10.00 £11.00 £12.00 £13.00
3.00% 1,310 1,638 1,965 2,293 2,620 2,948 3,276 3,603 3,931 4,258

3.25% 1,206 1,508 1,810 2,111 2,413 2,714 3,016 3,317 3,619 3,921

3.50% 1,117 1,397 1,676 1,955 2,235 2,514 2,793 3,073 3,352 3,631

3.75% 1,040 1,300 1,560 1,820 2,080 2,340 2,600 2,860 3,120 3,380

4.00% 973 1,216 1,459 1,702 1,945 2,188 2,431 2,675 2,918 3,161

Yield (%) 4.25% 913 1,141 1,369 1,598 1,826 2,054 2,282 2,511 2,739 2,967
5.00% 4.50% 860 1,075 1,290 1,505 1,720 1,935 2,150 2,365 2,580 2,795
4.75% 813 1,016 1,219 1,422 1,625 1,828 2,031 2,235 2,438 2,641

5.00% 770 962 1,155 1,540 1,732 1,925 2,117 2,310 2,502

5.25% 731 914 1,097 1,280 1,463 1,646 1,828 2,011 2,194 2,377

5.50% 696 870 1,044 1,218 1,393 1,567 1,741 1,915 2,089 2,263

5.75% 664 830 996 1,162 1,328 1,495 1,661 1,827 1,993 2,159

6.00% 635 794 952 1,111 1,270 1,428 1,587 1,746 1,905 2,063

6.25% 608 760 912 1,064 1,216 1,368 1,520 1,672 1,824 1,975

6.50% 583 729 874 1,020 1,166 1,312 1,457 1,603 1,749 1,894

6.75% 560 700 840 980 1,120 1,260 1,400 1,539 1,679 1,819

7.00% 538 673 808 942 1,077 il Zildl, 1,346 1,481 1,615 1,750

Source: AspinallVerdi (220623 SWC Retail and Commercial Appraisal_v2)
Highlighted by the red box is the capital value of this scenario which is £1,347 psm.

We calculate that the total gross cost of this logistics warehouse scenario is £1,154 psm. This is
based on BCIS median construction costs, plus external works, contingency, professional fees,

marketing and profit (at 15% on profit) — before land value.

" Aspinall



7.47

7.48

The gross development value (£1,347 psm) is c.£193 psm higher than the total costs of £1,154
psm. This indicates that without accounting for the price of the land and any potential CIL or S106
costs the proposed development is marginally viable. The inclusion of further costs (e.g. for
bespoke factory developments) will push the scheme into unviability and become unattractive for
developers.

The sensitivity tables also show the ‘upside’ of increasing rents and reducing yields. However,
viability is still challenging (only entering the green territory after significant market improvement)
and dependent upon covenant strength, location, land acquisition price, site specific constraints
and driving construction costs down. We would therefore not recommend apply a CIL levy to
industrial / logistics uses as this would simply undermine delivery. This is no change from the
current CIL Charging Schedule.
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220802 SWC Retail CIL Appraisals_v1

Appraisal Ref: A (see Typologies Matrix)
Scheme Typology: Convenience Retail - Express Store No Units: 1

Site Typology: Location / Value Zone: TC /Urban Greenfield/Brownfield: Brownfield

Notes:

ASSUMPTIONS - COMMERCIAL USES
Units - # Com. Units AH % % mix # Units # Mkt Resi Units # AH Units
BTR 1 Bed units 60% 0.6 0
BTR 2 Bed units 40% 0.4 0
BTR 1 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent 0% 60% 0 0
BTR 2 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent 40% 0 0
Convenience Retail 1 0
[ blank spare ] 0
[ blank spare ] 0
[ blank spare ]
1 1 0 0
Net area per unit Net to Gross % Gross (GIA) per unit
Unit Floor areas - NIA (sgm) NIA (sqft) % GIA (sqm) GIA (sqft)
BTR 1 Bed units 0 0 85.0% 0 0
BTR 2 Bed units 0 0 85.0% 0 0
BTR 1 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent 0 0 85.0% 0 0
BTR 2 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent 0 0 85.0% 0 0
Convenience Retail 70 753 100.0% 70 753
[ blank spare ] 0 0 100.0% 0 0
[ blank spare ]
[ blank spare ]
Total Floor areas - NIA (sgm) NIA (sqft) GIA (sqm) GIA (sqft)
BTR 1 Bed units 0 0 0 0
BTR 2 Bed units 0 0 0 0
BTR 1 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent 0 0 0 0
BTR 2 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent 0 0 0 0
Convenience Retail 70 753 70 753
[ blank spare ] 0 0 0 0
[ blank spare ]
[ blank spare ]
70 753 70 753
Commercial Values - Rent* (£ pcm) Unit Rent (£ pa) Rent* (£psf) Man. Cost % T Incentive* Cap Yield (%)
BTR 1 Bed units 0 - 0% 0 6.50%
BTR 2 Bed units 0 - 0% 0 6.50%
BTR 1 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent 0 - 0% 0 6.50%
BTR 2 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent 0 - 0% 0 6.50%
Convenience Retail 15,069 20.00 0% 12 6.50%
[ blank spare ] - 0.00 0% 0 0.00%
[ blank spare ]
[ blank spare ]
* as applicable *Total Incentive including Rent Free & Void allowance (months)
Page 2/58
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220802 SWC Retail CIL Appraisals_v1

Scheme Typology: Convenience Retail - Express Store No Units: 1
Site Typology: Location / Value Zone: TC /Urban  Greenfield/Brownfield: Brownfield
Notes:
GROSS DEVELOPMENT VALUE
Commercial GDV - rental basis ~ Gross Rent £PA less Man.  Net Rent £PA @ capitalisation £
BTR 1 Bed units unit - 0% - 6.50% -
BTR 2 Bed units unit - 0% - 6.50% -
BTR 1 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent unit - 0% - 6.50% -
BTR 2 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent unit - 0% - 6.50% -
Convenience Retail £ psf 15,069 0% 15,069 6.50% 231,838
[ blank spare ] £ psf - 0% - 0.00%
[ blank spare ] 0%
[ blank spare ]
15,069 231,838
Commercial GDV - less RF/Void Purchasers Costs % PCZ £
BTR 1 Bed units - 0 6.80% - -
BTR 2 Bed units - 0 6.80% - -
BTR 1 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent - 0 6.80% - -
BTR 2 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent - 0 6.80% - -
Convenience Retail (15,069) 216,769 6.80% (13,802) 202,967
[ blank spare ] - 0 6.80% - -
[ blank spare ] - 0 6.80% - -
[ blank spare ]
Sub-total GDV Commercial 202,967
Grant Funding 0 AH units @ 0 per unit -
Total GDV 202,967
DEVELOPMENT COSTS
Initial Payments -
Statutory Planning Fees (Planning Portal) 500 £ (500)
Planning Application Professional Fees, Surveys and reports (50,000)
CIL (exl. Aff. Housing - discounted market rent) (Max CIL) 70 sgm (gross) 0.00 £ psm -
CIL analysis: 0.00% % of GDV 0 £ per unit (total units)
Site Specific S106 Contributions 1 units @ 0 -
$106 analysis 0.00% % of GDV 0.00 £ psm (GIA)
Construction Costs -
Site Clearance and Demolition 0.01 ha@ 123,550 £ per ha (if brownfield) (1,730)
Site Infrastructure costs 0 -
Infra. Costs analysis: 0.00% % of GDV 0.00 £ psm (GIA)
BTR 1 Bed units - sqm @ 0 psm -
BTR 2 Bed units - sqm @ 0 psm -
BTR 1 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent - sqm @ 0 psm -
BTR 2 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent - sqm @ 0 psm -
Convenience Retail 70 sqm @ 1,434 psm (100,380)
[ blank spare ] - sqm @ 1,434 psm -
[ blank spare ] - sqm @ 1,434 psm -
[ blank spare ] 70 - sqm @ 1,434 psm -
External works 100,380 @ 15.0% (15,057)
Ext. Works analysis: 15,057 £ per unit (total units)
Policy Costs on design -
M4(2) Category 2 Housing Aff units units @ @ £ per dwelling -
M4(3) Category 3 Housing Aff units units @ @ £ per dwelling -
M4(2) Category 2 Housing OMS units units @ @ £ per dwelling -
M4(3) Category 3 Housing OMS units units @ @ £ per dwelling -
Part LIFHS units @ £ per unit -
Additional Low Carbon/Energy Reduction units @ £ per unit -
BREEAM sqm £ psm -
EV Charging Points - Houses units @ £ per unit -
EV Charging Points - Flats units @ 4 flats per charger £ per 4 units -
Water Efficiency additional cost units @ £ per unit -
Sub-total -
Policy Costs analysis: (design costs only) £ per unit (total units)
Contingency (on construction) 17,167 @ 5.0% (5,858)
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220802 SWC Retail CIL Appraisals_v1

Page 4/58
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Scheme Typology: Convenience Retail - Express Store No Units: 1
Site Typology: Location / Value Zone: TC /Urban  Greenfield/Brownfield: Brownfield
Notes:
Professional Fees 17,167 @ 8.0% (9.373)
Disposal Costs -
Letting Agents Costs 15,069 ERV @ 15.00% (2,260)
Letting Legal Costs 15,069 ERV @ 5.00% (753)
Investment Sale Agents Costs 202,967 GDV @ 1.00% (2,030)
Investment Sale Legal Costs 202,967 GDV @ 0.50% (1,015)
Marketing and Promotion 202,967 GDV @ 0.50% (1,015)
Interest (on Development Costs) - 6.25% APR 0.506% pcm (10,869)
Developers Profit -
Profit on Cost (commercial scheme) 200,841 15.00% (30,126)
TOTAL COSTS (230,967)
RESIDUAL LAND VALUE
Residual Land Value (gross) (28,000)
SDLT - @ HMRC formula 10,500
Acquisition Agent fees - @ 1.00% -
Acquisition Legal fees - @ 0.50% -
Interest on Land - @ 6.25% -
Residual Land Value (17,500)
RLV analysis: (17,500) £ per plot (1,250,001) £ per ha (net) (505,869) £ per acre (net)
(1,187,501) £ per ha (gross) (480,575) £ per acre (gross)
-8.62% % RLV/GDV
BENCHMARK LAND VALUE (BLV)
Plot Ratio / Density 50% (GIA-Site Area / Dph, as appropriate)
Site Area 0.01 ha (net) 0.03 acres (net)
Net to Gross ratio 95%
Site Area (gross) 0.01 ha (gross) 0.04 acres (gross)
Benchmark Land Value (net) 15,567 £ per plot 1,111,950 £ per ha (net) 450,000 £ per acre (net) 15,567
BLV analysis: Density 5,000 sqmiha (net) 21,780 sqft/ac (net)
68 dph (gross)
1,056,353 £ per ha (gross) 427,500 £ per acre (gross)
BALANCE
Surplus/(Deficit) (2,361,951) £ per ha (net) (955,869) £ per acre (net) (33,067)
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Scheme Typology: Convenience Retail - Express Store No Units: 1

Site Typology: Location / Value Zone: TC /Urban  Greenfield/Brownfield: Brownfield
Notes:

SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS

The following sensitivity tables show the balance of the appraisal (RLV-BLV) for changes in appraisal input assumptions above.
Where the surplus is positive (green) the policy is viable. Where the surplus is negative (red) the policy is not viable.

TABLE 1 Affordable Housing - % on site 0%

Balance (RLV - BLV £ per acre (n)) -955869 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35%
0.00
10.00
Max CIL £ psm 20.00
0.00 30.00
(recommended CIL) 40.00
0.00 50.00
60.00

70.00 N/A

80.00
90.00
100.00
110.00
120.00
130.00
140.00
150.00
160.00
170.00
180.00
190.00
200.00
210.00
220.00
230.00
240.00
250.00

TABLE 2 Site Specific S106 100% (where 110% is a 10% increase etc.)

40%

Balance (RLV - BLV £ per acre () 955869 100% 110% 120% 130% 140% 150%
0.00 (955,869) (955,869) (955,869) (955,869) (955,869) (955,869)
10.00 (980,410) (980,410) (980,410) (980,410) (980,410) (980,410)
CIL £psm 2000  (1,004951)  (1,004951)  (1,004,951)  (1,004951)  (1,004,951)  (1,004,951)

0.00 3000  (1,029,590)  (1,029590)  (1,029,590)  (1,029,590)  (1,029,590)  (1,029,590)
(recommended CIL) 4000  (1,085815)  (1,055815)  (1,055815)  (1,055815)  (1,065815)  (1,055,815)
0.00 50.00  (1,082,039)  (1,082039)  (1,082039)  (1,082039)  (1,082039)  (1,082,039)

6000  (1,108263)  (1,108,263)  (1,108263)  (1,108,263)  (1,108263)  (1,108,263)
7000 (1,134,487)  (1,134487)  (1,134.487)  (1,134487)  (1,134,487)  (1,134,487)
80.00  (1,160,833)  (1,160,833)  (1,160,833)  (1,160,833)  (1,160,833)  (1,160,833)
90.00  (1,187,182)  (1,187,182)  (1,187,182)  (1,187,182)  (1,187,182)  (1,187,182)
(1213532)  (1,213532)  (1213532)  (1,213532)  (1213532)  (1,213,532)

S1\_Client Projects\1812 South Worcestershire Plan Viability and CIL Review_SWC\_Appraisals\2208 Appraisals - Retail\220802 SWC Retail CIL Appraisals_vi\A Con Retail - Express
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220802 SWC Retail CIL Appraisals_v1

Scheme Typology:

Site Typology:
Notes:

TABLE 3

TABLE 4
Balance (RLV
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Balance (RLV - BLV £ per acre (n))

CIL £psm

0.00
(recommended CIL)
0.00

- BLV £ per acre (n))

CIL £psm

0.00
(recommended CIL)
0.00

-955869
0.00
10.00
20.00
30.00
40.00
50.00
60.00
70.00
80.00
90.00

-955869
0.00
10.00
20.00
30.00
40.00
50.00
60.00
70.00
80.00
90.00
100.00
110.00

Location / Value Zone:

(1,213,532)
(1,239,881)

Convenience Retail - Express Store No Units: 1
TC/Urban  Greenfield/Brownfield: Brownfield
Profit 15%

15% 16% 17% 18% 19%
(955,869)  (1,013925)  (1,071,982)  (1,130,038)  (1,188,095)
(980,410)  (1,038,680)  (1,096,950)  (1,155220)  (1,213,490)
(1,004,951)  (1,063435)  (1,121,918)  (1,180401)  (1,238,885)
(1,029,590)  (1,088,288)  (1,146,986)  (1,205,683)
(1,055,815)  (1,114,740)  (1,173,666)  (1,232,591)
(1,082,039)  (1,141,192)  (1,200,346)

(1,108,263)  (1,167,645)  (1,227,026)
(1,134,487)  (1,194,097)
(1,160,833)  (1,220,672)
(1,187,182)  (1,247,250)

BLV (£ peracre (n)) 450,000
50,000 150,000 250,000 350,000 450,000 550,000 650,000
(555,869) (655,869) (755,869) (855,869)
(580,410) (680,410) (780,410) (880,410)
(604,951) (704,951) (804,951) (904,951)
(629,590) (729,590)
(655,815) (755,815)
(682,039) (782,039)
(708,263) (808,263)
(734,487) (834,487)
(760,833) (860,833)

(887,182)
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Scheme Typology:
Site Typology:
Notes:

TABLE 5
Balance (RLV - BLV £ per acre (n))

CIL £psm

0.00
(recommended CIL)
0.00

TABLE 6
Balance (RLV - BLV £ per acre (n))

CIL £psm

0.00
(recommended CIL)
0.00
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Location / Value Zone:

-955869
0.00
10.00
20.00
30.00
40.00
50.00
60.00
70.00
80.00
90.00
100.00
110.00
120.00
130.00
140.00
150.00
160.00
170.00
180.00
190.00
200.00
210.00
220.00
230.00
240.00
250.00

-955869
0.00
10.00
20.00
30.00
40.00
50.00
60.00
70.00
80.00
90.00
100.00
110.00
120.00
130.00
140.00
150.00
160.00
170.00
180.00
190.00
200.00
210.00
220.00
230.00
240.00

Convenience Retail - Express Store No Units: 1
TC/Urban  Greenfield/Brownfield: Brownfield
Density (dph) (net) 1
50 70 920 110 130 150 170
(44,127,437)  (61,570,495)  (79,013554)  (96,456,612) (113,899,670) (131,342,728) (148,785,786)
(46,581,575)  (65,006,289)  (83,431,002) (101,855,715) (120,280,428) (138,705,142) (157,129,855)
(49,035,713)  (68,442,082)  (87,848450) (107,254,818) (126,661,187) (146,067,555) (165,473,924)
(51,489,851)  (71,877,875)  (92,265,898) (112,653922) (133,041,945) (153,429,969)
(53,943,989)  (75313,668)  (96,683,347) (118,053,025) (139,422,704) (160,792,383)
(56,398,127)  (78,749,461) (101,100,795) (123,452,129) (145,803,463) (168,154,797)
(58,893,095)  (82,240,502) (105,587,909) (128,935,316) (152,282,723)
(61,515,515)  (85,911,890) (110,308,265) (134,704,640) (159,101,015)
(64,137,935)  (89,583,278) (115,028,621) (140,473,964) (165,919,307)
(66,760,355)  (93,254,666) (119,748,977) (146,243,288)
(69,384,775)  (96,928,712) (124,472,649) (152,016,586)
(72,019,688) (100,617,590) (129,215,492) (157,813,394)
(74,654,601) (104,306,468) (133,958,335) (163,610,202)
(77,289,514) (107,995,346) (138,701,178)
(79,925,647) (111,685,791)  (143,445,935)
(82,572,990) (115,392,071) (148,211,152)
(85,220,332) (119,098,350) (152,976,368)
(87,867,675) (122,804,630) (157,741,585)
(90,515,017) (126,510,909)  (162,506,802)
(93,162,360) (130,217,189)  (167,272,018)
(95,809,702) (133,923 ,468)
(98,457,045)  (137,629,748)
(101,104,387)  (141,336,028)
(103,751,730)  (145,042,307)
(106,399,072)  (148,748,587)
(109,046,415)  (152,454,866)
Build cost 100% (where 105% is a 5% increase, and 95% is a 5% decrease etc.)
90% 95% 100% 105% 110% 115%
(505,423) (730,646) (955,869)  (1,191,853)
(529,965) (755,187) (980,410)  (1,218,202)
(554,506) (779,729)  (1,004,951)  (1,244,563)
(579,047) (804,270)  (1,029,590)  (1,271,036)
(603,589) (828,811)  (1,055815)  (1,297,510)
(628,130) (853,353)  (1,082,039)
(652,671) (877,894)  (1,108,263)
(677,213) (902,436)  (1,134,487)
(701,754) (926,977)  (1,160,833)
(726,296) (951,518)  (1,187,182)
(750,837) (976,060)  (1,213,532)
(775,378)  (1,000,601)  (1,239,881)
(799,920)  (1,025,142)  (1,266,343)
(824,461)  (1,051,166)  (1,292,817)
(849,002)  (1,077,390)
(873,544)  (1,103,614)
(898,085)  (1,129,839)
(922,627)  (1,156,163)
(947,168)  (1,182,512)
(971,709)  (1,208,861)
(996,251)  (1,235,210)
(1,020,792)  (1,261,651)
(1,046,517)  (1,288,124)
(1,072,742)
(1,098,966)
(1,125,190)

250.00
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Scheme Typology:
Site Typology:
Notes:

TABLE 7

Balance (RLV - BLV £ per acre (n))

CIL £psm
0.00

(recommended CIL)

0.00

Convenience Retail - Express Store

Location / Value Zone:

TC / Urban

Market Values 100%

No Units: 1
Greenfield/Brownfield:

Brownfield

(where 105% is a 5% increase, and 95% is a 5% decrease etc.)

-955869

95%

100%

(669,290)
(693,832)
(718,373)
(743,473)
(769,698)

110%
(382,712)
(407,254)
(431,795)
(457,357)
(483,581)
(509,805)
(536,029)
(562,268)
(588,617)
(614,966)
(641,315)
(667,671)
(694,144)
(720,618)
(747,001)
(773,565)

115%
(102,553)
(123,965)
(145,378)
(171,240)
(197,464)
(223,688)
(249,912)
(276,160)
(302,509)
(328,858)
(355,207)
(381,571)
(408,045)
(434,518)
(460,992)
(487,465)
(513,939)
(540,412)
(566,885)
(593,359)
(619,832)
(646,306)
(672,779)
(699,253)
(725,726)
(752,199)

120%

58,674
35,793
12,913
(9,996)

(32,986)
(55,975)
(78,965)

(101,975)

(125,073)

(148,419)

(174,892)

(201,366)

(227,839)

(254,312)

(280,786)

(307,259)

(333,733)

(360,206)

(386,680)

(413,153)

(439,626)

(466,100)

NOTES

Cells highlighted in yellow are input cells

Figures in brackets, thus (00,000.00), are negative values / costs
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Appraisal Ref: B (see Typologies Matrix)
Scheme Typology: Convenience Retail - Discount No Units: 1
Site Typology: Location / Value Zone: TC /Urban Greenfield/Brownfield: Brownfield
Notes:
ASSUMPTIONS - COMMERCIAL USES
Units - # Com. Units AH % % mix # Units # Mkt Resi Units # AH Units
BTR 1 Bed units 60% 0.6 0
BTR 2 Bed units 40% 0.4 0
BTR 1 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent 0% 60% 0 0
BTR 2 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent 40% 0 0
Convenience Retail 1 0
[ blank spare ] 0
[ blank spare ] 0
[ blank spare ]
1 1 0 0

Unit Floor areas -

BTR 1 Bed units

BTR 2 Bed units

BTR 1 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent
BTR 2 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent
Convenience Retail

[ blank spare ]

[ blank spare ]

[ blank spare ]

Total Floor areas -

BTR 1 Bed units

BTR 2 Bed units

BTR 1 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent
BTR 2 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent
Convenience Retail

[ blank spare ]

[ blank spare ]

[ blank spare ]

Commercial Values -

BTR 1 Bed units

BTR 2 Bed units

BTR 1 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent
BTR 2 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent
Convenience Retail

[ blank spare ]

[ blank spare ]

[ blank spare ]

Net area per unit

Net to Gross %

Gross (GIA) per unit

NIA (sgm) NIA (sqft) % GIA (sqm) GIA (sqft)

0 0 85.0% 0 0

0 0 85.0% 0 0

0 0 85.0% 0 0

0 0 85.0% 0 0

1,765 18,998 100.0% 1,765 18,998

0 0 100.0% 0 0

NIA (sgm) NIA (sqft) GIA (sqm) GIA (sqft)

0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

1,765 18,998 1,765 18,998

0 0 0 0

1,765 18,998 1,765 18,998

Rent* (£ pcm) Unit Rent (£ pa) Rent* (£psf) Man. Cost % T Incentive* Cap Yield (%)
0 - 0% 0 6.50%
0 - 0% 0 6.50%
0 - 0% 0 6.50%
0 - 0% 0 6.50%
398,964 21.00 0% 0 4.00%

- 0.00 0% 0 0.00%

* as applicable

*Total Incentive including Rent Free & Void allowance (months)
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Scheme Typology: Convenience Retail - Discount No Units: 1
Site Typology: Location / Value Zone: TC /Urban  Greenfield/Brownfield: Brownfield
Notes:
GROSS DEVELOPMENT VALUE
Commercial GDV - rental basis ~ Gross Rent £PA less Man.  Net Rent £PA @ capitalisation £
BTR 1 Bed units unit - 0% - 6.50% -
BTR 2 Bed units unit - 0% - 6.50% -
BTR 1 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent unit - 0% - 6.50% -
BTR 2 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent unit - 0% - 6.50% -
Convenience Retail £ psf 398,964 0% 398,964 4.00% 9,974,108
[ blank spare ] £ psf - 0% - 0.00%
[ blank spare ] 0%
[ blank spare ]
398,964 9,974,108
Commercial GDV - less RF/Void Purchasers Costs % PCZ £
BTR 1 Bed units - 0 6.80% - -
BTR 2 Bed units - 0 6.80% - -
BTR 1 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent - 0 6.80% - -
BTR 2 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent - 0 6.80% - -
Convenience Retail - 9,974,108 6.80% (635,056) 9,339,053
[ blank spare ] - 0 6.80% - -
[ blank spare ] - 0 6.80% - -
[ blank spare ]
Sub-total GDV Commercial 9,339,053
Grant Funding 0 AH units @ 0 per unit -
Total GDV 9,339,053
DEVELOPMENT COSTS
Initial Payments -
Statutory Planning Fees (Planning Portal) 11,120 £ (11,120)
Planning Application Professional Fees, Surveys and reports (90,000)
CIL (exl. Aff. Housing - discounted market rent) (Max CIL) 1,765 sgm (gross) 1,870.28 £ psm (3,301,043)
CIL analysis: 35.35% % of GDV 3,301,043 £ per unit (total units)
Site Specific S106 Contributions 1 units @ 0 -
$106 analysis 0.00% % of GDV 0.00 £ psm (GIA)
Construction Costs -
Site Clearance and Demolition 0.59 ha@ 123,550 £ per ha (if brownfield) (72,689)
Site Infrastructure costs 0 -
Infra. Costs analysis: 0.00% % of GDV 0.00 £ psm (GIA)
BTR 1 Bed units - sqm @ 0 psm -
BTR 2 Bed units - sqm @ 0 psm -
BTR 1 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent - sqm @ 0 psm -
BTR 2 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent - sqm @ 0 psm -
Convenience Retail 1,765 sqm @ 1,434 psm (2,531,010)
[ blank spare ] - sqm @ 1,434 psm -
[ blank spare ] - sqm @ 1,434 psm -
[ blank spare ] 1,765 - sqm @ 1,434 psm -
External works 2,531,010 @ 15.0% (379,652)
Ext. Works analysis: 379,652 £ per unit (total units)
Policy Costs on design -
M4(2) Category 2 Housing Aff units units @ @ £ per dwelling -
M4(3) Category 3 Housing Aff units units @ @ £ per dwelling -
M4(2) Category 2 Housing OMS units units @ @ £ per dwelling -
M4(3) Category 3 Housing OMS units units @ @ £ per dwelling -
Part LIFHS units @ £ per unit -
Additional Low Carbon/Energy Reduction units @ £ per unit -
BREEAM sqm £ psm -
EV Charging Points - Houses units @ £ per unit -
EV Charging Points - Flats units @ 4 flats per charger £ per 4 units -
Water Efficiency additional cost units @ £ per unit -
Sub-total -
Policy Costs analysis: (design costs only) £ per unit (total units)
Contingency (on construction) 2,983,350 @ 5.0% (149,168)
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Scheme Typology: Convenience Retail - Discount No Units: 1
Site Typology: Location / Value Zone: TC /Urban  Greenfield/Brownfield: Brownfield
Notes:
Professional Fees 2,983,350 @ 8.0% (238,668)
Disposal Costs -
Letting Agents Costs 398,964 ERV @ 15.00% (59,845)
Letting Legal Costs 398,964 ERV @ 5.00% (19,948)
Investment Sale Agents Costs 9,339,053 GDV @ 1.00% (93,391)
Investment Sale Legal Costs 9,339,053 GDV @ 0.50% (46,695)
Marketing and Promotion 9,339,053 GDV @ 0.50% (46,695)
Interest (on Development Costs) - 6.25% APR 0.506% pcm (439,460)
Developers Profit -
Profit on Cost (commercial scheme) 7,479,382 15.00% (1,121,907)
TOTAL COSTS (8,601,289)
RESIDUAL LAND VALUE
Residual Land Value (gross) 737,763
SDLT 737,763 @ HMRC formula (26,388)
Acquisition Agent fees 737,763 @ 1.00% (7,378)
Acquisition Legal fees 737,763 @ 0.50% (3,689)
Interest on Land 737,763 @ 6.25% (46,110)
Residual Land Value 654,198
RLV analysis: 654,198 £ per plot 1,111,952 £ per ha (net) 450,001 £ per acre (net)
1,056,354 £ per ha (gross) 427,501 £ per acre (gross)

7.00% % RLV/GDV
BENCHMARK LAND VALUE (BLV)
Plot Ratio / Density 30% (GIA-Site Area / Dph, as appropriate)
Site Area 0.59 ha (net) 1.45 acres (net)
Net to Gross ratio 95%
Site Area (gross) 0.62 ha (gross) 1.53 acres (gross)
Benchmark Land Value (net) 654,197 £ per plot 1,111,950 £ per ha (net) 450,000 £ per acre (net) 654,197

BLV analysis: Density 3,000 sqm/ha (net) 13,068 sgft/ac (net)
2 dph (gross)
1,056,353 £ per ha (gross) 427,500 £ per acre (gross)

BALANCE
Surplus/(Deficit) 2 £ per ha (net) 1 £ per acre (net) 1
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Scheme Typology: Ci i Retail - Di: No Units: 1

Site Typology: Location / Value Zone: TC /Urban  Greenfield/Brownfield: Brownfield
Notes:

SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS

The following sensitivity tables show the balance of the appraisal (RLV-BLV) for changes in appraisal input assumptions above.
Where the surplus is positive (green) the policy is viable. Where the surplus is negative (red) the policy is not viable.

TABLE 1 Affordable Housing - % on site 0%

Balance (RLV - BLV £ per acre (n)) 1 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35%

Max CIL £ psm 20.00
1,870.28 30.00
(recommended CIL) 40.00
0.00 50.00

70.00 N/A

TABLE 2 Site Specific S106 100% (where 110% is a 10% increase etc.)

40%

Balance (RLV - BLV £ per acre (n)) 100% 110% 120% 130% 140%

CIL £psm

1,870.28
(recommended CIL)
0.00

150.00 2,244,296 2,244,296 2,244,296 2,244,296 2,244,296 2,244,296
160.00 2,231,249 2,231,249 2,231,249 2,231,249 2,231,249 2,231,249
170.00 2,218,203 2,218,203 2,218,203 2,218,203 2,218,203 2,218,203
180.00 2,205,157 2,205,157 2,205,157 2,205,157 2,205,157 2,205,157
190.00 2,192,111 2,192,111 2,192,111 2,192,111 2,192,111 2,192,111
200.00 2,179,065 2,179,065 2,179,065 2,179,065 2,179,065 2,179,065
210.00 2,166,019 2,166,019 2,166,019 2,166,019 2,166,019 2,166,019
220.00 2,152,973 2,152,973 2,152,973 2,152,973 2,152,973 25152973
230.00 2,139,927 2,139,927 2,139,927 2,139,927 2,139,927 2,139,927
240.00 2,126,881 2,126,881 2,126,881 2,126,881 2,126,881 2,126,881
250.00 2,113,834 2,113,834 2,113,834 2,113,834 2,113,834 2,113,834
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2,244,296
2,231,249
2,218,203
2,205,157
2,192,111
2,179,065
2,166,019
2,152,973
2,139,927
2,126,881
2,113,834
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Scheme Typology:
Site Typology:
Notes:

TABLE 3
Balance (RLV - BLV £ per acre (n))

CIL £psm

1,870.28
(recommended CIL)
0.00

TABLE 4
Balance (RLV - BLV £ per acre (n))

CIL £psm

1,870.28
(recommended CIL)
0.00

Page 13/58
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Retail - Di: No Units: 1
Location / Value Zone: TC/Urban  Greenfield/Brownfield: Brownfield
Profit 15%

2,088,805
2,075,305

2,087,858 2,061,805
2,100,639 2,074,472 2,048,305
2,087,366 2,061,085 2,034,805
2,100,487 2,074,093 2,047,699 2,021,305
2,087,327 2,060,820 2,034,313 2,007,805

BLV (£ per acre (n)) 450,000

2,090,205
2,076,591
2,062,978
2,049,365
2,035,751
2,022,138
2,008,525
1,994,911
1,981,298

2,092,058
2,078,332
2,064,605
2,050,878
2,037,151
2,023,424
2,009,698
1,995,971
1,982,244
1,968,517
1,954,791

50,000 150,000 250,000 350,000 450,000

2,192,111
2,179,065
2,166,019
2,152,973
2,139,927
2,126,881
2,113,834
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550,000

2,183,434
2,170,388
2,157,342
2,144,296
2,131,249
2,118,203
2,105,157
2,092,111
2,079,065
2,066,019
2,052,973
2,039,927
2,026,881
2,013,834

650,000

2,187,803
2,174,757
2,161,711
2,148,664
2,135,618
2,122,572
2,109,526
2,096,480
2,083,434
2,070,388
2,057,342
2,044,296
2,031,249
2,018,203
2,005,157
1,992,111
1,979,065
1,966,019
1,952,973
1,939,927
1,926,881
1,913,834
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Scheme Typology: Ci Retail - Di: No Units: 1

Site Typology: Location / Value Zone: TC /Urban  Greenfield/Brownfield: Brownfield
Notes:

TABLE 5 Density (dph) (net) 0

TABLE 6
Balance (RLV

Page 14/58
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- BLV £ per acre (n))

Balance (RLV - BLV £ per acre (n))

CIL £psm

1,870.28
(recommended CIL)
0.00

CIL £psm

1,870.28
(recommended CIL)
0.00

1 50 70 90

0.00 491,595,869 688,439,282 885,282,695
10.00 489,421,517 685,395,190 881,368,862
20.00 487,247,166 682,351,097 877,455,029
30.00 485,072,814 679,307,005 873,541,197
40.00 482,898,463 676,262,913 869,627,364
50.00 480,724,111 673,218,821 865,713,531
60.00 478,549,759 670,174,729 861,799,698
70.00  476,375408 667,130,637 857,885,865
80.00 474,201,056 664,086,544 853,972,033
90.00 472,026,705 661,042,452 850,058,200
100.00 469,852,353 657,998,360 846,144,367
11000 467,678,002 654,954,268 842,230,534
12000 465,503,650 651,910,176 838,316,702
130.00 463,329,299 648,866,084 834,402,869
14000 461,154,947 645,821,992 830,489,036
150.00 458,980,596 642,777,899 826,575,203
160.00 456,806,244 639,733,807 822,661,370
17000 454,631,892 636,689,715 818,747,538
180.00 452,457,541 633,645,623 814,833,705
190.00 450,283,189 630,601,531 810,919,872
200.00 448,108,838 627,557,439 807,006,039
210.00 445,934,486 624,513,346 803,092,207
220.00 443,760,135 621,469,254 799,178,374
230.00 441,585,783 618,425,162 795,264,541
240.00 439,411,432 615,381,070 791,350,708
250.00 437,237,080 612,336,978 787,436,875

Build cost 100% (where 105% is a 5% increase, and 95% is a 5% decrease etc.)

90% 95% 100% 105%

2,046,291
2,033,245
2,020,199
2,007,153
1,994,107
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110%

2,043,979
2,030,933
2,017,887
2,004,840
1,991,794
1,978,748
1,965,702
1,952,656
1,939,610
1,926,564
1,913,518
1,900,472
1,887,425
1,874,379

115%

1,898,159
1,885,113
1,872,067
1,859,021
1,845,974
1,832,928
1,819,882
1,806,836
1,793,790
1,780,744
1,767,698
1,754,652

120%
1,961,077
1,948,031
1,934,985
1,921,939
1,908,892
1,895,846
1,882,800
1,869,754
1,856,708
1,843,662
1,830,616
1,817,570
1,804,524
1,791,477
1,778,431
1,765,385
1,752,339
(157.39,293;
1,726,247
1,713,201
1,700,155
1,687,109
1,674,062
1,661,016
1,647,970
1,634,924

tepy



220802 SWC Retail CIL Appraisals_v1

Scheme Typology:

Site Typology:
Notes:

TABLE 7

Balance (RLV - BLV £ per acre (n))

CIL £psm

1,870.28
(recommended CIL)
0.00

[of

Retail - Di

Location / Value Zone: TC / Urban

1

0.00
10.00
20.00
30.00
40.00
50.00
60.00
70.00
80.00
90.00
100.00
110.00
120.00
130.00
140.00
150.00
160.00
170.00
180.00
190.00
200.00
210.00
220.00
230.00
240.00

250.00

Market Values 100%

No Units: 1
Greenfield/Brownfield:

Brownfield

(where 105% is a 5% increase, and 95% is a 5% decrease etc.)

90%
1,892,491
1,879,445
1,866,399
1,853,353
1,840,307
1,827,261
1,814,215
1,801,169
1,788,123
1,775,076
1,762,030
1,748,984
1,735,938
1,722,892
1,709,846
1,696,800
1,683,754
1,670,708
1,657,662
1,644,615
1,631,569
1,618,523
1,605,477
1,692,431
1,679,385
1,566,339

100%

105%

110%

115%

NOTES

Cells highlighted in yellow are input cells

Figures in brackets, thus (00,000.00), are negative values / costs
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Appraisal Ref:

c

(see Typologies Matrix)

Scheme Typology: Convenience Retail - Large No Units: 1
Site Typology: Location / Value Zone: TC /Urban Greenfield/Brownfield: Brownfield
Notes:
ASSUMPTIONS - COMMERCIAL USES
Units - # Com. Units AH % % mix # Units # Mkt Resi Units # AH Units
BTR 1 Bed units 60% 0.6 0
BTR 2 Bed units 40% 0.4 0
BTR 1 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent 0% 60% 0 0
BTR 2 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent 40% 0 0
Convenience Retail 1 0
[ blank spare ] 0
[ blank spare ] 0
[ blank spare ]
1 1 0 0

Unit Floor areas -

BTR 1 Bed units

BTR 2 Bed units

BTR 1 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent
BTR 2 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent
Convenience Retail

[ blank spare ]

[ blank spare ]

[ blank spare ]

Total Floor areas -

BTR 1 Bed units

BTR 2 Bed units

BTR 1 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent
BTR 2 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent
Convenience Retail

[ blank spare ]

[ blank spare ]

[ blank spare ]

Commercial Values -

BTR 1 Bed units

BTR 2 Bed units

BTR 1 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent
BTR 2 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent
Convenience Retail

[ blank spare ]

[ blank spare ]

[ blank spare ]

Net area per unit

Net to Gross %

Gross (GIA) per unit

NIA (sgm) NIA (sqft) % GIA (sqm) GIA (sqft)

0 0 85.0% 0 0

0 0 85.0% 0 0

0 0 85.0% 0 0

0 0 85.0% 0 0

3,716 39,999 100.0% 3,716 39,999

0 100.0% 0 0

NIA (sgm) NIA (sqft) GIA (sqm) GIA (sqft)

0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

3,716 39,999 3,716 39,999

0 0 0 0

3,716 39,999 3,716 39,999

Rent* (£ pcm) Unit Rent (£ pa) Rent* (£psf) Man. Cost % T Incentive* Cap Yield (%)
0 - 0% 0 6.50%
0 - 0% 0 6.50%
0 - 0% 0 6.50%
0 - 0% 0 6.50%
799,974 20.00 0% 12 4.00%

- 0.00 0% 0 0.00%

* as applicable

*Total Incentive including Rent Free & Void allowance (months)
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Scheme Typology: Convenience Retail - Large No Units: 1
Site Typology: Location / Value Zone: TC /Urban  Greenfield/Brownfield: Brownfield
Notes:
GROSS DEVELOPMENT VALUE
Commercial GDV - rental basis ~ Gross Rent £PA less Man.  Net Rent £PA @ capitalisation £
BTR 1 Bed units unit - 0% - 6.50% -
BTR 2 Bed units unit - 0% - 6.50% -
BTR 1 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent unit - 0% - 6.50% -
BTR 2 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent unit - 0% - 6.50% -
Convenience Retail £ psf 799,974 0% 799,974 4.00% 19,999,345
[ blank spare ] £ psf - 0% - 0.00%
[ blank spare ] 0%
[ blank spare ]
799,974 19,999,345
Commercial GDV - less RF/Void Purchasers Costs % PCZ £
BTR 1 Bed units - 0 6.80% - -
BTR 2 Bed units - 0 6.80% - -
BTR 1 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent - 0 6.80% - -
BTR 2 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent - 0 6.80% - -
Convenience Retail (799,974) 19,199,371 6.80% (1,222,432) 17,976,939
[ blank spare ] - 0 6.80% - -
[ blank spare ] - 0 6.80% - -
[ blank spare ]
Sub-total GDV Commercial 17,976,939
Grant Funding 0 AH units @ 0 per unit -
Total GDV 17,976,939
DEVELOPMENT COSTS
Initial Payments -
Statutory Planning Fees (Planning Portal) 23,100 £ (23,100)
Planning Application Professional Fees, Surveys and reports (120,000)
CIL (exl. Aff. Housing - discounted market rent) (Max CIL) 3,716 sqm (gross) 1,475.29 £ psm (5,482,165)
CIL analysis: 30.50% % of GDV 5,482,165 £ per unit (total units)
Site Specific S106 Contributions 1 units @ 0 -
$106 analysis 0.00% % of GDV 0.00 £ psm (GIA)
Construction Costs -
Site Clearance and Demolition 1.24 ha@ 123,550 £ per ha (if brownfield) (153,037)
Site Infrastructure costs 0 -
Infra. Costs analysis: 0.00% % of GDV 0.00 £ psm (GIA)
BTR 1 Bed units - sqm @ 0 psm -
BTR 2 Bed units - sqm @ 0 psm -
BTR 1 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent - sqm @ 0 psm -
BTR 2 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent - sqm @ 0 psm -
Convenience Retail 3,716 sqm @ 1,434 psm (5,328,744)
[ blank spare ] - sqm @ 1,434 psm -
[ blank spare ] - sqm @ 1,434 psm -
[ blank spare ] 3,716 - sqm @ 1,434 psm -
External works 5,328,744 @ 15.0% (799,312)
Ext. Works analysis: 799,312 £ per unit (total units)
Policy Costs on design -
M4(2) Category 2 Housing Aff units units @ @ £ per dwelling -
M4(3) Category 3 Housing Aff units units @ @ £ per dwelling -
M4(2) Category 2 Housing OMS units units @ @ £ per dwelling -
M4(3) Category 3 Housing OMS units units @ @ £ per dwelling -
Part LIFHS units @ £ per unit -
Additional Low Carbon/Energy Reduction units @ £ per unit -
BREEAM sqm £ psm -
EV Charging Points - Houses units @ £ per unit -
EV Charging Points - Flats units @ 4 flats per charger £ per 4 units -
Water Efficiency additional cost units @ £ per unit -
Sub-total -
Policy Costs analysis: (design costs only) £ per unit (total units)
Contingency (on construction) 6,281,093 @ 5.0% (314,055)
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Scheme Typology: Convenience Retail - Large No Units: 1
Site Typology: Location / Value Zone: TC /Urban  Greenfield/Brownfield: Brownfield
Notes:
Professional Fees 6,281,093 @ 8.0% (502,487)
Disposal Costs -
Letting Agents Costs 799,974 ERV @ 15.00% (119,996)
Letting Legal Costs 799,974 ERV @ 5.00% (39,999)
Investment Sale Agents Costs 17,976,939 GDV @ 1.00% (179,769)
Investment Sale Legal Costs 17,976,939 GDV @ 0.50% (89,885)
Marketing and Promotion 17,976,939 GDV @ 0.50% (89,885)
Interest (on Development Costs) - 6.25% APR 0.506% pcm (1,027,449)
Developers Profit -
Profit on Cost (commercial scheme) 14,269,882 15.00% (2,140,482)
TOTAL COSTS (16,410,364)
RESIDUAL LAND VALUE
Residual Land Value (gross) 1,566,575
SDLT 1,566,575 @ HMRC formula (67,829)
Acquisition Agent fees 1,566,575 @ 1.00% (15,666)
Acquisition Legal fees 1,566,575 @ 0.50% (7,833)
Interest on Land 1,566,575 @ 6.25% (97,911)
Residual Land Value 1,377,336
RLV analysis: 1,377,336 £ per plot 1,111,951 £ per ha (net) 450,000 £ per acre (net)
1,056,353 £ per ha (gross) 427,500 £ per acre (gross)

7.66% % RLV/GDV
BENCHMARK LAND VALUE (BLV)
Plot Ratio / Density 30% (GIA-Site Area / Dph, as appropriate)
Site Area 1.24 ha (net) 3.06 acres (net)
Net to Gross ratio 95%
Site Area (gross) 1.30 ha(gross) 3.22 acres (gross)
Benchmark Land Value (net) 1,377,335 £ per plot 1,111,950 £ per ha (net) 450,000 £ per acre (net) 1,377,335

BLV analysis: Density 3,000 sqm/ha (net) 13,068 sgft/ac (net)
1 dph (gross)
1,056,353 £ per ha (gross) 427,500 £ per acre (gross)

BALANCE
Surplus/(Deficit)

£ per ha (net)

£ per acre (net)
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Scheme Typology: Convenience Retail - Large No Units: 1

Site Typology: Location / Value Zone: TC /Urban  Greenfield/Brownfield: Brownfield
Notes:

SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS

The following sensitivity tables show the balance of the appraisal (RLV-BLV) for changes in appraisal input assumptions above.
Where the surplus is positive (green) the policy is viable. Where the surplus is negative (red) the policy is not viable.

TABLE 1 Affordable Housing - % on site 0%

Balance (RLV - BLV £ per acre (n)) 0 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35%

Max CIL £ psm 20.00
1,475.29 30.00
(recommended CIL) 40.00
0.00 50.00

70.00 N/A

TABLE 2 Site Specific S106 100% (where 110% is a 10% increase etc.)

40%

Balance (RLV - BLV £ per acre (n)) 100% 110% 120% 130% 140%

CIL £psm

1,475.29
(recommended CIL)
0.00

150.00 1,755,858 1,755,858 1,755,858 1,755,858 1,755,858 1,755,858
160.00 1,742,610 1,742,610 1,742,610 1,742,610 1,742,610 1,742,610
170.00 1,729,361 1,729,361 1,729,361 1,729,361 1,729,361 1,729,361
180.00 1,716,112 1,716,112 1,716,112 1,716,112 1,716,112 1,716,112
190.00 1,702,863 1,702,863 1,702,863 1,702,863 1,702,863 1,702,863
200.00 1,689,614 1,689,614 1,689,614 1,689,614 1,689,614 1,689,614
210.00 1,676,365 1,676,365 1,676,365 1,676,365 1,676,365 1,676,365
220.00 1,663,116 1,663,116 1,663,116 1,663,116 1,663,116 1,663,116
230.00 1,649,867 1,649,867 1,649,867 1,649,867 1,649,867 1,649,867
240.00 1,636,618 1,636,618 1,636,618 1,636,618 1,636,618 1,636,618
250.00 1,623,369 1,623,369 1,623,369 1,623,369 1,623,369 1,623,369
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1,755,858
1,742,610
1,729,361
1,716,112
1,702,863
1,689,614
1,676,365
1,663,116
1,649,867
1,636,618
1,623,369
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Scheme Typology: Convenience Retail - Large No Units: 1

Site Typology: Location / Value Zone: TC /Urban  Greenfield/Brownfield: Brownfield
Notes:

TABLE 3 Profit 15%

Balance (RLV - BLV £ per acre (n))
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1,689,614
1,676,365
1,663,116
1,649,867
1,636,618
1,623,369

1,682,356
1,669,107
1,655,858
1,642,610
1,629,361
1,616,112
1,602,863
1,689,614
1,676,365
1,663,116
1,649,867
1,636,618
1,623,369

CIL £psm

1,475.29
(recommended CIL)
0.00

1,603,401

1,589,461

1,601,161 1,575,521

1,587,336 1,561,581

1,599,381 1,573,511 1,547,640

1,585,671 1,559,686 1,533,700

1,598,063 1,571,962 1,545,861 1,519,760

1,584,468 1,558,252 1,532,036 1,505,820

1,597,205 1,570,874 1,544,542 1,518,211 1,491,880

1,583,725 1,557,279 1,530,833 1,504,386 1,477,940

1,596,808 1,570,246 1,543,685 1,517,123 1,490,561 1,464,000

TABLE 4 BLV (£ per acre (n)) 450,000

Balance (RLV - BLV £ per acre (n)) 50,000 150,000 250,000 350,000 450,000 550,000 650,000
CIL £psm
1,475.29
(recommended CIL)

0.00 1,688,347

1,675,098
1,661,850
1,648,601
1,635,352
1,622,103
1,608,854
1,595,605
1,582,356
1,569,107
1,555,858
1,542,610
1,529,361
1,516,112
1,502,863
1,489,614
1,476,365
1,463,116
1,449,867
1,436,618
1,423,369
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Scheme Typology:

Site Typology:
Notes:

TABLE 5

TABLE 6
Balance (RLV
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Balance (RLV - BLV £ per acre (n))

CIL £psm

1,475.29
(recommended CIL)
0.00

- BLV £ per acre (n))

CIL £psm

1,475.29
(recommended CIL)
0.00

Convenience Retail - Lar

Location / Value Zone:

0

0.00
10.00
20.00
30.00
40.00
50.00
60.00
70.00
80.00
90.00
100.00
110.00
120.00
130.00
140.00
150.00
160.00
170.00
180.00
190.00
200.00
210.00
220.00
230.00
240.00
250.00

No Units: 1
TC/Urban  Greenfield/Brownfield: Brownfield
Density (dph) (net) 0
50 70 90
410,998,779 575,604,085 740,209,392
408,790,630 572,512,677 736,234,724
406,582,481 569,421,268 732,260,055
404,374,332 566,329,860 728,285,387
402,166,183 563,238,451 724,310,719
399,958,034 560,147,043 720,336,051
397,749,885 557,055,634 716,361,383
395,541,736 553,964,226 712,386,715
393,333,587 550,872,817 708,412,047
391,125,438 547,781,409 704,437,379
388,917,289 544,690,000 700,462,711
386,709,140 541,598,592 696,488,043
384,500,991 538,507,183 692,513,375
382,292,842 535,415,775 688,538,707
380,084,694 532,324,366 684,564,039
377,876,545 529,232,958 680,589,371
375,668,396 526,141,549 676,614,702
373,460,247 523,050,141 672,640,034
371,252,098 519,958,732 668,665,366
369,043,949 516,867,324 664,690,698
366,835,800 513,775,915 660,716,030
364,627,651 510,684,507 656,741,362
362,419,502 507,593,098 652,766,694
360,211,353 504,501,690 648,792,026
358,003,204 501,410,281 644,817,358
355,795,055 498,318,873 640,842,690
Build cost 100% (where 105% is a 5% increase, and 95% is a 5% decrease etc.)

90%

95%

100%

105% 110%

1,525,930
1,512,681
1,499,432
1,486,183
1,472,935
1,459,686
1,446,437
1,433,188
1,419,939

1,628,279 1,406,690

1,615,030
1,501,781 1,380,192

1,393,441
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115%

1,636,830
1,623,582
1,610,333
1,497,084
1,483,835
1,470,586
1,457,337
1,444,088
1,430,839
1,417,590
1,404,342
1,391,093
1,377,844
1,364,595
1,351,346
1,338,097
1,324,848
(B3 1I58S)
1,298,350
1,285,102
1,271,853
1,258,604

120%
1,468,237
1,454,989
1,441,740
1,428,491
1,415,242
1,401,993
1,388,744
1,375,495
1,362,246
1,348,997
1,335,749
1,322,500
1,309,251
1,296,002
1,282,753
1,269,504
1,256,255
1,243,006
1,229,757
1,216,509
1,203,260
1,190,011
1,176,762
1,163,513
1,150,264
1,137,015
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Scheme Typology:

Site Typology:
Notes:

TABLE 7

Balance (RLV - BLV £ per acre (n))

CIL £psm

1,475.29
(recommended CIL)
0.00

Convenience Retail - Lar
Location / Value Zone:

0

0.00
10.00
20.00
30.00
40.00
50.00
60.00
70.00
80.00
90.00
100.00
110.00
120.00
130.00
140.00
150.00
160.00
170.00
180.00
190.00
200.00
210.00
220.00
230.00
240.00

250.00

Market Values 100%

TC / Urban

No Units: 1
Greenfield/Brownfield:

Brownfield

(where 105% is a 5% increase, and 95% is a 5% decrease etc.)

90%
1,454,071
1,440,823
1,427,574
1,414,325
1,401,076
1,387,827
1,374,578
1,361,329
1,348,080
1,334,831
1,321,583
1,308,334
1,295,085
1,281,836
1,268,587
1,255,338
1,242,089
1,228,840
1,215,591
1,202,343
1,189,094
1,175,845
1,162,596
1,149,347
1,136,098
1,122,849

1,373,109

100%

105%

110%

115%

NOTES

Cells highlighted in yellow are input cells

Figures in brackets, thus (00,000.00), are negative values / costs
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Appraisal Ref:

D

(see Typologies Matrix)

Scheme Typology: Convenience Retail - Express Store No Units: 1
Site Typology: Location / Value Zone: SUE/GC Greenfield/Brownfield: Greenfield
Notes:
ASSUMPTIONS - COMMERCIAL USES
Units - # Com. Units AH % % mix # Units # Mkt Resi Units # AH Units
BTR 1 Bed units 60% 0.6 0
BTR 2 Bed units 40% 0.4 0
BTR 1 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent 0% 60% 0 0
BTR 2 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent 40% 0 0
Convenience Retail 1 0
[ blank spare ] 0
[ blank spare ] 0
[ blank spare ]
1 1 0 0

Unit Floor areas -

BTR 1 Bed units

BTR 2 Bed units

BTR 1 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent
BTR 2 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent
Convenience Retail

[ blank spare ]

[ blank spare ]

[ blank spare ]

Total Floor areas -

BTR 1 Bed units

BTR 2 Bed units

BTR 1 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent
BTR 2 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent
Convenience Retail

[ blank spare ]

[ blank spare ]

[ blank spare ]

Commercial Values -

BTR 1 Bed units

BTR 2 Bed units

BTR 1 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent
BTR 2 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent
Convenience Retail

[ blank spare ]

[ blank spare ]

[ blank spare ]

Net area per unit

Net to Gross %

Gross (GIA) per unit

NIA (sgm) NIA (sqft) % GIA (sqm) GIA (sqft)

0 0 85.0% 0 0

0 0 85.0% 0 0

0 0 85.0% 0 0

0 0 85.0% 0 0

70 753 100.0% 70 753

0 0 100.0% 0 0

NIA (sgm) NIA (sqft) GIA (sqm) GIA (sqft)

0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

70 753 70 753

0 0 0 0

70 753 70 753

Rent* (£ pcm) Unit Rent (£ pa) Rent* (£psf) Man. Cost % T Incentive* Cap Yield (%)
0 - 0% 0 6.50%
0 - 0% 0 6.50%
0 - 0% 0 6.50%
0 - 0% 0 6.50%
15,069 20.00 0% 12 6.50%

- 0.00 0% 0 0.00%

* as applicable

*Total Incentive including Rent Free & Void allowance (months)
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Scheme Typology: Convenience Retail - Express Store No Units: 1
Site Typology: Location / Value Zone: SUE/GC Greenfield/Brownfield: Greenfield
Notes:
GROSS DEVELOPMENT VALUE
Commercial GDV - rental basis ~ Gross Rent £PA less Man.  Net Rent £PA @ capitalisation £
BTR 1 Bed units unit - 0% - 6.50% -
BTR 2 Bed units unit - 0% - 6.50% -
BTR 1 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent unit - 0% - 6.50% -
BTR 2 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent unit - 0% - 6.50% -
Convenience Retail £ psf 15,069 0% 15,069 6.50% 231,838
[ blank spare ] £ psf - 0% - 0.00%
[ blank spare ] 0%
[ blank spare ]
15,069 231,838
Commercial GDV - less RF/Void Purchasers Costs % PCZ £
BTR 1 Bed units - 0 6.80% - -
BTR 2 Bed units - 0 6.80% - -
BTR 1 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent - 0 6.80% - -
BTR 2 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent - 0 6.80% - -
Convenience Retail (15,069) 216,769 6.80% (13,802) 202,967
[ blank spare ] - 0 6.80% - -
[ blank spare ] - 0 6.80% - -
[ blank spare ]
Sub-total GDV Commercial 202,967
Grant Funding 0 AH units @ 0 per unit -
Total GDV 202,967
DEVELOPMENT COSTS
Initial Payments -
Statutory Planning Fees (Planning Portal) 500 £ (500)
Planning Application Professional Fees, Surveys and reports (50,000)
CIL (exl. Aff. Housing - discounted market rent) (Max CIL) 70 sgm (gross) 0.00 £ psm -
CIL analysis: 0.00% % of GDV 0 £ per unit (total units)
Site Specific S106 Contributions 1 units @ 0 -
$106 analysis 0.00% % of GDV 0.00 £ psm (GIA)
Construction Costs -
Site Clearance and Demolition 0.01 ha@ 0 £ per ha (if brownfield) -
Site Infrastructure costs 0 -
Infra. Costs analysis: 0.00% % of GDV 0.00 £ psm (GIA)
BTR 1 Bed units - sqm @ 0 psm -
BTR 2 Bed units - sqm @ 0 psm -
BTR 1 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent - sqm @ 0 psm -
BTR 2 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent - sqm @ 0 psm -
Convenience Retail 70 sqm @ 1,434 psm (100,380)
[ blank spare ] - sqm @ 1,434 psm -
[ blank spare ] - sqm @ 1,434 psm -
[ blank spare ] 70 - sqm @ 1,434 psm -
External works 100,380 @ 15.0% (15,057)
Ext. Works analysis: 15,057 £ per unit (total units)
Policy Costs on design -
M4(2) Category 2 Housing Aff units units @ @ £ per dwelling -
M4(3) Category 3 Housing Aff units units @ @ £ per dwelling -
M4(2) Category 2 Housing OMS units units @ @ £ per dwelling -
M4(3) Category 3 Housing OMS units units @ @ £ per dwelling -
Part LIFHS units @ £ per unit -
Additional Low Carbon/Energy Reduction units @ £ per unit -
BREEAM sqm £ psm -
EV Charging Points - Houses units @ £ per unit -
EV Charging Points - Flats units @ 4 flats per charger £ per 4 units -
Water Efficiency additional cost units @ £ per unit -
Sub-total -
Policy Costs analysis: (design costs only) £ per unit (total units)
Contingency (on construction) 115437 @ 5.0% (5,772)
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Scheme Typology: Convenience Retail - Express Store No Units: 1
Site Typology: Location / Value Zone: SUE/GC Greenfield/Brownfield: Greenfield
Notes:
Professional Fees 115437 @ 8.0% (9,235)
Disposal Costs -
Letting Agents Costs 15,069 ERV @ 15.00% (2,260)
Letting Legal Costs 15,069 ERV @ 5.00% (753)
Investment Sale Agents Costs 202,967 GDV @ 1.00% (2,030)
Investment Sale Legal Costs 202,967 GDV @ 0.50% (1,015)
Marketing and Promotion 202,967 GDV @ 0.50% (1,015)
Interest (on Development Costs) - 6.25% APR 0.506% pcm (10,724)
Developers Profit -
Profit on Cost (commercial scheme) 198,741 15.00% (29,811)
TOTAL COSTS (228,552)
RESIDUAL LAND VALUE
Residual Land Value (gross) (25,586)
SDLT - @ HMRC formula 10,500
Acquisition Agent fees - @ 1.00% -
Acquisition Legal fees - @ 0.50% -
Interest on Land - @ 6.25% -
Residual Land Value (15,086)
RLV analysis: (15,086) £ per plot (1,077,545) £ per ha (net) (436,076) £ per acre (net)
(1,023,668) £ per ha (gross) (414,273) £ per acre (gross)

-7.43% % RLV / GDV
BENCHMARK LAND VALUE (BLV)
Plot Ratio / Density 50% (GIA-Site Area / Dph, as appropriate)
Site Area 0.01400 ha (net) 0.03 acres (net)
Net to Gross ratio 95%
Site Area (gross) 0.01 ha (gross) 0.04 acres (gross)
Benchmark Land Value (net) 8,649 £ per plot 617,750 £ per ha (net) 250,000 £ per acre (net) 8,649

BLV analysis: Density 5,000 sqm/ha (net) 21,780 sqft/ac (net)
68 dph (gross)
586,863 £ per ha (gross) 237,500 £ per acre (gross)

BALANCE
Surplus/(Deficit) (1,695,295) £ per ha (net) (686,076) £ per acre (net) (23,734)
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Scheme Typology: Convenience Retail - Express Store No Units: 1

Site Typology: Location / Value Zone: SUE/GC Greenfield/Brownfield: Greenfield
Notes:

SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS

The following sensitivity tables show the balance of the appraisal (RLV-BLV) for changes in appraisal input assumptions above.
Where the surplus is positive (green) the policy is viable. Where the surplus is negative (red) the policy is not viable.

TABLE 1 Affordable Housing - % on site 0%

Balance (RLV - BLV £ per acre (n)) -686076 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35%
0.00
10.00
Max CIL £ psm 20.00
0.00 30.00
(recommended CIL) 40.00
0.00 50.00
60.00

70.00 N/A

80.00
90.00
100.00
110.00
120.00
130.00
140.00
150.00
160.00
170.00
180.00
190.00
200.00
210.00
220.00
230.00
240.00
250.00

TABLE 2 Site Specific S106 100% (where 110% is a 10% increase etc.)

40%

Balance (RLV - BLV £ per acre () 686076 100% 110% 120% 130% 140% 150%
0.00 (686,076) (686,076) (686,076) (686,076) (686,076) (686,076)
10.00 (710,618) (710,618) (710,618) (710,618) (710,618) (710,618)
CIL £psm 20.00 (735,159) (735,159) (735,159) (735,159) (735,159) (735,159)

0.00 30.00 (759,701) (759,701) (759,701) (759,701) (759,701) (759,701)
(recommended CIL) 40.00 (784,242) (784,242) (784,242) (784,242) (784,242) (784,242)
0.00 50.00 (808,783) (808,783) (808,783) (808,783) (808,783) (808,783)

60.00 (833,685) (833,685) (833,685) (833,685) (833,685) (833,685)
70.00 (859,909) (859,909) (859,909) (859,909) (859,909) (859,909)
80.00 (886,134) (886,134) (886,134) (886,134) (886,134) (886,134)
90.00 (912,358) (912,358) (912,358) (912,358) (912,358) (912,358)
100.00 (938,598) (938,598) (938,598) (938,598) (938,598) (938,598)
(964,948) (964,948) (964,948) (964,948) (964,948) (964,948)
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(686,076)
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(938,598)
(964,948)
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TABLE 3

TABLE 4
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Balance (RLV - BLV £ per acre (n))

CIL £psm

0.00
(recommended CIL)
0.00

Balance (RLV - BLV £ per acre (n))

CIL £psm

0.00
(recommended CIL)
0.00

-686076
0.00
10.00
20.00
30.00
40.00
50.00
60.00
70.00
80.00
90.00

Location / Value Zone:

Convenience Retail - Express Store No Units: 1

SUE/GC Greenfield/Brownfield: Greenfield

Profit 15%

15% 16% 17% 18% 19%
(686,076) (743,526) (800,976) (858,425) (915,875)
(710,618) (768,281) (825,944) (883,607) (941,270)
(735,159) (793,036) (850,912) (908,789) (966,665)
(759,701) (817,790) (875,880) (933,970)

(784,242) (842,545) (900,848) (959,152)
(808,783) (867,300)

(833,685) (892,418)

(859,909) (918,871)

(886,134)

(912,358)

BLV (£ peracre (n)) 250,000
50,000 150,000 250,000 350,000 450,000 550,000 650,000

(486,076) (586,076) (686,076) (786,076)
(510,618) (610,618) (710,618) (810,618)
(535,159) (635,159) (735,159) (835,159)
(559,701) (659,701) (759,701)

(584,242) (684,242) (784,242)

(608,783) (708,783) (808,783)

(633,685) (733,685) (833,685)

(659,909) (759,909)

(686,134) (786,134)

(712,358) (812,358)

(738,598)
(764,948)
(791,297)
(817,646)

(838,598)
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Scheme Typology:
Site Typology:
Notes:

TABLE 5
Balance (RLV - BLV £ per acre (n))

CIL £psm

0.00
(recommended CIL)
0.00

TABLE 6
Balance (RLV - BLV £ per acre (n))

CIL £psm

0.00
(recommended CIL)
0.00
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Location / Value Zone:

-686076
0.00
10.00
20.00
30.00
40.00
50.00
60.00
70.00
80.00
90.00
100.00
110.00
120.00
130.00
140.00
150.00
160.00
170.00
180.00
190.00
200.00
210.00
220.00
230.00
240.00
250.00

-686076
0.00
10.00
20.00
30.00
40.00
50.00
60.00
70.00
80.00
90.00
100.00
110.00
120.00
130.00
140.00
150.00
160.00
170.00
180.00
190.00
200.00

Convenience Retail - Express Store No Units: 1
SUE/GC Greenfield/Brownfield: Greenfield
Density (dph) (net) 1
50 70 920 110 130 150 170
(43,857,645)  (61,300,703)  (78,743,761)  (96,186,820) (113,629,878) (131,072,936) (148,515,994)
(46,311,783)  (64,736,496)  (83,161,210) (101,585,923) (120,010,636) (138,435,349) (156,860,063)
(48,765,921)  (68,172,289)  (87,578,658) (106,985,026) (126,391,395) (145,797,763)
(51,220,059)  (71,608,083)  (91,996,106) (112,384,130) (132,772,153) (153,160,177)
(53,674,197)  (75,043,876)  (96,413554) (117,783,233) (139,152,912) (160,522,591)
(56,128,335)  (78,479,669) (100,831,003) (123,182,337) (145,533,670)
(58,618,517)  (81,965,924) (105,313,331) (128,660,738) (152,008,145)
(61,240,937)  (85,637,312) (110,033,687) (134,430,062) (158,826,437)
(63,863,357)  (89,308,700) (114,754,043) (140,199,386)
(66,485,777)  (92,980,088) (119,474,399) (145,968,710)
(69,109,842) (96,653,779) (124,197,716)  (151,741,653)
(71,744,755)  (100,342,657) (128,940,559) (157,538,461)
(74,379,668) (104,031,535) (133,683,402) (163,335,269)
(77,014,581)  (107,720,413) (138,426,245)
(79,650,360) (111,410,505) (143,170,649)
(82,297,703) (115,116,784) (147,935,865)
(84,945,045) (118,823,064) (152,701,082)
(87,592,388) (122,529,343)  (157,466,298)
(90,239,731)  (126,235,623) (162,231,515)
(92,887,073)  (129,941,902)
(95,534,416)  (133,648,182)
(98,181,758)  (137,354,461)
(100,829,101)  (141,060,741)
(103,476,443)  (144,767,021)
(106,123,786)  (148,473,300)
(108,771,128)  (152,179,580)
Build cost 100% (where 105% is a 5% increase, and 95% is a 5% decrease etc.)
90% 95% 100% 110% 115%
(235,631) (460,854) (686,076)
(260,172) (485,395) (710,618)
(284,714) (509,937) (735,159)
(309,255) (534,478) (759,701)
(333,797) (559,019)
(358,338) (583,561)
(382,879) (608,102)
(407,421) (632,643)
(431,962) (657,185)
(456,503) (681,726)
(481,045) (706,268)
(505,586) (730,809)
(530,128) (755,350)
(554,669) (779,892)
(579,210) (804,433)
(603,752) (829,037)
(628,293) (855,261)
(652,834) (881,485)
(677,376) (907,709)
(701,917) (933,933)
(726,459) (960,277)
(986,626)

210.00
220.00
230.00
240.00
250.00
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Scheme Typology: Convenience Retail - Express Store No Units: 1

Site Typology: Location / Value Zone: SUE/GC Greenfield/Brownfield: Greenfield

Notes:

TABLE 7 Market Values 100% (where 105% is a 5% increase, and 95% is a 5% decrease etc.)

105% 110% 115%
158,341

Balance (RLV - BLV £ per acre (n)) -686076 90% 95% 100%
(686,076) (399,498) (112,920)

(424,040) (137,461) 136,928

CIL £psm (448,581) (162,003) 115,516

0.00 (473,122) (186,544) 94,104
(recommended CIL) (497,664) (211,086) 72,601
0.00 (522,205) (235,627) 50,890

(547,568) (261,451) 24,666

(573,792) (287,676) (1,569)
(600,017) (313,900) (27,783)
(626,241) (340,124) (54,007)
(652,490) (366,382) (80,274)
(678,839) (392,731) (106,623)

(419,080) (132,972) 140,435
(445,429) (159,321) 117,446
(471,805) (185,705) 94,418
(498,278) (212,179) 71,320
(524,751) (238,652) 47,448
(551,225) (265,125) 20,974
(577,698) (291,599) (5,499)
(604,172) (318,072) (31,973)
(630,645) (344,546) (58,446)

(657,119) (371,019) (84,920)
(683,592) (397,493) (111,393)
(423,966) (137,866)
(450,439) (164,340)
(476,913) (190,813)

NOTES
Cells highlighted in yellow are input cells

Figures in brackets, thus (00,000.00), are negative values / costs
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Appraisal Ref:

E

(see Typologies Matrix)

Scheme Typology: Convenience Retail - Discount No Units: 1
Site Typology: Location / Value Zone: SUE/GC Greenfield/Brownfield: Greenfield
Notes:
ASSUMPTIONS - COMMERCIAL USES
Units - # Com. Units AH % % mix # Units # Mkt Resi Units # AH Units
BTR 1 Bed units 60% 0.6 0
BTR 2 Bed units 40% 0.4 0
BTR 1 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent 0% 60% 0 0
BTR 2 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent 40% 0 0
Convenience Retail 1 0
[ blank spare ] 0
[ blank spare ] 0
[ blank spare ]
1 1 0 0

Unit Floor areas -

BTR 1 Bed units

BTR 2 Bed units

BTR 1 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent
BTR 2 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent
Convenience Retail

[ blank spare ]

[ blank spare ]

[ blank spare ]

Total Floor areas -

BTR 1 Bed units

BTR 2 Bed units

BTR 1 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent
BTR 2 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent
Convenience Retail

[ blank spare ]

[ blank spare ]

[ blank spare ]

Commercial Values -

BTR 1 Bed units

BTR 2 Bed units

BTR 1 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent
BTR 2 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent
Convenience Retail

[ blank spare ]

[ blank spare ]

[ blank spare ]

Net area per unit

Net to Gross %

Gross (GIA) per unit

NIA (sgm) NIA (sqft) % GIA (sqm) GIA (sqft)

0 0 85.0% 0 0

0 0 85.0% 0 0

0 0 85.0% 0 0

0 0 85.0% 0 0

1,765 18,998 100.0% 1,765 18,998

0 0 100.0% 0 0

NIA (sgm) NIA (sqft) GIA (sqm) GIA (sqft)

0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

1,765 18,998 1,765 18,998

0 0 0 0

1,765 18,998 1,765 18,998

Rent* (£ pcm) Unit Rent (£ pa) Rent* (£psf) Man. Cost % T Incentive* Cap Yield (%)
0 - 0% 0 6.50%
0 - 0% 0 6.50%
0 - 0% 0 6.50%
0 - 0% 0 6.50%
398,964 21.00 0% 0 4.00%

- 0.00 0% 0 0.00%

* as applicable

*Total Incentive including Rent Free & Void allowance (months)
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Scheme Typology: Convenience Retail - Discount No Units: 1
Site Typology: Location / Value Zone: SUE/GC Greenfield/Brownfield: Greenfield
Notes:
GROSS DEVELOPMENT VALUE
Commercial GDV - rental basis ~ Gross Rent £PA less Man.  Net Rent £PA @ capitalisation £
BTR 1 Bed units unit - 0% - 6.50% -
BTR 2 Bed units unit - 0% - 6.50% -
BTR 1 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent unit - 0% - 6.50% -
BTR 2 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent unit - 0% - 6.50% -
Convenience Retail £ psf 398,964 0% 398,964 4.00% 9,974,108
[ blank spare ] £ psf - 0% - 0.00%
[ blank spare ] 0%
[ blank spare ]
398,964 9,974,108
Commercial GDV - less RF/Void Purchasers Costs % PCZ £
BTR 1 Bed units - 0 6.80% - -
BTR 2 Bed units - 0 6.80% - -
BTR 1 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent - 0 6.80% - -
BTR 2 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent - 0 6.80% - -
Convenience Retail - 9,974,108 6.80% (635,056) 9,339,053
[ blank spare ] - 0 6.80% - -
[ blank spare ] - 0 6.80% - -
[ blank spare ]
Sub-total GDV Commercial 9,339,053
Grant Funding 0 AH units @ 0 per unit -
Total GDV 9,339,053
DEVELOPMENT COSTS
Initial Payments -
Statutory Planning Fees (Planning Portal) 11,120 £ (11,120)
Planning Application Professional Fees, Surveys and reports (90,000)
CIL (exl. Aff. Housing - discounted market rent) (Max CIL) 1,765 sgm (gross) 2,07161 £ psm (3,656,399)
CIL analysis: 39.15% % of GDV 3,656,399 £ per unit (total units)
Site Specific S106 Contributions 1 units @ 0 -
$106 analysis 0.00% % of GDV 0.00 £ psm (GIA)
Construction Costs -
Site Clearance and Demolition 0.59 ha@ 0 £ per ha (if brownfield) -
Site Infrastructure costs 0 -
Infra. Costs analysis: 0.00% % of GDV 0.00 £ psm (GIA)
BTR 1 Bed units - sqm @ 0 psm -
BTR 2 Bed units - sqm @ 0 psm -
BTR 1 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent - sqm @ 0 psm -
BTR 2 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent - sqm @ 0 psm -
Convenience Retail 1,765 sqm @ 1,434 psm (2,531,010)
[ blank spare ] - sqm @ 1,434 psm -
[ blank spare ] - sqm @ 1,434 psm -
[ blank spare ] 1,765 - sqm @ 1,434 psm -
External works 2,531,010 @ 15.0% (379,652)
Ext. Works analysis: 379,652 £ per unit (total units)
Policy Costs on design -
M4(2) Category 2 Housing Aff units units @ @ £ per dwelling -
M4(3) Category 3 Housing Aff units units @ @ £ per dwelling -
M4(2) Category 2 Housing OMS units units @ @ £ per dwelling -
M4(3) Category 3 Housing OMS units units @ @ £ per dwelling -
Part LIFHS units @ £ per unit -
Additional Low Carbon/Energy Reduction units @ £ per unit -
BREEAM sqm £ psm -
EV Charging Points - Houses units @ £ per unit -
EV Charging Points - Flats units @ 4 flats per charger £ per 4 units -
Water Efficiency additional cost units @ £ per unit -
Sub-total -
Policy Costs analysis: (design costs only) £ per unit (total units)
Contingency (on construction) 2910662 @ 5.0% (145,533)
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Scheme Typology: Convenience Retail - Discount No Units: 1
Site Typology: Location / Value Zone: SUE/GC Greenfield/Brownfield: Greenfield
Notes:
Professional Fees 2,910,662 @ 8.0% (232,853)
Disposal Costs -
Letting Agents Costs 398,964 ERV @ 15.00% (59,845)
Letting Legal Costs 398,964 ERV @ 5.00% (19,948)
Investment Sale Agents Costs 9,339,053 GDV @ 1.00% (93,391)
Investment Sale Legal Costs 9,339,053 GDV @ 0.50% (46,695)
Marketing and Promotion 9,339,053 GDV @ 0.50% (46,695)
Interest (on Development Costs) - 6.25% APR 0.506% pcm (456,018)
Developers Profit -
Profit on Cost (commercial scheme) 7,769,159 15.00% (1,165,374)
TOTAL COSTS (8,934,532)
RESIDUAL LAND VALUE
Residual Land Value (gross) 404,520
SDLT 404,520 @ HMRC formula (9,726)
Acquisition Agent fees 404,520 @ 1.00% (4,045)
Acquisition Legal fees 404,520 @ 0.50% (2,023)
Interest on Land 404520 @ 6.25% (25,283)
Residual Land Value 363,444
RLV analysis: 363,444 £ per plot 617,752 £ per ha (net) 250,001 £ per acre (net)
586,864 £ per ha (gross) 237,501 £ per acre (gross)
3.89% % RLV/GDV
BENCHMARK LAND VALUE (BLV)
Plot Ratio / Density 30% (GIA-Site Area / Dph, as appropriate)
Site Area 0.59 ha (net) 1.45 acres (net)
Net to Gross ratio 95%
Site Area (gross) 0.62 ha (gross) 1.53 acres (gross)
Benchmark Land Value (net) 363,443 £ per plot 617,750 £ per ha (net) 250,000 £ per acre (net) 363,443
BLV analysis: Density 3,000 sqm/ha (net) 13,068 sqft/ac (net)
2 dph (gross)
586,863 £ per ha (gross) 237,500 £ per acre (gross)

BALANCE
Surplus/(Deficit)

£ per ha (net) 1 £ per acre (net)
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Scheme Typology: Ci i Retail - Di: No Units: 1

Site Typology: Location / Value Zone: SUE/GC Greenfield/Brownfield: Greenfield
Notes:

SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS

The following sensitivity tables show the balance of the appraisal (RLV-BLV) for changes in appraisal input assumptions above.
Where the surplus is positive (green) the policy is viable. Where the surplus is negative (red) the policy is not viable.

TABLE 1 Affordable Housing - % on site 0%
Balance (RLV - BLV £ per acre (n)) 1 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40%

Max CIL £ psm 20.00
2,071.61 30.00
(recommended CIL) 40.00
0.00 50.00

70.00 N/A

TABLE 2 Site Specific S106 100% (where 110% is a 10% increase etc.)
Balance (RLV - BLV £ per acre (n)) 100% 110% 120% 130% 140%

CIL £psm

2,071.61
(recommended CIL)
0.00

150.00 2,506,960 2,506,960 2,506,960 2,506,960 2,506,960 2,506,960 2,506,960
160.00 2,493,913 2,493,913 2,493,913 2,493,913 2,493,913 2,493,913 2,493,913
170.00 2,480,867 2,480,867 2,480,867 2,480,867 2,480,867 2,480,867 2,480,867
180.00 2,467,821 2,467,821 2,467,821 2,467,821 2,467,821 2,467,821 2,467,821
190.00 2,454,775 2,454,775 2,454,775 2,454,775 2,454,775 2,454,775 2,454,775
200.00 2,441,729 2,441,729 2,441,729 2,441,729 2,441,729 2,441,729 2,441,729
210.00 2,428,683 2,428,683 2,428,683 2,428,683 2,428,683 2,428,683 2,428,683
220.00 2,415,637 2,415,637 2,415,637 2,415,637 2,415,637 2,415,637 2,415,637
230.00 2,402,591 2,402,591 2,402,591 2,402,591 2,402,591 2,402,591 2,402,591
240.00 2,389,545 2,389,545 2,389,545 2,389,545 2,389,545 2,389,545 2,389,545
250.00 2,376,498 2,376,498 2,376,498 2,376,498 2,376,498 2,376,498 2,376,498
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Scheme Typology: Ci i Retail - Di: No Units: 1

Site Typology: Location / Value Zone: SUE/GC Greenfield/Brownfield: Greenfield
Notes:

TABLE 3 Profit 15%

Balance (RLV - BLV £ per acre (n))

2,365,543
2,352,157
2,338,771
2,325,384
2,311,998
2,298,611

2,353,648
2,340,148
2,326,648
2,313,148
2,299,649
2,286,149
2,272,649

2,355,593
2,341,980
2,328,366
2,314,753
2,301,140
2,287,526
2,273,913
2,260,300
2,246,686

2,357,992
2,344,265
2,330,538
2,316,811
2,303,085
2,289,358
2,275,631
2,261,904
2,248,178
2,234,451
2,220,724

CIL £psm
2,071.61
(recommended CIL)
0.00
2,364,393
2,351,120
2,363,696 2,337,847
2,350,536 2,324,574
TABLE 4 BLV (£ per acre (n)) 250,000
Balance (RLV - BLV £ per acre (n)) 50,000 150,000 250,000
CIL £psm
2,071.61
(recommended CIL)
0.00
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350,000

450,000

2,254,775
2,241,729
2,228,683
2,215,637
2,202,591
2,189,545
2,176,498
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550,000

2,246,098
2,233,052
2,220,006
2,206,960
2,193,913
2,180,867
2,167,821
2,154,775
2,141,729
2,128,683
2,115,637
2,102,591
2,089,545
2,076,498

650,000

2,250,467
2,237,421
2,224,375
2,211,328
2,198,282
2,185,236
2,172,190
2,159,144
2,146,098
2,133,052
2,120,006
2,106,960
2,093,913
2,080,867
2,067,821
2,054,775
2,041,729
2,028,683
2,015,637
2,002,591
1,989,545
1,976,498
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Scheme Typology:

Site Typology:
Notes:

TABLE 5

TABLE 6
Balance (RLV
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Balance (RLV - BLV £ per acre (n))

CIL £psm

2,071.61
(recommended CIL)
0.00

- BLV £ per acre (n))

CIL £psm

2,071.61
(recommended CIL)
0.00

[of i Retail - Di: No Units: 1
Location / Value Zone: SUE/GC Greenfield/Brownfield: Greenfield
Density (dph) (net) 0

1 50 70 90

0.00 491,858,533 688,701,946 885,545,359
10.00 489,684,181 685,657,854 881,631,526
20.00 487,509,830 682,613,761 877,717,693
30.00 4857335478 679,569,669 873,803,860
40.00 483,161,127 676,525,577 869,890,028
50.00 480,986,775 673,481,485 865,976,195
60.00 478,812,423 670,437,393 862,062,362
70.00 476,638,072 667,393,301 858,148,529
80.00 474,463,720 664,349,208 854,234,697
90.00 472,289,369 661,305,116 850,320,864
100.00 470,115,017 658,261,024 846,407,031
110.00 467,940,666 655,216,932 842,493,198
12000 465,766,314 652,172,840 838,579,366
130.00 463,591,963 649,128,748 834,665,533
14000 461,417,611 646,084,656 830,751,700
150.00 459,243,260 643,040,563 826,837,867
160.00 457,068,908 639,996,471 822,924,034
170.00 454,894,556 636,952,379 819,010,202
180.00 452,720,205 633,908,287 815,096,369
190.00 450,545,853 630,864,195 811,182,536
200.00 448,371,502 627,820,103 807,268,703
210.00 446,197,150 624,776,010 803,354,871
220.00 444,022,799 621,731,918 799,441,038
230.00  441,848447 618,687,826 795,527,205
240.00 439,674,096 615,643,734 791,613,372
250.00 437,499,744 612,599,642 787,699,539

Build cost 100% (where 105% is a 5% increase, and 95% is a 5% decrease etc.)

90% 95% 100% 105% 110%

2,308,955
2,295,909
2,282,863 2,163,136
2,269,817 2,150,089
2,256,771 2,137,043
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115%

2,304,330
2,291,284
2,278,238
2,265,192
2,252,146
2,239,100
2,226,053
2,213,007
2,199,961
2,186,915
2,173,869
2,160,823
2,147,777
2,134,731
2,121,685
2,108,638
2,095,592
2,082,546
2,069,500
2,056,454
2,043,408
2,030,362
2,017,316

120%
2,223,741
2,210,695
2,197,649
2,184,603
2,171,556
2,158,510
2,145,464
2,132,418
2,119,372
2,106,326
2,093,280
2,080,234
2,067,188
2,054,141
2,041,095
2,028,049
2,015,003
2,001,957
1,988,911
1,975,865
1,962,819
1,949,773
1,936,726
1,923,680
1,910,634
1,897,588
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Scheme Typology:

Site Typology:
Notes:

TABLE 7

Balance (RLV - BLV £ per acre (n))

CIL £psm

2,071.61
(recommended CIL)
0.00

[of

Retail - Di

Location / Value Zone: SUE

1

0.00
10.00
20.00
30.00
40.00
50.00
60.00
70.00
80.00
90.00
100.00
110.00
120.00
130.00
140.00
150.00
160.00
170.00
180.00
190.00
200.00
210.00
220.00
230.00
240.00

250.00

Market Values 100%

1GC

No Units: 1
Greenfield/Brownfield:

Greenfield

(where 105% is a 5% increase, and 95% is a 5% decrease etc.)

90%
2NS58155)
2,142,109
2,129,063
2,116,017
2,102,971
2,089,925
2,076,879
2,063,833
2,050,787
2,037,740
2,024,694
2,011,648
1,998,602
1,985,556
1,972,510
1,959,464
1,946,418
1,933,372
1,920,326
1,907,279
1,894,233
1,881,187
1,868,141
1,855,095
1,842,049
1,829,003

2,102,751

100%

105%

110%

115%

NOTES

Cells highlighted in yellow are input cells

Figures in brackets, thus (00,000.00), are negative values / costs
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Appraisal Ref:

F

(see Typologies Matrix)

Scheme Typology: Convenience Retail - Large No Units: 1
Site Typology: Location / Value Zone: SUE/GC Greenfield/Brownfield: Greenfield
Notes:
ASSUMPTIONS - COMMERCIAL USES
Units - # Com. Units AH % % mix # Units # Mkt Resi Units # AH Units
BTR 1 Bed units 60% 0.6 0
BTR 2 Bed units 40% 0.4 0
BTR 1 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent 0% 60% 0 0
BTR 2 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent 40% 0 0
Convenience Retail 1 0
[ blank spare ] 0
[ blank spare ] 0
[ blank spare ]
1 1 0 0

Unit Floor areas -

BTR 1 Bed units

BTR 2 Bed units

BTR 1 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent
BTR 2 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent
Convenience Retail

[ blank spare ]

[ blank spare ]

[ blank spare ]

Total Floor areas -

BTR 1 Bed units

BTR 2 Bed units

BTR 1 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent
BTR 2 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent
Convenience Retail

[ blank spare ]

[ blank spare ]

[ blank spare ]

Commercial Values -

BTR 1 Bed units

BTR 2 Bed units

BTR 1 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent
BTR 2 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent
Convenience Retail

[ blank spare ]

[ blank spare ]

[ blank spare ]

Net area per unit

Net to Gross %

Gross (GIA) per unit

NIA (sgm) NIA (sqft) % GIA (sqm) GIA (sqft)

0 0 85.0% 0 0

0 0 85.0% 0 0

0 0 85.0% 0 0

0 0 85.0% 0 0

3,716 39,999 100.0% 3,716 39,999

0 100.0% 0 0

NIA (sgm) NIA (sqft) GIA (sqm) GIA (sqft)

0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

3,716 39,999 3,716 39,999

0 0 0 0

3,716 39,999 3,716 39,999

Rent* (£ pcm) Unit Rent (£ pa) Rent* (£psf) Man. Cost % T Incentive* Cap Yield (%)
0 - 0% 0 6.50%
0 - 0% 0 6.50%
0 - 0% 0 6.50%
0 - 0% 0 6.50%
799,974 20.00 0% 12 4.00%

- 0.00 0% 0 0.00%

* as applicable

*Total Incentive including Rent Free & Void allowance (months)
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Scheme Typology: Convenience Retail - Large No Units: 1
Site Typology: Location / Value Zone: SUE/GC Greenfield/Brownfield: Greenfield
Notes:
GROSS DEVELOPMENT VALUE
Commercial GDV - rental basis ~ Gross Rent £PA less Man.  Net Rent £PA @ capitalisation £
BTR 1 Bed units unit - 0% - 6.50% -
BTR 2 Bed units unit - 0% - 6.50% -
BTR 1 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent unit - 0% - 6.50% -
BTR 2 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent unit - 0% - 6.50% -
Convenience Retail £ psf 799,974 0% 799,974 4.00% 19,999,345
[ blank spare ] £ psf - 0% - 0.00%
[ blank spare ] 0%
[ blank spare ]
799,974 19,999,345
Commercial GDV - less RF/Void Purchasers Costs % PCZ £
BTR 1 Bed units - 0 6.80% - -
BTR 2 Bed units - 0 6.80% - -
BTR 1 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent - 0 6.80% - -
BTR 2 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent - 0 6.80% - -
Convenience Retail (799,974) 19,199,371 6.80% (1,222,432) 17,976,939
[ blank spare ] - 0 6.80% - -
[ blank spare ] - 0 6.80% - -
[ blank spare ]
Sub-total GDV Commercial 17,976,939
Grant Funding 0 AH units @ 0 per unit -
Total GDV 17,976,939
DEVELOPMENT COSTS
Initial Payments -
Statutory Planning Fees (Planning Portal) 23,100 £ (23,100)
Planning Application Professional Fees, Surveys and reports (120,000)
CIL (exl. Aff. Housing - discounted market rent) (Max CIL) 3,716 sqm (gross) 1,674.92 £ psm (6,223,990)
CIL analysis: 34.62% % of GDV 6,223,990 £ per unit (total units)
Site Specific S106 Contributions 1 units @ 0 -
$106 analysis 0.00% % of GDV 0.00 £ psm (GIA)
Construction Costs -
Site Clearance and Demolition 1.24 ha@ 0 £ per ha (if brownfield) -
Site Infrastructure costs 0 -
Infra. Costs analysis: 0.00% % of GDV 0.00 £ psm (GIA)
BTR 1 Bed units - sqm @ 0 psm -
BTR 2 Bed units - sqm @ 0 psm -
BTR 1 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent - sqm @ 0 psm -
BTR 2 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent - sqm @ 0 psm -
Convenience Retail 3,716 sqm @ 1,434 psm (5,328,744)
[ blank spare ] - sqm @ 1,434 psm -
[ blank spare ] - sqm @ 1,434 psm -
[ blank spare ] 3,716 - sqm @ 1,434 psm -
External works 5,328,744 @ 15.0% (799,312)
Ext. Works analysis: 799,312 £ per unit (total units)
Policy Costs on design -
M4(2) Category 2 Housing Aff units units @ @ £ per dwelling -
M4(3) Category 3 Housing Aff units units @ @ £ per dwelling -
M4(2) Category 2 Housing OMS units units @ @ £ per dwelling -
M4(3) Category 3 Housing OMS units units @ @ £ per dwelling -
Part LIFHS units @ £ per unit -
Additional Low Carbon/Energy Reduction units @ £ per unit -
BREEAM sqm £ psm -
EV Charging Points - Houses units @ £ per unit -
EV Charging Points - Flats units @ 4 flats per charger £ per 4 units -
Water Efficiency additional cost units @ £ per unit -
Sub-total -
Policy Costs analysis: (design costs only) £ per unit (total units)
Contingency (on construction) 6,128,056 @ 5.0% (306,403)
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Scheme Typology: Convenience Retail - Large No Units: 1
Site Typology: Location / Value Zone: SUE/GC Greenfield/Brownfield: Greenfield
Notes:
Professional Fees 6,128,056 @ 8.0% (490,244)
Disposal Costs -
Letting Agents Costs 799,974 ERV @ 15.00% (119,996)
Letting Legal Costs 799,974 ERV @ 5.00% (39,999)
Investment Sale Agents Costs 17,976,939 GDV @ 1.00% (179,769)
Investment Sale Legal Costs 17,976,939 GDV @ 0.50% (89,885)
Marketing and Promotion 17,976,939 GDV @ 0.50% (89,885)
Interest (on Development Costs) - 6.25% APR 0.506% pcm (1,068,645)
Developers Profit -
Profit on Cost (commercial scheme) 14,879,972 15.00% (2,231,996)
TOTAL COSTS (17,111,968)
RESIDUAL LAND VALUE
Residual Land Value (gross) 864,971
SDLT 864,971 @ HMRC formula (32,749)
Acquisition Agent fees 864,971 @ 1.00% (8,650)
Acquisition Legal fees 864,971 @ 0.50% (4,325)
Interest on Land 864,971 @ 6.25% (54,061)
Residual Land Value 765,187
RLV analysis: 765,187 £ per plot 617,751 £ per ha (net) 250,000 £ per acre (net)
586,863 £ per ha (gross) 237,500 £ per acre (gross)
4.26% % RLV/GDV
BENCHMARK LAND VALUE (BLV)
Plot Ratio / Density 30% (GIA-Site Area / Dph, as appropriate)
Site Area 1.24 ha (net) 3.06 acres (net)
Net to Gross ratio 95%
Site Area (gross) 1.30 ha(gross) 3.22 acres (gross)
Benchmark Land Value (net) 765,186 £ per plot 617,750 £ per ha (net) 250,000 £ per acre (net) 765,186
BLV analysis: Density 3,000 sqm/ha (net) 13,068 sqft/ac (net)
1 dph (gross)
586,863 £ per ha (gross) 237,500 £ per acre (gross)

BALANCE
Surplus/(Deficit)

£ per ha (net)

£ per acre (net)
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Scheme Typology: Convenience Retail - Large No Units: 1

Site Typology: Location / Value Zone: SUE/GC Greenfield/Brownfield: Greenfield
Notes:

SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS

The following sensitivity tables show the balance of the appraisal (RLV-BLV) for changes in appraisal input assumptions above.
Where the surplus is positive (green) the policy is viable. Where the surplus is negative (red) the policy is not viable.

TABLE 1 Affordable Housing - % on site 0%

Balance (RLV - BLV £ per acre (n)) 0 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35%

Max CIL £ psm 20.00
1,674.92 30.00
(recommended CIL) 40.00
0.00 50.00

70.00 N/A

TABLE 2 Site Specific S106 100% (where 110% is a 10% increase etc.)

40%

Balance (RLV - BLV £ per acre (n)) 100% 110% 120% 130% 140%

CIL £psm

1,674.92
(recommended CIL)
0.00

150.00 2,020,346 2,020,346 2,020,346 2,020,346 2,020,346 2,020,346
160.00 2,007,097 2,007,097 2,007,097 2,007,097 2,007,097 2,007,097

170.00 1,993,848 1,993,848 1,993,848 1,993,848 1,993,848 1,993,848
180.00 1,980,600 1,980,600 1,980,600 1,980,600 1,980,600 1,980,600
190.00 1,967,351 1,967,351 1,967,351 1,967,351 1,967,351 1,967,351
200.00 1,954,102 1,954,102 1,954,102 1,954,102 1,954,102 1,954,102
210.00 1,940,853 1,940,853 1,940,853 1,940,853 1,940,853 1,940,853
220.00 1,927,604 1,927,604 1,927,604 1,927,604 1,927,604 1,927,604
230.00 1,914,355 1,914,355 1,914,355 1,914,355 1,914,355 1,914,355
240.00 1,901,106 1,901,106 1,901,106 1,901,106 1,901,106 1,901,106
250.00 1,887,857 1,887,857 1,887,857 1,887,857 1,887,857 1,887,857
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2,020,346
2,007,097
1,993,848
1,980,600
1,967,351
1,954,102
1,940,853
1,927,604
1,914,355
1,901,106
1,887,857

tepy
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Scheme Typology:
Site Typology:
Notes:

TABLE 3
Balance (RLV - BLV £ per acre (n))

CIL £psm

1,674.92
(recommended CIL)
0.00

TABLE 4
Balance (RLV - BLV £ per acre (n))

CIL £psm

1,674.92
(recommended CIL)
0.00
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Convenience Retail - Large No Units: 1
Location / Value Zone: SUE/GC Greenfield/Brownfield: Greenfield
Profit 15%

1,866,112
1,877,827 1,852,402
1,864,233 1,838,693
1,876,293 1,850,638 1,824,983
1,862,814 1,837,044 1,811,273
1,875,220 1,849,335 1,823,449 1,797,563
1,861,856 1,835,855 1,809,855 1,783,854

BLV (£ per acre (n)) 250,000

1,868,452
1,854,627
1,840,802
1,826,977
1,813,153
1,799,328
1,785,503
1,771,678
1,757,853

1,871,253
1,857,313
1,843,373
1,829,433
1,815,493
1,801,553
1,787,612
1,773,672
1,759,732
1,745,792
1,731,852

50,000 150,000 250,000 350,000 450,000

1,767,351
1,754,102
1,740,853
1,727,604
1,714,355
1,701,106
1,687,857
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550,000

1,760,093
1,746,844
1,733,595
1,720,346
1,707,097
1,693,848
1,680,600
1,667,351
1,654,102
1,640,853
1,627,604
1,614,355
1,601,106
1,687,857

650,000

1,766,084
1,752,835
1,739,586
1,726,337
1,713,088
1,699,840
1,686,591
1,673,342
1,660,093
1,646,844
1,633,595
1,620,346
1,607,097
1,593,848
1,580,600
1,567,351
1,554,102
1,540,853
1,527,604
1,514,355
1,501,106
1,487,857

tepy
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Scheme Typology:

Site Typology:
Notes:

TABLE 5

TABLE 6
Balance (RLV
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Balance (RLV - BLV £ per acre (n))

CIL £psm

1,674.92
(recommended CIL)
0.00

- BLV £ per acre (n))

CIL £psm

1,674.92
(recommended CIL)
0.00

Convenience Retail - Lar

Location / Value Zone:

0

0.00
10.00
20.00
30.00
40.00
50.00
60.00
70.00
80.00
90.00
100.00
110.00
120.00
130.00
140.00
150.00
160.00
170.00
180.00
190.00
200.00
210.00
220.00
230.00
240.00
250.00

No Units: 1
SUE/GC Greenfield/Brownfield: Greenfield
Density (dph) (net) 0
50 70 90
411,263,266 575,868,573 740,473,879
409,055,117 572,777,164 736,499,211
406,846,968 569,685,756 732,524,543
404,638,820 566,594,347 728,549,875
402,430,671 563,502,939 724,575,207
400,222,522 560,411,530 720,600,539
398,014,373 557,320,122 716,625,871
395,806,224 554,228,713 712,651,203
393,598,075 551,137,305 708,676,535
391,389,926 548,045,896 704,701,867
389,181,777 544,954,488 700,727,199
386,973,628 541,863,079 696,752,531
384,765,479 538,771,671 692,777,862
382,557,330 535,680,262 688,803,194
380,349,181 532,588,854 684,828,526
378,141,032 529,497,445 680,853,858
375,932,883 526,406,037 676,879,190
373,724,735 523,314,628 672,904,522
371,516,586 520,223,220 668,929,854
369,308,437 517,131,811 664,955,186
367,100,288 514,040,403 660,980,518
364,892,139 510,948,994 657,005,850
362,683,990 507,857,586 653,031,182
360,475,841 504,766,177 649,056,514
358,267,692 501,674,769 645,081,846
356,059,543 498,583,360 641,107,178
Build cost 100% (where 105% is a 5% increase, and 95% is a 5% decrease etc.)

90%

95%

100%

105% 110%

1,790,418
1,777,169
1,763,920
1,750,671
1,737,422
1,724,173
1,710,925
1,697,676
1,684,427

1,792,766 1,671,178

1,779,518
1,766,269 1,644,680

1,657,929
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115%

1,801,318
1,788,069
1,774,820
1,761,572
1,748,323
1,735,074
1,721,825
1,708,576
1,695,327
1,682,078
1,668,829
1,655,580
1,642,332
1,629,083
1,615,834
1,602,585
1,689,336
1,676,087
1,662,838
1,649,589
1,636,340
1,623,091

120%
1,732,725
1,719,476
1,706,227
1,692,979
1,679,730
1,666,481
1,653,232
1,639,983
1,626,734
1,613,485
1,600,236
1,586,987
1,573,739
1,560,490
1,547,241
1,533,992
1,520,743
1,507,494
1,494,245
1,480,996
1,467,747
1,454,498
1,441,250
1,428,001
1,414,752
1,401,503

tepy
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Scheme Typology:

Site Typology:
Notes:

TABLE 7

Balance (RLV - BLV £ per acre (n))

CIL £psm

1,674.92
(recommended CIL)
0.00

Convenience Retail - Lar
Location / Value Zone:

0

0.00
10.00
20.00
30.00
40.00
50.00
60.00
70.00
80.00
90.00
100.00
110.00
120.00
130.00
140.00
150.00
160.00
170.00
180.00
190.00
200.00
210.00
220.00
230.00
240.00

250.00

Market Values 100%

SUE/GC

No Units: 1
Greenfield/Brownfield:

Greenfield

(where 105% is a 5% increase, and 95% is a 5% decrease etc.)

90%
1,718,559
1,705,310
1,692,061
1,678,813
1,665,564
1,652,315
1,639,066
1,625,817
1,612,568
1,699,319
1,586,070
1,672,821
115591573}
1,546,324
1,633,075
1,619,826
1,506,577
1,493,328
1,480,079
1,466,830
1,453,581
1,440,332
1,427,084
1,413,835
1,400,586
1,387,337

1,637,597

100%

105%

110%

115%

NOTES

Cells highlighted in yellow are input cells

Figures in brackets, thus (00,000.00), are negative values / costs
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Appraisal Ref: G (see Typologies Matrix)
Scheme Typology: Retail Warehouse - Small 1
Site Typology: Location / Value Zone: TC /Urban Greenfield/Brownfield: Brownfield
Notes:
ASSUMPTIONS - COMMERCIAL USES
Units - # Com. Units AH % % mix # Units # Mkt Resi Units # AH Units
BTR 1 Bed units 60% 0.6 0
BTR 2 Bed units 40% 0.4 0
BTR 1 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent 0% 60% 0 0
BTR 2 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent 40% 0 0
Convenience Retail 1 0
[ blank spare ] 0
[ blank spare ] 0
[ blank spare ]
1 1 0 0

Net area per unit

Net to Gross %

Gross (GIA) per unit

Unit Floor areas - NIA (sgm) NIA (sqft) % GIA (sqm) GIA (sqft)
BTR 1 Bed units 0 0 85.0% 0 0
BTR 2 Bed units 0 0 85.0% 0 0
BTR 1 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent 0 0 85.0% 0 0
BTR 2 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent 0 0 85.0% 0 0
Convenience Retail 279 3,003 100.0% 279 3,003
[ blank spare ] 0 0 100.0% 0 0
[ blank spare ]
[ blank spare ]
Total Floor areas - NIA (sgm) NIA (sqft) GIA (sqm) GIA (sqft)
BTR 1 Bed units 0 0 0 0
BTR 2 Bed units 0 0 0 0
BTR 1 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent 0 0 0 0
BTR 2 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent 0 0 0 0
Convenience Retail 279 3,003 279 3,003
[ blank spare ] 0 0 0 0
[ blank spare ]
[ blank spare ]

279 3,003 279 3,003
Commercial Values - Rent* (£ pcm) Unit Rent (£ pa) Rent* (£psf) Man. Cost % T Incentive* Cap Yield (%)
BTR 1 Bed units 0 - 0% 0 6.50%
BTR 2 Bed units 0 - 0% 0 6.50%
BTR 1 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent 0 - 0% 0 6.50%
BTR 2 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent 0 - 0% 0 6.50%
Convenience Retail 48,050 16.00 0% 12 6.00%
[ blank spare ] - 0.00 0% 0 0.00%

[ blank spare ]
[ blank spare ]

* as applicable *Total Incentive including Rent Free & Void allowance (months)
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Scheme Typology: Retail Warehouse - Small No Units: 1
Site Typology: Location / Value Zone: TC /Urban  Greenfield/Brownfield: Brownfield
Notes:
GROSS DEVELOPMENT VALUE
Commercial GDV - rental basis ~ Gross Rent £PA less Man.  Net Rent £PA @ capitalisation £
BTR 1 Bed units unit - 0% - 6.50% -
BTR 2 Bed units unit - 0% - 6.50% -
BTR 1 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent unit - 0% - 6.50% -
BTR 2 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent unit - 0% - 6.50% -
Convenience Retail £ psf 48,050 0% 48,050 6.00% 800,835
[ blank spare ] £ psf - 0% - 0.00%
[ blank spare ] 0%
[ blank spare ]
48,050 800,835
Commercial GDV - less RF/Void Purchasers Costs % PCZ £
BTR 1 Bed units - 0 6.80% - -
BTR 2 Bed units - 0 6.80% - -
BTR 1 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent - 0 6.80% - -
BTR 2 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent - 0 6.80% - -
Convenience Retail (48,050) 752,785 6.80% (47,930) 704,855
[ blank spare ] - 0 6.80% - -
[ blank spare ] - 0 6.80% - -
[ blank spare ]
Sub-total GDV Commercial 704,855
Grant Funding 0 AH units @ 0 per unit -
Total GDV 704,855
DEVELOPMENT COSTS
Initial Payments -
Statutory Planning Fees (Planning Portal) 1,880 £ (1,880)
Planning Application Professional Fees, Surveys and reports (75,000)
CIL (exl. Aff. Housing - discounted market rent) (Max CIL) 279 sqm (gross) 371.37 £ psm (103,613)
CIL analysis: 14.70% % of GDV 103,613 £ per unit (total units)
Site Specific S106 Contributions 1 units @ 0 -
$106 analysis 0.00% % of GDV 0.00 £ psm (GIA)
Construction Costs -
Site Clearance and Demolition 0.07 ha@ 123,550 £ per ha (if brownfield) (8,618)
Site Infrastructure costs 0 -
Infra. Costs analysis: 0.00% % of GDV 0.00 £ psm (GIA)
BTR 1 Bed units - sqm @ 0 psm -
BTR 2 Bed units - sqm @ 0 psm -
BTR 1 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent - sqm @ 0 psm -
BTR 2 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent - sqm @ 0 psm -
Convenience Retail 279 sqm @ 842 psm (234,918)
[ blank spare ] - sqm @ 842 psm -
[ blank spare ] - sqm @ 842 psm -
[ blank spare ] 279 - sqm @ 842 psm -
External works 234918 @ 15.0% (35,238)
Ext. Works analysis: 35,238 £ per unit (total units)
Policy Costs on design -
M4(2) Category 2 Housing Aff units units @ @ £ per dwelling -
M4(3) Category 3 Housing Aff units units @ @ £ per dwelling -
M4(2) Category 2 Housing OMS units units @ @ £ per dwelling -
M4(3) Category 3 Housing OMS units units @ @ £ per dwelling -
Part LIFHS units @ £ per unit -
Additional Low Carbon/Energy Reduction units @ £ per unit -
BREEAM sqm £ psm -
EV Charging Points - Houses units @ £ per unit -
EV Charging Points - Flats units @ 4 flats per charger £ per 4 units -
Water Efficiency additional cost units @ £ per unit -
Sub-total -
Policy Costs analysis: (design costs only) £ per unit (total units)
Contingency (on construction) 278,773 @ 5.0% (13,939)
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Scheme Typology: Retail Warehouse - Small No Units: 1
Site Typology: Location / Value Zone: TC /Urban  Greenfield/Brownfield: Brownfield
Notes:
Professional Fees 278,773 @ 8.0% (22,302)
Disposal Costs -
Letting Agents Costs 48,050 ERV @ 15.00% (7,208)
Letting Legal Costs 48,050 ERV @ 5.00% (2,403)
Investment Sale Agents Costs 704,855 GDV @ 1.00% (7,049)
Investment Sale Legal Costs 704,855 GDV @ 0.50% (3,524)
Marketing and Promotion 704,855 GDV @ 0.50% (3,524)
Interest (on Development Costs) - 6.25% APR 0.506% pcm (26,869)
Developers Profit -
Profit on Cost (commercial scheme) 546,083 15.00% (81,912)
TOTAL COSTS (627,996)
RESIDUAL LAND VALUE
Residual Land Value (gross) 76,859
SDLT 76,859 @ HMRC formula 6,657
Acquisition Agent fees 76,859 @ 1.00% (769)
Acquisition Legal fees 76,859 @ 0.50% (384)
Interest on Land 76,859 @ 6.25% (4,804)
Residual Land Value 77,560
RLV analysis: 77,560 £ per plot 1,111,964 £ per ha (net) 450,006 £ per acre (net)
1,056,366 £ per ha (gross) 427,506 £ per acre (gross)

11.00% % RLV/GDV
BENCHMARK LAND VALUE (BLV)
Plot Ratio / Density 40% (GIA-Site Area / Dph, as appropriate)
Site Area 0.07 ha (net) 0.17 acres (net)
Net to Gross ratio 95%
Site Area (gross) 0.07 ha (gross) 0.18 acres (gross)
Benchmark Land Value (net) 77,559 £ per plot 1,111,950 £ per ha (net) 450,000 £ per acre (net) 77,559

BLV analysis: Density 4,000 sqm/ha (net) 17,424 sqft/ac (net)
14 dph (gross)
1,056,353 £ per ha (gross) 427,500 £ per acre (gross)

BALANCE
Surplus/(Deficit) 14 £ per ha (net) 6 £ per acre (net) 1
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Scheme Typology: Retail Warehouse - Small No Units: 1

Site Typology: Location / Value Zone: TC /Urban  Greenfield/Brownfield: Brownfield
Notes:

SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS

The following sensitivity tables show the balance of the appraisal (RLV-BLV) for changes in appraisal input assumptions above.
Where the surplus is positive (green) the policy is viable. Where the surplus is negative (red) the policy is not viable.

TABLE 1 Affordable Housing - % on site 0%

Balance (RLV - BLV £ per acre (n)) 6 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35%

Max CIL £ psm 20.00
371.37 30.00
(recommended CIL) 40.00
0.00 50.00

70.00 N/A

TABLE 2 Site Specific S106 100% (where 110% is a 10% increase etc.)

40%

Balance (RLV - BLV £ per acre (n)) 100% 110% 120% 130% 140%

CIL £psm

371.37
(recommended CIL)
0.00

160.00 362,083 362,083 362,083 362,083 362,083 362,083
170.00 344,953 344,953 344,953 344,953 344,953 344,953
180.00 327,823 327,823 327,823 327,823 327,823 327,823
190.00 310,694 310,694 310,694 310,694 310,694 310,694
200.00 293,564 293,564 293,564 293,564 293,564 293,564
210.00 276,434 276,434 276,434 276,434 276,434 276,434
220.00 259,304 259,304 259,304 259,304 259,304 259,304
230.00 242,174 242,174 242,174 242,174 242,174 242,174
240.00 225,044 225,044 225,044 225,044 225,044 225,044
250.00 207,914 207,914 207,914 207,914 207,914 207,914
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362,083
344,953
327,823
310,694
293,564
276,434
259,304
242,174
225,044
207,914

tepy
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Scheme Typology:
Site Typology:
Notes:

TABLE 3
Balance (RLV - BLV £ per acre (n))

CIL £psm

371.37
(recommended CIL)
0.00

TABLE 4
Balance (RLV - BLV £ per acre (n))

CIL £psm

371.37
(recommended CIL)
0.00
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Retail Warehouse - Small No Units: 1
Location / Value Zone: TC/Urban  Greenfield/Brownfield: Brownfield
Profit 15%

193,197
200,712 175,471

183,135 157,745

191,097 165,558 140,020

199,357 173,669 147,982 122,294
182,078 156,241 130,405 104,568

BLV (£ per acre (n)) 450,000

203,854
185,980
168,105
150,230
132,356
114,481

96,606

78,732

50,000 150,000 250,000 350,000 450,000

276,434
259,304
242,174
225,044
207,914

S2\_Client Projects\1812 South Worcestershire Plan Viability and CIL Review_SWC\_Appraisals\2208 Appraisals - Retail\220802 SWC Retail CIL Appraisals_v1\G Retail Ware - Small

© Copyright Aspinall Verdi Limited

550,000

262,083
244,953
227,823
210,694
193,564
176,434
159,304
142,174
125,044
107,914

650,000

tepy
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Scheme Typology:

Site Typology:
Notes:

TABLE 5

TABLE 6
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Balance (RLV - BLV £ per acre (n))

CIL £psm

371.37
(recommended CIL)
0.00

Balance (RLV - BLV £ per acre (n))

CIL £psm

371.37
(recommended CIL)
0.00

0.00 142,870,981
10.00 140,729,746
20.00 138,588,511
30.00 136,447,275
40.00 134,306,040
50.00 132,164,805
60.00 130,023,569
70.00 127,882,334
80.00 125,741,099
90.00 123,599,863

100.00 121,458,628
11000 119,317,393
12000 117,176,157
130.00 115,034,922
14000 112,893,687
150.00 110,752,451
160.00 108,611,216
170.00 106,469,981
180.00 104,328,745
190.00 102,187,510
200.00 100,046,275
210.00 97,905,039
220.00 95,763,804
230.00 93,622,569
240.00 91,481,333
250.00 89,340,098

Build cost

200,223,731
197,226,002
194,228,272
191,230,543
188,232,813
185,235,084
182,237,354
179,239,625
176,241,895
173,244,166
170,246,436
167,248,707
164,250,978
161,253,248
158,255,519
155,257,789
152,260,060
149,262,330
146,264,601
143,266,871
140,269,142
137,271,412
134,273,683
131,275,954
128,278,224
125,280,495

100%

230,596,916
226,742,692
222,888,469
219,034,245
215,180,022
211,325,798
207,471,574
203,617,351
199,763,127
195,908,904
192,054,680
188,200,456
184,346,233
180,492,009
176,637,786
172,783,562
168,929,338
165,075,115
161,220,891

230,136,312
225,425,594
220,714,876
216,004,159
211,293,441
206,582,723
201,872,006
197,161,288

Retail Warehouse - Small No Units:
Location / Value Zone: TC/Urban  Greenfield/Brownfield: Brownfield
Density (dph) (net) 0
6 50 70

(where 105% is a 5% increase, and 95% is a 5% decrease etc.)

90%

95%

100%

276,434
259,304
242,174
225,044
207,914

105%

286,907
269,777
252,647
235,517
218,387
201,258
184,128
166,998
149,868
132,738
115,608
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110%

280,250
263,120
245,991
228,861
211,731
194,601
177,471
160,341
143,211
126,081
108,951
91,822
74,692

115% 120%

85,165 (7.,141)
68,035 (24,271)
(41,401)

tepy
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Scheme Typology: Retail Warehouse - Small No Units: 1
Site Typology: Location / Value Zone: TC /Urban  Greenfield/Brownfield: Brownfield
Notes:
TABLE 7 Market Values 100% (where 105% is a 5% increase, and 95% is a 5% decrease etc.)
Balance (RLV - BLV £ per acre (n)) 6 90% 100% 105% 110% 115%
0.00 287,586
10.00 270,456
CIL £psm 20.00 253,326
371.37 30.00 236,196
(recommended CIL) 40.00 219,066
0.00 50.00 201,936
60.00 184,807
70.00 167,677
80.00 150,547
90.00 133,417
100.00 116,287
110.00 99,157
120.00 82,027
130.00 64,897
140.00 47,768
150.00 30,638
160.00 13,508
170.00 (3,622)
180.00 (20,752)
190.00 (37,882)
200.00
210.00
220.00
230.00
240.00
250.00 207,914

NOTES
Cells highlighted in yellow are input cells

Figures in brackets, thus (00,000.00), are negative values / costs
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Appraisal Ref:

H

(see Typologies Matrix)

Scheme Typology: Retail Warehouse - Large No Units: 1
Site Typology: Location / Value Zone: TC /Urban Greenfield/Brownfield: Brownfield
Notes:
ASSUMPTIONS - COMMERCIAL USES
Units - # Com. Units AH % % mix # Units # Mkt Resi Units # AH Units
BTR 1 Bed units 60% 0.6 0
BTR 2 Bed units 40% 0.4 0
BTR 1 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent 0% 60% 0 0
BTR 2 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent 40% 0 0
Convenience Retail 1 0
[ blank spare ] 0
[ blank spare ] 0
[ blank spare ]
1 1 0 0

Unit Floor areas -

BTR 1 Bed units

BTR 2 Bed units

BTR 1 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent
BTR 2 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent
Convenience Retail

[ blank spare ]

[ blank spare ]

[ blank spare ]

Total Floor areas -

BTR 1 Bed units

BTR 2 Bed units

BTR 1 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent
BTR 2 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent
Convenience Retail

[ blank spare ]

[ blank spare ]

[ blank spare ]

Commercial Values -

BTR 1 Bed units

BTR 2 Bed units

BTR 1 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent
BTR 2 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent
Convenience Retail

[ blank spare ]

[ blank spare ]

[ blank spare ]

Net area per unit

Net to Gross %

Gross (GIA) per unit

NIA (sgm) NIA (sqft) % GIA (sqm) GIA (sqft)

0 0 85.0% 0 0

0 0 85.0% 0 0

0 0 85.0% 0 0

0 0 85.0% 0 0

743 7,998 100.0% 743 7,998

0 0 100.0% 0 0

NIA (sgm) NIA (sqft) GIA (sqm) GIA (sqft)

0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

743 7,998 743 7,998

0 0 0 0

743 7,998 743 7,998

Rent* (£ pcm) Unit Rent (£ pa) Rent* (£psf) Man. Cost % T Incentive* Cap Yield (%)
0 - 0% 0 6.50%
0 - 0% 0 6.50%
0 - 0% 0 6.50%
0 - 0% 0 6.50%
127,961 16.00 0% 12 6.00%

- 0.00 0% 0 0.00%

* as applicable

*Total Incentive including Rent Free & Void allowance (months)
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Scheme Typology: Retail Warehouse - Large No Units: 1
Site Typology: Location / Value Zone: TC /Urban  Greenfield/Brownfield: Brownfield
Notes:
GROSS DEVELOPMENT VALUE
Commercial GDV - rental basis ~ Gross Rent £PA less Man.  Net Rent £PA @ capitalisation £
BTR 1 Bed units unit - 0% - 6.50% -
BTR 2 Bed units unit - 0% - 6.50% -
BTR 1 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent unit - 0% - 6.50% -
BTR 2 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent unit - 0% - 6.50% -
Convenience Retail £ psf 127,961 0% 127,961 6.00% 2,132,689
[ blank spare ] £ psf - 0% - 0.00%
[ blank spare ] 0%
[ blank spare ]
127,961 2,132,689
Commercial GDV - less RF/Void Purchasers Costs % PCZ £
BTR 1 Bed units - 0 6.80% - -
BTR 2 Bed units - 0 6.80% - -
BTR 1 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent - 0 6.80% - -
BTR 2 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent - 0 6.80% - -
Convenience Retail (127,961) 2,004,728 6.80% (127,642) 1,877,086
[ blank spare ] - 0 6.80% - -
[ blank spare ] - 0 6.80% - -
[ blank spare ]
Sub-total GDV Commercial 1,877,086
Grant Funding 0 AH units @ 0 per unit -
Total GDV 1,877,086
DEVELOPMENT COSTS
Initial Payments -
Statutory Planning Fees (Planning Portal) 4,652 £ (4,652)
Planning Application Professional Fees, Surveys and reports (100,000)
CIL (exl. Aff. Housing - discounted market rent) (Max CIL) 743 sqm (gross) 461.59 £ psm (342,960)
CIL analysis: 18.27% % of GDV 342,960 £ per unit (total units)
Site Specific S106 Contributions 1 units @ 0 -
$106 analysis 0.00% % of GDV 0.00 £ psm (GIA)
Construction Costs -
Site Clearance and Demolition 0.19 ha@ 123,550 £ per ha (if brownfield) (22,949)
Site Infrastructure costs 0 -
Infra. Costs analysis: 0.00% % of GDV 0.00 £ psm (GIA)
BTR 1 Bed units - sqm @ 0 psm -
BTR 2 Bed units - sqm @ 0 psm -
BTR 1 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent - sqm @ 0 psm -
BTR 2 Bed units - Disc Mrkt Rent - sqm @ 0 psm -
Convenience Retail 743 sqm @ 842 psm (625,606)
[ blank spare ] - sqm @ 842 psm -
[ blank spare ] - sqm @ 842 psm -
[ blank spare ] 743 - sqm @ 842 psm -
External works 625,606 @ 15.0% (93,841)
Ext. Works analysis: 93,841 £ per unit (total units)
Policy Costs on design -
M4(2) Category 2 Housing Aff units units @ @ £ per dwelling -
M4(3) Category 3 Housing Aff units units @ @ £ per dwelling -
M4(2) Category 2 Housing OMS units units @ @ £ per dwelling -
M4(3) Category 3 Housing OMS units units @ @ £ per dwelling -
Part LIFHS units @ £ per unit -
Additional Low Carbon/Energy Reduction units @ £ per unit -
BREEAM sqm £ psm -
EV Charging Points - Houses units @ £ per unit -
EV Charging Points - Flats units @ 4 flats per charger £ per 4 units -
Water Efficiency additional cost units @ £ per unit -
Sub-total -
Policy Costs analysis: (design costs only) £ per unit (total units)
Contingency (on construction) 742,39% @ 5.0% (37,120)
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Scheme Typology: Retail Warehouse - Large No Units: 1
Site Typology: Location / Value Zone: TC /Urban  Greenfield/Brownfield: Brownfield
Notes:
Professional Fees 742396 @ 8.0% (59,392)
Disposal Costs -
Letting Agents Costs 127,961 ERV @ 15.00% (19,194)
Letting Legal Costs 127,961 ERV @ 5.00% (6,398)
Investment Sale Agents Costs 1,877,086 GDV @ 1.00% (18,771)
Investment Sale Legal Costs 1,877,086 GDV @ 0.50% (9,385)
Marketing and Promotion 1,877,086 GDV @ 0.50% (9,385)
Interest (on Development Costs) - 6.25% APR 0.506% pcm (87,209)
Developers Profit -
Profit on Cost (commercial scheme) 1,436,863 15.00% (215,529)
TOTAL COSTS (1,652,392)
RESIDUAL LAND VALUE
Residual Land Value (gross) 224,694
SDLT 224694 @ HMRC formula (735)
Acquisition Agent fees 224694 @ 1.00% (2,247)
Acquisition Legal fees 224694 @ 0.50% (1,123)
Interest on Land 224694 @ 6.25% (14,043)
Residual Land Value 206,546
RLV analysis: 206,546 £ per plot 1,111,955 £ per ha (net) 450,002 £ per acre (net)
1,056,358 £ per ha (gross) 427,502 £ per acre (gross)
11.00% % RLV/GDV
BENCHMARK LAND VALUE (BLV)
Plot Ratio / Density 40% (GIA-Site Area / Dph, as appropriate)
Site Area 0.19 ha (net) 0.46 acres (net)
Net to Gross ratio 95%
Site Area (gross) 0.20 ha (gross) 0.48 acres (gross)
Benchmark Land Value (net) 206,545 £ per plot 1,111,950 £ per ha (net) 450,000 £ per acre (net) 206,545
BLV analysis: Density 4,000 sqm/ha (net) 17,424 sqft/ac (net)
5 dph (gross)
1,056,353 £ per ha (gross) 427,500 £ per acre (gross)
BALANCE
Surplus/(Deficit) 5 £ per ha (net) 2 £ per acre (net) 1
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Scheme Typology: Retail Warehouse - Large No Units: 1

Site Typology: Location / Value Zone: TC /Urban  Greenfield/Brownfield: Brownfield
Notes:

SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS

The following sensitivity tables show the balance of the appraisal (RLV-BLV) for changes in appraisal input assumptions above.
Where the surplus is positive (green) the policy is viable. Where the surplus is negative (red) the policy is not viable.

TABLE 1 Affordable Housing - % on site 0%

Balance (RLV - BLV £ per acre (n)) 2 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35%

Max CIL £ psm 20.00
461.59 30.00
(recommended CIL) 40.00
0.00 50.00

70.00 N/A

TABLE 2 Site Specific S106 100% (where 110% is a 10% increase etc.)

40%

Balance (RLV - BLV £ per acre (n)) 100% 110% 120% 130% 140%

CIL £psm

461.59
(recommended CIL)
0.00

160.00 524,608 524,608 524,608 524,608 524,608 524,608
170.00 507,214 507,214 507,214 507,214 507,214 507,214
180.00 489,819 489,819 489,819 489,819 489,819 489,819
190.00 472,424 472,424 472,424 472,424 472,424 472,424
200.00 455,029 455,029 455,029 455,029 455,029 455,029
210.00 437,634 437,634 437,634 437,634 437,634 437,634
220.00 420,240 420,240 420,240 420,240 420,240 420,240
230.00 402,845 402,845 402,845 402,845 402,845 402,845
240.00 385,450 385,450 385,450 385,450 385,450 385,450
250.00 368,055 368,055 368,055 368,055 368,055 368,055
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507,214
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Scheme Typology:
Site Typology:
Notes:

TABLE 3
Balance (RLV - BLV £ per acre (n))

CIL £psm

461.59
(recommended CIL)
0.00

TABLE 4
Balance (RLV - BLV £ per acre (n))

CIL £psm

461.59
(recommended CIL)
0.00
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Retail Warehouse - Large No Units: 1
Location / Value Zone: TC/Urban  Greenfield/Brownfield: Brownfield
Profit 15%

361,602
367,110 343,602
372,921 349,261 325,602

379,034 355,224 331,413 307,602
361,488 337,526 313,564 289,602
368,055 343,942 319,829 295,716 271,603

BLV (£ per acre (n)) 450,000

374,547
356,396
338,245
320,094
301,943
283,792
265,641
247,489

369,795
351,493
333,190
314,888
296,586
278,283
259,981
241,679
223,376

50,000 150,000 250,000 350,000 450,000

437,634
420,240
402,845
385,450
368,055
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550,000

442,003
424,608
407,214
389,819
372,424
355,029
337,634
320,240
302,845
285,450
268,055

650,000

168,055
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Scheme Typology:

Site Typology:
Notes:

TABLE 5

TABLE 6
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Balance (RLV - BLV £ per acre (n))

CIL £psm

461.59
(recommended CIL)
0.00

Balance (RLV - BLV £ per acre (n))

CIL £psm

461.59
(recommended CIL)
0.00

2

0.00
10.00
20.00
30.00
40.00
50.00
60.00
70.00
80.00
90.00
100.00
110.00
120.00
130.00
140.00
150.00
160.00
170.00
180.00
190.00
200.00
210.00
220.00
230.00
240.00
250.00

Retail Warehouse - Large
Location / Value Zone:

No Units: 1
TC/Urban  Greenfield/Brownfield: Brownfield
Density (dph) (net) 0
50 70
163,936,019 229,715,493
161,761,668 226,671,401
159,587,316 223,627,309
157,412,965 220,583,216
155,238,613 217,539,124
153,064,262 214,495,032
150,889,910 211,450,940
148,715,559 208,406,848
146,541,207 205,362,756
144,366,856 202,318,663
142,192,504 199,274,571 256,356,639
140,018,153 196,230,479 252,442,806
137,843,801 193,186,387 248,528,973
135,669,449 190,142,295 244,615,140
133,495,098 187,098,203 240,701,307
131,320,746 184,054,110 236,787,475
129,146,395 181,010,018 232,873,642
126,972,043 177,965,926 228,959,809
124,797,692 174,921,834 225,045,976
122,623,340 171,877,742 221,132,144
120,448,989 168,833,650 217,218,311
118,274,637 165,789,558 213,304,478
116,100,286 162,745,465 209,390,645 256,035,825
113,925,934 159,701,373 205,476,812 251,252,252
111,751,582 156,657,281 201,562,980 246,468,678
109,577,231 153,613,189 197,649,147 241,685,105
Build cost 100% (where 105% is a 5% increase, and 95% is a 5% decrease etc.)

90%

95% 100% 105% 110% 115%

323,622
306,227

288,832

271,437

254,042

236,648

312,987 219,253

295,592 201,858

278,197 184,463

260,802 167,068

243,407 149,674

319,746 226,012 132,279

302,351 208,618 114,884

284,957 191,223 97,489

267,562 173,828 80,094

250,167 156,433 62,700

326,506 232,772 139,038 45,305
309,111 215,377 121,644 27,910
291,716 197,983 104,249 10,515

274,321 180,588 86,854
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Scheme Typology: Retail Warehouse - Large

Site Typology: Location / Value Zone:

Notes:

TABLE 7 Market Values 100%

Balance (RLV - BLV £ per acre (n))

CIL £psm

461.59
(recommended CIL)
0.00

TC / Urban

No Units: 1
Greenfield/Brownfield:

Brownfield

(where 105% is a 5% increase, and 95% is a 5% decrease etc.)

2

0.00
10.00
20.00
30.00
40.00
50.00
60.00
70.00
80.00
90.00
100.00
110.00
120.00
130.00
140.00
150.00
160.00
170.00
180.00
190.00
200.00
210.00
220.00
230.00
240.00
250.00

90%
454,382
436,987
419,593
402,198
384,803

95%

100%

105%

110%

115%

NOTES
Cells highlighted in yellow are input cells

Figures in brackets, thus (00,000.00), are negative values / costs
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Appraisal Ref: Al B c D 3 F G H
Appraisal Ref: Convenience Retail - Express Store] Convenience Retail - Discount| Convenience Retail - Large| Convenience Retail - Express Store| Convenience Retail - Discount| Convenience Retail - Large| Retail Warehouse - Small| Retail Warehouse - Large|
No Units: 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Location / Value Zone: TC / Urban| TC / Urban| TC / Urban| SUE / GC| SUE / GC| SUE / GC| TC / Urban| TC / Urban|
Greenfield/Brownfield: Brownfield Brownfield Brownfield Greenfield Greenfield Greenfield Brownfield Brownfield
Notes: 0 0 0 0 0 0| 0
Total GDV (£) 202,967 9,339,053 17,976,939 202,967 9,339,053 17,976,939 704,855 1,877,086
Policy Assumptions - - - - - . N
Max CIL (£ psm) - 1,870.28 1,475.29 - 2,071.61 1,674.92 371.37 461.59
Max CIL (£ per unit) - 3,301,043 5,482,165 - 3,656,399 6,223,990 103,613 342,960
Site Specific $106 (£ psm) - - - - - - - -
Site Specific S106 (£ per unit) - - - - - - - -
Sub-Total CIL + $106 (£ per unit) - 3,301,043 5,482,165 - 3,656,399 6,223,990 103,613 342,960
Profit KPI's - - - - - - -
Developers Profit (% on costs) 15.0% 15.0% 15.0% 15.0% 15.0% 15.0% 15.0% 15.0%
Total Developers Profit (£) 30,126 1,121,907 2,140,482 29,811 1,165,374 2,231,996 81,912 215,529
Land Value KPI's 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
RLV (£/acre (net)) (505,869) 450,001 450,000 (436,076) 250,001 250,000 450,006 450,002
RLV (£/ha (net)) (1,250,001) 1,111,952 1,111,951 (1,077,545) 617,752 617,751 1,111,964 1,111,955
RLV (£ net) (17,500) 654,198 1,377,336 (15,086) 363,444 765,187 77,560 206,546
RLV (% of GDV) -8.62% 7.00% 7.66% -7.43% 3.89% 4.26% 11.00% 11.00%
RLV Total (£) (17,500) 654,198 1,377,336 (15,086) 363,444 765,187 77,560 206,546
BLV (£/acre (net)) 450,000 450,000 450,000 250,000 250,000 250,000 450,000 450,000
BLV (£/ha (net)) 1,111,950 1,111,950 1,111,950 617,750 617,750 617,750 1,111,950 1,111,950
BLV Total (£) 15,567 654,197 1,377,335 8,649 363,443 765,186 77,559 206,545
Surplus/Deficit (£/acre) [RLV-BLV] (955,869) 1 (686,076) 1 6 2
Surplus/Deficit (£/ha) (2,361,951) 2 1 (1,695,295) 2 1 14 5
Surplus/Deficit Total (£) (33,067) 1 1 (23,734) 1 1 1 1
Recommended CIL (£ psm) 60.00 200.00 200.00 60.00 200.00 200.00 60.00 60.00

spinall




London | Leeds | Liverpool
Newcastle | Birmingham

°
Property | Infrastructure | Planning Ve rdlregenerotion

Development | Regeneration

www.aspinallverdi.co.uk




