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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 on strategic
sites and the other main Viability Assessment report and report on 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 June 2022 — Strategic Site Appraisals [DRAFT]

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

e June 2022 — Stakeholder Workshop

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

i Aspindll



e Main South Worcestershire Development Plan and CIL Viability Assessment (separate
‘main report’) — 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 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 (separate) report focusses on these

uses for the review of the CIL.

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 In order to appraise the local plan viability, we have analysed each of the existing and new
policies in order to determine which policies have a direct or indirect impact on development
viability. Those policies with a direct impact on viability have been factored into our economic
assessment. Those policies with an indirect impact have been incorporated into the viability study

indirectly through the property market cost and value assumptions adopted.

Viability Assessment Method

ES 10 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 11

ES 12

ES 13

ES 14

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 etc. 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 of 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:

e If the ‘balance’ is positive, then the proposal / policy is viable. We describe this as being
‘viable for plan making purposes’ herein.
e If the ‘balance’ is negative, then the proposal / policy is ‘not viable for plan making

purposes’ and the Affordable Housing policy should be reviewed.
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ES 15 In addition to the RLV appraisals and BLV analysis, we have also prepared a series of sensitivity
scenarios for each of the strategic sites. This is to assist in the analysis of viability and to
appreciate the sensitivity of the appraisals to key variables such as: Affordable Housing %;
infrastructure costs; density; BLV and profit; and, to consider the impact of rising construction
costs. This is to help consider viability ‘in-the-round’ i.e. in the context of sales values,

development costs, contingency, developer’s profit which make up the appraisal inputs.

Appraisal Assumptions

ES 16 Our detailed appraisal assumptions are set out in section 5 of the main report. Section 5 of this

report sets out the key differences for the strategic sites.
ES 17 The SWC Plan includes 4 x strategic site allocations which we have tested, namely:

Table ES.1 - SWC Strategic Sites

Site Name No. Units AspinallVerdi
Typologies Matrix
Reference
Rushwick Urban Extension 1,000 AAC
Throckmorton Airfield 5,000 AAD
Worcestershire Parkway 10,000 AAE
Mitton SUE 1,000 AAF

ES 18 The location of these sites is illustrated on Housing Market Zones map below.
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South Worcestershire Development Plan (SWDP) Strategic Site Viability Assessment
Worcester City Council, Malvern Hills District Council, Wychavon District Council
July 2022

Figure ES.2 - Housing Market Areas Map

Rushwick Parkvay
Strategic Site Strategic Site Throckmorton
Strategic Site

Hitton Strategic
Site

| ] SWDP Area Boundary
A 5 A .| Housing Value Zones
75 15 km } I Higher Value

[ Contains Ordnance Survey data @ Cr

D al Bt o Y .
own copyright and database right 2021 | £

[ Lower Value

Source: AspinallVerdi, June 2021

ES 19 Based on our market assessment, we have assumed the following values across South
Worcestershire. We previously consulted on our assumptions adopted with stakeholders
however, we have since updated our market evidence (May 2022) and consulted on these values
to reflect current values as below.

e



Table ES.2 - Residential Value Assumptions (£) — May 2022

Property North West (Lower Value) South / South East (Higher

Value)
1 Bed Flat £174,000 £197,200
2 Bed Flat £232,000 £249,400
1 Bed House £243,600 £255,200
2 Bed House £278,400 £301,600
3 Bed House £359,600 £371,200
4 Bed House £449,400 £481,500
5 Bed House £529,650 £556,400

Source: 220610 SWC Value Assumptions_v2

Stakeholder Consultation

ES 20 We have carried out detailed engagement with strategic site promotors.

ES 21 We have agreed a: (i) a detailed strategic site questionnaire to establish BLV, profit etc. and (ii)
an infrastructure/S106 cost assumptions spreadsheet proforma (to capture the social and

economic infrastructure required to mitigate the site) — for each site promotor/site.

ES 22 We have held a series of one-to-one workshop meetings with the strategic site promoters,
developers and landowners for each of the sites to review the draft site proformas. We have then
provided an opportunity for the site proformas to be updated/finalised. One-to-one meetings were
held in May 2021 and a second round in June 2022. A copy of the Second round 1-2-1
engagement at Plan Viability Stage presentation is appended (Appendix 2).

ES 23 We refer you to the site Excel and Word proformas for each site appended.

ES 24 We have also consulted with industry by way of two stakeholder consultation workshop held on
Wednesday 4th December 2019 and Friday 24th June 2022.
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Summary and Recommendations

ES 25 All of the strategic sites are viable based on a policy compliant 40% affordable housing whilst
allowing for the relevant cost per unit total strategic infrastructure and S106 (excluding CIL — CIL

exempt).

ES 26 The appraisals assume that all mitigation will be by S106 and we have therefore excluded CIL.
We recommend that the CIL Charging Schedule is updated to exclude all sites over 1,000 units
(i.e. the four strategic sites herein) which will also ensure the Charging Schedule is ‘future-

proofed’.

ES 27 It is important that statements of common ground (SOCG) are obtained from the relevant site
promotors to ensure that they are content to support the viability assessment at Examination in
Public (EIP).

ES 28 Further work will be required on an ongoing basis to monitor the infrastructure costs and more

detailed appraisals and cashflows.
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1.1

1.2

1.3

1.4

Introduction

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).

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). This geography is illustrated on the

map below.

Figure 1.1 - South Worcestershire Councils Area Map

~
? Wyre Forest Distric *

Shropshire

rove Diskgjct

Menougy edditch Distrift
-
D‘roitwych‘
F Stratford-on-AvoniDistrict
Worcester
City Wychavon
District
Malvern
Hills

Count; Herefordshire

District y
( 1 4
Pershorg) ) &

Evesham

. Tawns T " Up_tgg;upon-seve“
m— Mty
—— ARoads
—— B Raads

Cotswold Distrfct

Rivers

- Tewkesbury District
Forgft of Dean Diskict X
I L . = Dste: 2510872022
DevelopménbPlan—~ SWDPR District Boundaries Rl
Source: SWC

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.

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

development of the South Worcestershire area. The second part of the plan includes site
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1.6

allocations, policies and policy designations that will provide for the development needs of the
area up to 2041.

The review of the SWDP is required to decide how to best accommodate housing and
employment growth in the area. This includes the building of another 14,000 new homes to meet
demand as well as 169 hectares of employment land to support companies to grow and create

new jobs.

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.

Aim and Objectives of the Study

1.7

The aims and 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

1.8

1.9

AspinallVerdi has been working with the SWCs for a number of years. This report on strategic
sites and the other main Viability Assessment report and report on 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  April 2022 - Residential Market Update

e  February 2022 — Appraisal iteration

e May 2022 — Strategic Site IDP Costs

e June 2022 — Strategic Site Appraisals [DRAFT]

: Aspinall



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

RICS Practice Statement

1.10  Our FVA has been carried out in accordance with the RICS Financial Viability in Planning:

Conduct and Reporting Practice Statement (15t Edition, May 2019).

1.11  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

1.12  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.

1.13  Atall stages of the viability process, we have advocated reasonable, transparent and appropriate

engagement between the parties.

Conflicts of Interest

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

Local Plan Reviewed

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

reviewed. These are contained within the Policies Matrix (within the main report).

Report(s) Structure

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

e Main South Worcestershire Development Plan and CIL Viability Assessment (separate
‘main report’) — 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 report focusses on the strategic sites

(namely: Mitton, Rushwick, Throckmorton Airfield and Worcestershire Parkway). CIL is to
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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 (separate) report focusses on these

uses for the review of the CIL.

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

Section 5 —
Residential

Assumptions

Section 6 —
Stakeholder

Consultation

Section 7 —

Appraisal Results

Section 8 —
Deliverability

Analysis

Section 9 —
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.

This section summarises the existing evidence base, value, cost,
land value and profit assumptions used for the strategic sites (where

they differ from the generic typologies in the main report.

Sets out the various consultation with site promotors and industry

engagement that has taken place as part of this study.
This section sets out the results of our appraisals.

This section sets out our observations in respect of delivery. This is
based upon our engagement vis-a-vis viability and is not meant to be

comprehensive in terms of all technical aspects of site allocation.

Finally, we make our recommendations in respect of the viability of

the strategic sites.
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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:

e National Planning Policy Framework

e Planning Practice Guidance for Viability

e  Planning Practice Guidance for CIL

e  PPG for Housing for older & disabled people

. PPG for Build to Rent
. PPG for First Homes

2.3 This is not repeated here, but we draw your attention to the following key references in respect

of strategic sites.

Table 2.1 — PPG Viability Key Strategic Site Cross-References

Paragraph Number - Item

Para 002 — Deliverability

Quote / Comments

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

providers.

And, policy requirements, particularly for affordable housing,
should be set at a level that takes account of affordable
housing and infrastructure needs and allows for the planned
types of sites and development to be deliverable, without the
need for further viability assessment at the decision making

stage.

Also, it is the responsibility of site promoters to engage in plan
making, take into account any costs including their own profit
expectations and risks, and ensure that proposals for

development are policy compliant. (our emphasis)
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Paragraph Number - Item

Para 005 — Strategic Sites

testing

Para 006 — Engaging

Strategic site promotors

Quote / Comments

In this respect we have previously carried out a stakeholder
workshop to consult with industry (Registered Providers,
developers and landowners) in respect of the cost, value and
BLV assumptions of the site allocations (4" December 2019
and 24 June 2022). We have also consulted privately on a
one-to-one basis with land owners and site promotors of Key
Large / Strategic Sites (throughout 2020-22).

Plan makers can undertake site specific viability assessment
for sites that are critical to delivering the strategic priorities of
the plan. This could include, for example, large sites, sites that
provide a significant proportion of planned supply, sites that
enable or unlock other development sites or sites within priority

regeneration areas.

In this respect we have specifically tested the following

strategic sites:
. Rushwick — 1000 units
e Throckmorton Airfield — 5,000 units

e Worcestershire Parkway Garden Community — 10,000

units

e Mitton SUE — 1,000 units.

Plan makers should engage with landowners, developers, and
infrastructure and affordable housing providers to secure
evidence on costs and values to inform viability assessment at

the plan making stage.

It is the responsibility of site promoters to engage in plan
making, take into account any costs including their own profit
expectations and risks, and ensure that proposals for

development are policy compliant...

Where up-to-date policies have set out the contributions
expected from development, planning applications that fully
comply with them should be assumed to be viable. It is up to

the applicant to demonstrate whether particular circumstances

; Aspinall



Paragraph Number — Item  Quote / Comments

justify the need for a viability assessment at the application

stage.

In this respect we have carried out detailed consultation and
engagement on a one-to-one basis with landowners, site
promotors and developers of potential Strategic Site
allocations. This is to establish, not only their viability, but also
their deliverability in terms of development over the new Local
Plan period.

Source: PPG Viability (last updated 1 September 2019) and AspinallVerdi

Table 2.2 - PPG CIL Key Cross-References

Paragraph Number - Iltem

Para 010 — Appropriate

balance

Para 017 — Infrastructure

Funding Statement

Para 020 - How should
development be valued for

the purposes of the levy?

Para 020 — Viability buffer

Quote / Comments

When deciding the levy rates, an authority must strike an
appropriate balance between additional investment to support
development and the potential effect on the viability of
developments. (our emphasis)

The infrastructure funding statement should identify
infrastructure needs, the total cost of this infrastructure,
anticipated funding from developer contributions, and the
choices the authority has made about how these contributions
will be used.

Charging authorities should use evidence in accordance with
planning practice guidance on viability.

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

7 Aspinall



Paragraph Number - Iltem

Para 022 — Differential

rates

Para 026 — Differential

rates for zones

Para 026 — Differential

rates for Strategic Sites

Quote / Comments

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 [or strategic sites];

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)

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

subsidy control since leaving the EU].

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

; Aspinall



Paragraph Number - ltem  Quote / Comments

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.

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

; Aspinall



South Worcestershire Development Plan (SWDP) Strategic Site Viability Assessment
Worcester City Council, Malvern Hills District Council, Wychavon District Council
July 2022

3  Local Policy Context

3.1 This section of our main report sets out the local policy context for our viability assessment.
3.2 This has not changed for the purposes of this report and is not repeated here.
3.3 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 The CIL charging schedules for Malvern Hills District Council and Wychavon District Council
came into effect on 5t June 2017 followed by Worcester City Council, on 4t September 2017.
3.5 CIL is currently not charged on specific strategic sites identified below.

Figure 3.1 — Adopted CIL Charging Schedule Extract

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

75

704

CIL Rate Charging
(E/m?) Authority
Malvern Hills/
SWDP 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

[Map showing district boundaries (sdministrative chan
and those strategic sites that have undergone viabi

65

30

Source: SWC, CIL Charging Schedule 2017

60~

5

45

Malvern Hills District
Worcester City
| M Wychavon District
[ main Urban Areas
[ strategic sites

0 55 60 65 70 75 80 85

65

45
40

35

- G



3.6 The intention is to amend the CIL Charging Schedule to exclude “site over 1,000” units” such that
any future strategic site allocations of this size will be exempt from CIL and the Charging

Schedule ‘future proofed’ in this respect.
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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 Residential Assumptions

51 This section of the main report sets out our assumptions in respect of the general needs

residential typologies. We have applied the same general assumptions for the strategic sites.

5.2 We set out below the key differences.

Existing Evidence Base

5.3 There is a significant amount of existing available evidence from previous viability studies and
work AspinallVerdi has undertaken in respect of the SWC Local Plan Viability. This can be found
in our main report Residential Market Paper at Appendix 2.

Strategic Site Location and Housing Zones

5.4 The SWC Plan includes 4 x strategic site allocations, namely:

Table 5.1 — SWC Strategic Sites

Site Name No. Units AspinallVerdi
Typologies Matrix

Reference

Rushwick Urban Extension 1,000 AAC
Throckmorton Airfield 5,000 AAD
Worcestershire Parkway 10,000 AAE
Mitton SUE 1,000 AAF

55 The location of these sites is illustrated on Housing Market Zones map below.
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Figure 5.1 — Strategic Site Location and Housing Market Areas Map

Rushwick Parkviay
Strategic Site Strategic Site Throckmorton
Strategic Site

P

Hitton Strategic
Site

[ swDP Area Boundary

I S Ay \5 / ! ‘ T W > . | Housing Value Zones
A o 7 iR . ) . 7.5 15 km| | B Higher Value
‘ Contains Ordnance Survey data © Crown copyright and database right 2021 | g | [P Lower Value

Source: AspinallVerdi, June 2021

5.6 This was consulted upon at the stakeholder workshop in June 2022 and the strategic site
workshops.

Residential Typology Assumptions

5.7 The detailed typologies are set out in the matrix appended (see main report Appendix 2 —
Typologies Matrix).

Residential Value Assumptions

5.8 The residential market paper appended (see main report Appendix 4 — Residential Market Paper)
provides the background to the market housing value assumptions.

5.9 Based on our market assessment above we have assumed the following values (absolute values
(£) and value £ per square metre) across South Worcestershire. We previously consulted on our
assumptions adopted with stakeholders, however we have since updated our market evidence

(May 2022) to reflect current values as per the below and have reconsulted on these in June

- e



Table 5.2 - Residential Value Assumptions (£) — May 2022

Property North West (Lower Value) South / South East (Higher

Value)
1 Bed Flat £174,000 £197,200
2 Bed Flat £232,000 £249,400
1 Bed House £243,600 £255,200
2 Bed House £278,400 £301,600
3 Bed House £359,600 £371,200
4 Bed House £449,400 £481,500
5 Bed House £529,650 £556,400

Source: 220610 SWC Value Assumptions_v2

Table 5.3 - Residential Value Assumptions (£ psm) — May 2022

Property North West (Lower Value) South / South East (Higher

Value)
1 Bed Flat £3,480 £3,944
2 Bed Flat £3,569 £3,837
1 Bed House £3,530 £3,699
2 Bed House £3,712 £4,021
3 Bed House £3,996 £4,124
4 Bed House £4,013 £4,299
5 Bed House £4,138 £4,347

Source: 210603 SWC Value Assumptions_v1

5.10 Itis important to note that these values do not reflect any premium for place-making in respect of
the garden communities / strategic sites. Representations received from one of the strategic site
promotors suggests that in large scale settlements there should be a placemaking premium to
reflect the long-term phasing and acceleration of value that is likely to result over time due to the

level of development and infrastructure investment.

Affordable Housing Transfer Values

5.11  These are unchanged from the main viability report, as follows:
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Table 5.4 - Affordable Housing Transfer Values

Tenure Affordable Housing % of Open Market Value
Split

First Homes 25% 70% (capped at £250,000

per unit

Social Rented 69% 35-40% (say, 37.5% for our

appraisals)

Intermediate (Affordable Home 6% 65-75% (say, 70% for our

Ownership) appraisals)
100%

Source: Registered Provider

Residential Cost Assumptions

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

out below. We have consulted on these assumptions with stakeholders.

Initial Payments

5.13 Table 5.5 below shows the strategic site specific S106 costs included in the assessment.

Table 5.5 - Residential Appraisals Initial Cost Assumptions

Iltem Comment
Strategic / Broad Locations We have included the following S106/S278 costs in respect
S106/S278 of the strategic sites. These figures are broken down on

the individual strategic site S106 and infrastructure
spreadsheet (Appendix 1).

o Rushwick — £40,864 per unit
e Throckmorton Airfield — £38,166 per unit
e Worcestershire Parkway GC — £36,246 per unit

e Mitton SUE — £19,834 per unit.

Construction Costs

5.14 Table 5.6 below summarises the strategic site specific infrastructure costs included in the

assessment.
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Table 5.6 - Build Cost Assumptions

Item Cost

Site Infrastructure Rushwick — £6,892 per unit
Costs — Strategic

Sites Throckmorton Airfield —

£12,077 per unit

Worcestershire Parkway GC
— £15,643 per unit

Mitton SUE — £21,810 per
unit.

External Works 15%

Design Requirement Cost Assumptions

5.15 This are the same as for our generic typologies (see

Other Cost Assumptions

Comments

We have included the following
strategic infrastructure costs in respect
of the strategic sites. These figures
are broken down on the individual
strategic site S106 and infrastructure
spreadsheet (Appendix 1).

We initially increased the external
works costs to 20% for strategic sites,
but this has been reduced back to 15%
given the detailed analysis that has
taken place in respect of the strategic
site S106 and infrastructure costs (see
above).

We have also received representations
from a strategic site promotor which
states that 10-15% would be
appropriate.

main report).

5.16 Table 5.7 below summarises the strategic site-specific other cost assumptions.

Table 5.7 - Other Cost Assumptions

Item Cost

Contingency 7.5% - strategic sites

17

Comments

We have applied 3% contingency to all
the build and infrastructure costs for
greenfield sites and 5% for brownfield
sites.

We have increased this again (to 7.5%)
for strategic sites. This reflects the level
of risk on the strategic infrastructure costs
and is aligned to stakeholder feedback
received from Homes England. Again, site
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Item Cost Comments

specific abnormal costs should be
deducted into the land price.

Profit Assumptions

5.17

Table 5.8 below sets out the overhead and profit assumptions for the appraisals.

Table 5.8 — Profit and Finance Assumptions

Item Cost Comments
Profit on Market 20% With sensitivities between 15% and 21%
Sales

Profit on Affordable 6%
Housing

Interest and Timing Assumptions

5.18

5.19

5.20

521

There have been various research publications in recent years to test the likely deliverability and
build out of strategic sites. These include research by: Lichfields, February 2020, ‘Start to Finish:
What factors affect the build-out rates of large-scale housing sites?’; the Independent Review of
Build Out (October 2018) by Rt Hon Sir Oliver Letwin MP — the Letwin Review; Barratt Research:
Places for All Ages Delivering the Future Garden Village in October 2015; and The Role of Land
Pipelines in The UK Housebuilding Process (September 2017).

It is important to note that we do not distinguish herein between delivery rates, build-out rates
and take-up/absorption rate. This is because traditionally house-builders do not build ahead of

demand.

There are a number of factors which impact delivery rates. These include the size of the
development (bigger sites tend to achieve higher delivery rates); the ability to diversify the type,
size and tenure of the dwellings provided; number of outlets/developers; the physical
characteristics of the site; and the strength of the local housing market and wider economic

cycles.

Figure 5.2 from the Lichfields research shows the average build-out rate by size of site (dpa).
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5.22

5.23

5.24

Figure 5.2 - Average Build-out Rates
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50-99 100-499 500-999 1,000,499 1500-1,999 2,000+
Site Size (dwellings)

Housing delivery (dwellings per annum) Housing delivery (dwellings per annum as %
of total dwellings on site)

Source: Lichfields

However, Lichfields acknowledge that care in interpreting the findings of the research is needed
as again there is significant variancel. The research acknowledges, for example, that for the
largest sites the average build-out rate is 160 dpa and the median 137 dpa, but the highest site
average was 286 dpa and the lowest site average was 50 dpa (for sites of 2,000+ dwellings).
There may well be specific factors that mean a specific site will build faster or slower than the
average. This can also vary year-on-year. The research states that no sites have been able to
consistently deliver 300 dpa. This therefore should be considered the maximum?2. However, we
are aware that evidence presented in South Worcestershire’s Five-Year Housing Land Supply

Report 2022 demonstrates that locally delivery rates can surpass the levels achieved above.

One of the key findings of the Letwin Review was that the homogeneity of the types and tenures
of the homes on offer on large sites, and the limits on the rate at which the market will absorb

such homogenous products, are the fundamental drivers of a slow rate of build out3.
Letwin acknowledges that:*

... if either the major house builders themselves, or others, were to offer much more housing of
varying types, designs and tenures including a high proportion of affordable housing, and if more

distinctive settings, landscapes and streetscapes were provided on the large sites, and if the

1 Lichfields Start to Finish: What factors affect the build-out rates of large scale housing sites? SECOND EDITION, February
2020, page 11

2 |ichfields Start to Finish: What factors affect the build-out rates of large scale housing sites? SECOND EDITION, February
2020, page 13

3 Build out rates in the Garden Communities, North Essex Authorities (EB/082) July 2019, paragraph 5.9

4 Build out rates in the Garden Communities, North Essex Authorities (EB/082) July 2019, paragraph 5.11
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5.25

5.26

5.27

5.28

5.29

resulting variety matched appropriately the differing desires and financial capacities of the people
wanting to live in each particular area of high housing demand, then the overall absorption rates

— and hence the overall build out rates — could be substantially accelerated’.

The fundamental driver of build-out rates once detailed planning permission is granted for large
sites is the market ‘absorption rate’ — the rate at which newly constructed homes can be sold into
(or are believed by the house builder to be able to be sold successfully into) the local market

without materially disturbing the market price.
There are a number of factors which impact the absorption rate. These include:

e number of outlets/developers i.e. size of the site;
e the ability to diversify the type, size and tenure of the dwellings provided,;
e the physical characteristics of the site; and

e the strength of the local housing market and wider economic cycles.

The ability to differentiate and / or diversify the development increases with the size of the
development (bigger sites tend to achieve higher delivery rates). For large sites (> 500 units) with
a single outlet we would assume a delivery rate of 100 dpa. On larger sites where there may be
2 or more outlets we would assume typically 200 dpa. In the case of Worcestershire Parkway

(10,000 units), SWCs have assumed multiple outlets and an average delivery rate of 333 dpa.
Table 5.9 below sets out the generic interest and timing assumptions for the appraisals.

Table 5.9 - 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 4 per month Assumed build out rate — per outlet.

Sales rates 4 per month Lagging construction by 3 months for

OMS and 1 month for affordable housing.

We set out below more detailed description for each of the strategic sites.
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Table 5.10 — Strategic Site Interest and Timing Assumptions

Item

Initial Payments
— planning

Site Specific
S106
contributions -
start

Site Specific
S106
contributions -
end

Site Specific
Infrastructure
costs - start

Site Specific
Infrastructure
costs - end

Assumed
number of
outlets
Average sales
per annum per
outlet

Total sales per
annum

Build out - years

Build out —
months®

Sales period

Cashflow
positive

Rushwick
(1,000 units)

18 months

Throckmorton
(5,000 units)

24 months

Worcestershire

Parkway
(10,000 units)

36 months

Mitton (1,000
units)

18 months

Start in year 2 after first land drawdown and follow on in consecutive
years as set out on the S106 and Infrastructure cost proforma.

The S106 contributions are cashflowed-out on an annual basis between
years 1-15. Contributions after year 15 are flat-lined to the end of the
construction period.

Start in year 2 after first land drawdown and follow on in consecutive
years as set out on the S106 and Infrastructure cost proforma.

The Infrastructure costs are cashflowed-out on an annual basis between
years 1-15. Costs after year 15 are flat-lined to the end of the
construction period.

2

50 units

100 dpa

10 years

120 months

140 months
(lagged 6
months with 20
months run-off)

49 months

4

50 units

200 dpa

25 years

300 months

330 months
(lagged 6
months with 30
months run-off)

61 months

21

6-7

50 units

333 dpa

30 years

360 months

400 months
(lagged 6
months with 40
months run-off)

100 months

5 This does not take into consideration other tenure types and diversification as recommended by Letwin

50 units

100 dpa

10 years

120 months

140 months
(lagged 6
months with 20
months run-off)

41 months
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Item Rushwick Throckmorton  Worcestershire Mitton (1,000
(1,000 units) (5,000 units) Parkway units)
(10,000 units)

Interest on (1,146,666) (2,661,981) (16,879,525) (528,572)
development
costs £

Land payment RLV calculated at day 1, but in reality, the land will be drawn-down in
parcels as each phase secured detailed planning consent.

Interest on land  Proxy calculation based on carrying the land for 1 year prior to
development of each phase.

Intereston land  (1,916,856) (14,227,274) (20,149,307) (2,206,950)
£

5.30 The above cashflow and interest calculations are high level based upon the best estimate of the
timing and phasing of the S106 and infrastructure costs which are the critical ‘up-front’ and
significant sums. In reality the financing of each strategic site will involve complex arrangements
which have an interrelationship between land value and drawdown, profit and corporate finance

measures and public sector and private sector funding.

Residential Land Value Assumptions

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

on the next page for ease of reference.
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South Worcestershire Development Plan (SWDP) Strategic Site Viability Assessment
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Table 5.11 - Benchmark Land Value Assumptions

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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6.1

6.2

6.3

6.4

6.5

6.6

6.7

6.8

6.9

Stakeholder Consultation

We have prepared: (i) a detailed strategic site questionnaire to establish BLV, profit etc. and (ii)
an infrastructure/S106 cost assumptions spreadsheet proforma (to capture the social and

economic infrastructure required to mitigate the site).

In terms of (i), we have prepared a bespoke Strategic Sites questionnaire in MS Word to gather

data from each of the site promotors and landowners/developers. This includes fields for:

e Land assembly / BLV
e  Financial Viability and Funding
e  Planning Policy and Consents

e  Delivery Mechanism etc.

We have also (ii), developed a strategic sites appraisal assumptions template in Excel. This sets

out:

e the land budget, housing trajectory (per annum, per phase etc);
e the quantum of site opening up infrastructure required;

e  site specific S106 assumptions.

We have also requested site promotors set out specific assumptions for brownfield land

reclamation and abnormal costs.

We have held a series of one-to-one workshop meetings with the strategic site promoters,
developers and landowners for each of the sites to review the draft site proformas. We have then
provided an opportunity for the site proformas to be updated/finalised. One-to-one meetings were
held in May 2021 and a second round in June 2022. A copy of the Second round 1-2-1
engagement at Plan Viability Stage presentation is appended (Appendix 2).

In this case, the strategic sites tend to be in multiple-ownerships with various interested parties
completing proformas. We have merged and moderated this information to provide an
assessment of the overall viability and deliverability of each strategic site (not reviewed each

ownership piecemeal).
We refer you to the site Excel and Word proformas for each site appended.

We particularly draw your attention to the responses in respect of questions 17-23 and 38-44.
Given the government’s agenda that Local Plans are viable and deliverable (NPPF Paras 57 and
34), itis very important that the SWCs have confirmation that the land is deliverable. This requires

the SWCs to have an understanding of specific baseline land values.

The PPG Viability states throughout that the price paid for land cannot be used as justification for

failing to accord with relevant policies in the plan (paragraphs 002, 006, 011, 014). However, the
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6.10

6.11

price paid (or purported to be paid) is entirely relevant where this could be less than the BLV.
The PPG states that, ‘Local authorities can request data on the price paid for land (or the price
expected to be paid through an option or promotion agreement)’ (paragraphs 014 and 016). This
is part of the Councils’ due diligence for site allocations and we have requested details of land
prices, option and promotion agreements from the site promotors. Sites which are unable to
confirm either the EUV + premium or the minimum land value (in the case of options/promotion
agreements etc.) should be considered less favourably than sites which have confirmed these
figures (all other things being equal). This is because there is more uncertainty about the
deliverability of the sites (irrespective of the viability position). This is not to say that these are
the values that the landowner expects to achieve in the future (where policy compliant residual

land values could be higher than current expectations).
We set out below a summary of the information provided by the strategic site promotors.

The following sections set out our viability appraisals findings and comments for each of the sites

in respect of strengths / opportunities and weaknesses / constraints.

Strategic Sites Market Engagement Summary

6.12

The table below sets out a summary of the market engagement in terms of the information
received back from site promotors (following the one-to-one meetings); where the costs have
been moderated by consultation with the SWCs and/or ARUP (acting for the SWCs); and the key

issues of land value, profit and delivery mechanism.

2 Aspinall



Table 6.1 — Strategic Site Market Engagement Summary

Ref Rushwick Urban Extensions Throckmorton Airfield Worcestershire Parkway Mitton
# units® 1,000 5,000 10,000 1000
Value Zone (H/M/L) H H H H

1-2-1 Meeting held

28/5/2021 & 23/6/2022

28/5/2021 & 22/6/2022

24/5/2021 & 15/6/2022

7/6/2021 & 271612022

Land-owner(s)

1. Worcestershire County Council) -
CFS0398 - Land immediately
adjoining western side of Hams
Way

2. Corylus Planning (Agent) -
CFS0737 — Brookfields Farm,
Grange Lane

3. Custom Land Limited - CFS0651 -
Land south of Bransford Road

4. PDR Planning (Agent) - CFS1175
— Land at Manor Farm

5. PDR Planning (Agent) - CFS1227
— Land at Broadmore Green

6. Josephine Bourne - CFS0537 —
Land West of Claphill Lane /
CFS0536 — Land off Claphill Lane
/ CFS0538 — Land west of, and
adjacent to, CFS0536

7. Mrs & Mrs Gomm c/o Define
Planning and Design (Agent) -
CFS0692 - Land off Claphill Lane
(adjacent to A4103)

8. Turley (Agent) - CFS0191 - Land
east of Claphill Lane and south of
A4103 / CFS0190 — Land off
Claphill Lane

9. Barwood Land - CFS1213a - Land
at Manor Farm / CFS1213b —
Land off Upper Wick Lane /

Pinnacle International
Evesham Vale Growers
Mercia waste

Worcestershire County Council
Throckmorton Court Farm
Marshalls Transport

Vanderbilt Homes

Drummonds

Ridgeway Park Farm Paul Cairns
(acquiring from John Bruce)

+ five Ownerships (on the

periphery)

CoNoUA~AWONE

=
©

Homes England

Summix (part landowner / part
promotor)

Spetchley Estate

Bellway

Merton

St Philips (Agent for Richards)

N

oo hw

Mucknell Abbey
Gloucester Land company
Rodenhurst & Coomber
(landowner) / Terra (agent)
10. Newell Site

11. Rowley

12. + ten individual ownerships

©o~N

1. Understood to be in single
landownership (additional
allocation). Phase 1 is under a
single consortium North
Tewksbury Landowners
Consortium (NTLC)

6 From SWC site assessments (see Typologies Matrix)
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Ref

Rushwick Urban Extensions

Throckmorton Airfield

Worcestershire Parkway

Mitton

CFS1213c - Land off Upper Wick
Lane / CFS1213d - Land adjoining
Manor Farm - All landowners are
“Willing Landowners” who have
entered into contractual
agreements with Barwood
Development Securities.

10. Planning Prospects Limited
(Agent) - CFS0582 — Land East of
Claphill Lane

Developer / Site
Promotor on-board

Barwood Land are the main strategic
site promotor - Promotion arrangement
whereby development parcels will be
sold to third-party housebuilders once a
planning consent has been secured.
Also equalisation arrangements exist
with current landowners to allow
comprehensive delivery [of the
Barwood phases].

Bellway Homes is also promoting the
land Land to the north of A4440 (Grove
Way) and north of A4103, Rushwick

Cirrus Land Limited are providing
advice to some of the landowners.
Pinnacle and the landowners have

signed Heads of Terms Agreements.

Summix / Homes England main site
promotors.

St Modwen promoting Merton College
land.

Hallam Land Management representing
Spetchley Estate

Terra representing Rodenhurst &
Coomber

St Phillips for Richards

Barratts David Wilson Homes [option
agreement]

(CFS0191 / CFS0190).
Prof. Advisors Various — see above Cushman Wakefield are retained by Various —
Pinnacle International )
Savills
Turley
AECOM
Mode
Word Proforma 1. Yes 1. Pinnacle International 1 Yes Yes
received 2. Corylus Planning (Agent) - 2. Evesham Vale Growers 2. Yes
CFS0737 — Brookfields Farm, 3. Mercia waste 3. Yes
Grange Lane 4. Yes21/12/2021 4. ves
3. Custom Land Limited - CFS0651 - | 5 Throckmorton Court Farm 5. Yes
Land south of Bransford Road 6. Marshalls Transport 6. Yes
4. Yes ) 7. Vanderbilt Homes
5. PDR Planning (Agent) - CFS1227 8. Drummonds | e
— Land at Broadmore Green 9. Yes
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Ref Rushwick Urban Extensions Throckmorton Airfield Worcestershire Parkway Mitton
6. Josephine Bourne - CFS0537 — 10. + five Ownerships (on the
Land West of Claphill Lane / periphery) 7.  Mucknell Abbey
CFS0536 — Land off Claphill Lane 8. Gloucester Land company
/ CFS0538 — Land west of, and 9. Rodenhurst & Coomber
adjacent to, CFS0536 (landowner) / Terra (agent)
7. Yes 10. Newell Site
8. Yes 11. Rowley
9. Yes 12. + ten individual ownerships
10. Planning Prospects Limited
(Agent) - CFS0582 — Land East of
Claphill Lane
Excel Proforma 1. No 1. No - to be provided by ARUP No
received 2. Corylus Planning (Agent) - 1. Yes21/12 2. No - ditto
CFS0737 — Brookfields Farm, 3. No - ditto
Grange Lane 2. Evesham Vale Growers 4. No - ditto
3. Custom Land Limited - CFS0651 - | 3-  Mercia waste , 5. No - ditto
Land south of Bransford Road 4. Worcestershire County Council 6. Yes
4. No 5. Throckmorton Court Farm
5. PDR Planning (Agent) - CFS1227 | 8- Marshalls Transport |
— Land at Broadmore Green 7. Vanderbilt Homes
6. Josephine Bourne - CFS0537 — 8. Drummonds 7. Mucknell Abbey
Land West of Claphill Lane / 9. No . 8. Gloucester Land company
CFS0536 — Land off Claphill Lane | 10- * five Ownerships (on the 9. Rodenhurst & Coomber
/ CFS0538 — Land west of, and periphery) (landowner) / Terra (agent)
adjacent to, CFS0536 10. Newell Site
7. No 11. Rowley
8. No 12. + ten individual ownerships
9. No
10. Planning Prospects Limited

(Agent) - CFS0582 — Land East of
Claphill Lane

Excel Proforma
moderated

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

How moderated

By SWC (with working information from
Worcester County Council and ARUP)

By SWC (with working information from
Worcester County Council and ARUP)

By SWC (with working information from
Worcester County Council and ARUP)

By SWC (with working information from
Worcester County Council and ARUP)

EUV [Q24]

1.

Circa EXXXX - EXXXXX per acre
agricultural land; the remainder is
the playing field and associated
parking

Manor Farm (owned by Pinnacle)
is agricultural land. Throckmorton
Airfield comprises a range of
employment uses with planning

arwNE

EUV not stated — agricultural land
EUV not stated

EUV not stated — agricultural land
EUV not stated — agricultural land
EUV not stated — agricultural land

N/A — see below

28

Aspinall




Ref

Rushwick Urban Extensions

Throckmorton Airfield

Worcestershire Parkway

Mitton

2. Corylus Planning (Agent) - permission for additional open 6. EUV not stated — agricultural land
CFS0737 — Brookfields Farm, storage.
Grange Lane |
3. Custom Land Limited - CFS0651 - | ® 4 acres of open storage @
Land south of Bransford Road EXXXXXX per acre
4. EXXXXX per acre gross e : 7.  Mucknell Abbey
5. PDR Planning (Agent) - CFS1227 ° ;l(z){ascréz)(z;v)\(/;r;(e;opuesrlnagé/rlgdustnal 8. Gloucester Land company
— Land at Broadmore Green 9. Rodenhurst & Coomber
6. Josephine Bourne - CFS0537 — . 130 acres of greenfield space (landowner) / Terra (agent)
Land West of Claphill Lane / used for 10. Newell Site
CFS0536 — Land off Claphill Lane 11. Rowley
/ CFS0538 — Land west of, and e various research uses (refer to 12. + ten individual ownerships
adjacent to, CFS0536 planning permission) @ £XXXXX
7.  EXXXXX per acre for agricultural per acre
land )
8. Existing Use is agricultural but * 45 acres of greenfield land @
EUV not confirmed. EXXXXX per acre.
9.  Existing Use Value is agricultural e EUV Land at Manor Farm 50
use value — currently estimated to acres of agricultural land @
be approximately £XX-£EXXXXX EXXXXX per acre.
per acre.
10. Planning Prospects Limited 2. Evesham Vale Growers
(Agent) - CFS0582 — Land Eastof | 3. Mercia waste
Claphill Lane 4. Circa EXXXX-EXXXXX per acre
5. Throckmorton Court Farm
6. Marshalls Transport
7. Vanderbilt Homes
8. Drummonds
9. Circa £XXXX per acre, but site
remediation is required to remove
material related to unauthorised
waste processing on site, the cost
is estimated at between
EXXXXXXX and £XXXXXXX ex
VAT depending upon
methodology.
10. +five Ownerships (on the
periphery)
Premium [Q25] 1. Not yet determined but consider 1. Not confirmed 1. Sta_ted EXXXXXX per acre gross N/A — see below
that there needs to be 2 Evesham Vale Growers residual land value
2. Not stated
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Ref Rushwick Urban Extensions Throckmorton Airfield Worcestershire Parkway Mitton
equalisation/collaboration with 3. Mercia waste 3.  Spetchley Estate
other landowners 4.  Not yet determined 4. Not confirmed
2. Corylus Planning (Agent) - 5.  Throckmorton Court Farm 5. (see below)
CFS0737 — Brookfields Farm, 6. Marshalls Transport 6. Not confirmed
Grange Lane 7. Vanderbilt Homes
3. Custom Land Limited - CFS0651- | 8. Drummonds | ...
Land south of Bransford Road 9. The arrangements with the
4. EXXXXX x 25 = EXXXXXX gross landowner is that they receive
5. PDR Planning (Agent) - CFS1227 87.5% of net receipts after a 7.  Mucknell Abbey
— Land at Broadmore Green priority repayment of the 8. Gloucester Land company
6. Josephine Bourne - CFS0537 — promoters costs and any site 9. 10% -20% as per national guidance
Land West of Claphill Lane / remediation, archaeological and 14%-15% as per AV 2020 viability
CFS0536 — Land off Claphill Lane infrastructure costs incurred by the study
/ CFS0538 — Land west of, and landowner consortium on a pro 10. Newell Site
adjacent to, CFS0536 rata per acre basis prior to sale of 11. Rowle
7. The Option Agreement includes land. Note that site remediation ’ Y )
) 5 ; . 12. + ten individual ownerships
confidentiality  clauses  which cost will be borne by each
preclude disclosure of the price to landowner for their site not
be paid. However, in our equalised.
experience land values of £XXXk/ | 10. + five Ownerships (on the
developable acre (EXXXXXX/ha) periphery)
are required.
8.  Not confirmed.
9. Benchmark Land Value (BLV) of
EXXXXXX - EXXXXXX per gross
acre would be considered
appropriate for an assessment of
scheme viabilty. The BLV
allowance is loosely based on the
Existing Use Value for agricultural
land subject to a 10-20 multiplier
10. Planning Prospects Limited
(Agent) - CFS0582 — Land East of
Claphill Lane
Min Land Value [Q53] 1. Not stated 1. To be determined* 1. (see above) Minimum land value in option
2. Corylus Planning (Agent) - 2 Evesham Vale Growers 2. Not confirmed agreement is EXXXXXX per acre net
CFS0737 — Brookfields Farm, 3. Mercia waste 3. Spetchley Estate developable (verbally confirmed in 1-2-
3 grart]ge LLanZ Limited - CFSO651 4. Worcestershire County Council g mgt_confir:neg | Cout 1 meeting)
. ustom Land Limited - - . inimum land values set out are
Land south of Bransford Road 2 Ug&?g”g ??Qngggg Farm as follows on a net developable Barratt are Ig%'_"ng to acqwrekthe Ialnd
4.  Yes — confidential commercial 7 Vanderbilt Homes acreage (NDA) basis: residential at an agreed discount to market value
terms £XXXk per NDA, subject to RPI once planning permission has been
8. Drummonds

capped at £XXXk; and

secured. The option agreement
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Ref

Rushwick Urban Extensions

Throckmorton Airfield

Worcestershire Parkway

Mitton

5. PDR Planning (Agent) - CFS1227
— Land at Broadmore Green

6. Josephine Bourne - CFS0537 —
Land West of Claphill Lane /
CFS0536 — Land off Claphill Lane
/ CFS0538 — Land west of, and
adjacent to, CFS0536

7. The Option Agreement includes
confidentiality clauses which
preclude disclosure of the price to
be paid. The agreement allows for
abnormal costs to be deducted
from the price of the land.

8. Not confirmed — Bellway has an
option agreement albeit it is
considered that the site will be
delivered on a policy compliant
basis and in a single phase.

9. Yes[thereis a minimum land
value] but the exact information is
confidential and cannot be
disclosed. However, the adopted
EUV + Premium (EXXXk - EXXXk
per gross acre) would be
considered appropriate for the
purposes of any assessment of
viability.

10. Planning Prospects Limited
(Agent) - CFS0582 — Land East of
Claphill Lane

9. Itis confirmed that there is “no
minimum land value in the agreed
terms”

10. + five Ownerships (on the

periphery)

* Memorandum of Understanding
agreed between Pinnacle and the
following:

Evesham Vale Growers
Drummonds

Marshalls

Rimmel family

Mercia Waste

Pinnacle [is] to acquire Massingham
Family land

Cirrus are very recently appointed.

Commercial - EXXXk per NDA
subject RPI capped at £XXXk
6.  Minimum price per net
developable acre in Promotion
Agreement has not been
confirmed, but “this will remain
confidential. We do not believe
that the minimum price will
represent a barrier to

viability/deliverability on the site at

this point.”

7. Mucknell Abbey

8. Gloucester Land company

9. Rodenhurst & Coomber
(landowner) / Terra (agent)

10. Newell Site

11. Rowley

12. + ten individual ownerships

contains minimum purchase price
provisions, below which the landowners
would not, presumably, be willing to
proceed with any sale.

Profit [Q44]

1. Not stated

2. Corylus Planning (Agent) -
CFS0737 — Brookfields Farm,
Grange Lane

3. Custom Land Limited - CFS0651 -
Land south of Bransford Road

4. PDR Planning (Agent) - CFS1175
— Land at Manor Farm

5. PDR Planning (Agent) - CFS1227
— Land at Broadmore Green

6. Josephine Bourne - CFS0537 —
Land West of Claphill Lane /
CFS0536 — Land off Claphill Lane

Pinnacle International
Evesham Vale Growers
Mercia waste

Worcestershire County Council
Throckmorton Court Farm
Marshalls Transport

Vanderbilt Homes

Drummonds

“We have used a serviced land
sales model and the price per
serviced plot allows for the
acquiring housebuilder to make a
25% margin on cost on private

CoNouA~ONE

1. Residential market sales — 20% of
value and Affordable Housing —

6.5% of value

2. Summix (part landowner / part

promotor)

Spetchley Estate

Not confirmed

20% for OMV and 6% for

affordable

6. Comfortable with 20% Open
Market Sale and 6% Affordable
Housing

arw
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Ref

Rushwick Urban Extensions

Throckmorton Airfield

Worcestershire Parkway

Mitton

10.

/ CFS0538 — Land west of, and
adjacent to, CFS0536

20% Open Market Sale and 6%
Affordable Housing (as per the
PPG (July 2018)

Not stated

Barwood Land - CFS1213a - Land
at Manor Farm / CFS1213b —
Land off Upper Wick Lane /
CFS1213c - Land off Upper Wick
Lane / CFS1213d - Land adjoining
Manor Farm

Planning Prospects Limited
(Agent) - CFS0582 — Land East of
Claphill Lane

10.

sector stock. We've left the
margin at 25% on the affordable
as well and you'll see from the
analysis that the blended price per
plot is at £XXk not the £XXk we
have used. We are happy to leave
a bit of slack in the numbers at this
stage.”

+ five Ownerships (on the

periphery)

7. Mucknell Abbey

8. Gloucester Land company

9. Rodenhurst & Coomber
(landowner) / Terra (agent)

10. Newell Site

11. Rowley

12. + ten individual ownerships
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Strategic Site Viability Moderation

6.13

6.14

6.15

The viability appraisals for the Strategic Sites adopt the same standard cost and value
assumptions as used for the residential typologies contained within the main report which sets
out the financial viability of residential sites across the SWCs. These value assumptions have

been updated as set out above in section 5.

Furthermore, we have sought to obtain site-specific costs for S106 and infrastructure (and the
timing thereof) in more detail for the strategic sites. In this case, the SWC strategic site are all
(with the exception of Mitton) complex in terms of multiple landowners and site promotors acting.

This has made it more complicated to determine and consolidate these costs.

Consequently, SWC has taken the lead on completing the Excel proformas for each site (in
conjunction with ARUP and Worcestershire County Council). These proforma have been
consulted upon between the SWC and the site promotors / landowners through the various

working-group arrangements and latterly at our viability consultation in June 2022.

BLV Moderation

6.16

6.17

6.18

6.19

6.20

As set out above in Table 5.11 - Benchmark Land Value Assumptions, the baseline BLV

assumption for greenfield sites in the high value zone is £275,000 per acre net.

We have engaged with the strategic site promotors and landowners to corroborate this
assumption as set out in Table 6.1 — Strategic Site Market Engagement Summary. This is

discussed in more detail for each site below.

Rushwick is made up of some 10 separate land parcels / landowners.

Of these parties 4 have confirmed their land value expectations in terms of Existing Use Value

(EUV). This ranges as follows:

o  Circa EXXXX - EXXXXX per acre agricultural land
o EXXXXX per acre gross
o  EXX-XXXXX per acre for agricultural land

e agricultural use value — currently estimated to be approximately £XX-EXXXXX per acre.
In terms of the Premium / Minimum Land Value, we have received the following value comments:

o EXXXXX x 25 = EXXXXXX gross

e in our experience land values of £XXXk/ developable acre (EXXXXXX/ha) are required.
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6.21

6.22

6.23

6.24

6.25

6.26

e Benchmark Land Value (BLV) of EXXXXXX - EXXXXXX per gross acre would be
considered appropriate for an assessment of scheme viability. The BLV allowance is
loosely based on the Existing Use Value for agricultural land subject to a 10-20 multiplier

e the adopted EUV + Premium (EXXXk - EXXXk per gross acre) would be considered

appropriate for the purposes of any assessment of viability.

Some of the above feedback is more considered than others and we have received additional
comments about confidentiality and the incorporation of deductions in agreements for abnormal

costs etc.

For the purposes of our viability assessment, we have included a BLV of £300,000 per acre net
which equates to £102,000 per acre gross. XXXX XXXXX XXX XXXX XXXXXXXXXXX XXX XXXXXX

XXXXXXXXXX.

Throckmorton Airfield is similarly made up of some 10 separate land parcels / landowners. It is
more complex by the fact that it is part greenfield and part brownfield.

Information that has been gleaned in respect of Existing Use Value (EUV) at the site comprise:

e 54 acres of open storage @ £XXXXXX per acre

e 10 acres of warehousing/industrial plots @ £XXXXXX per acre

e 130 acres of greenfield space used for various research uses (refer to planning permission)
@ EXXXXX per acre

e 45 acres of greenfield land @ £XXXXX per acre

e EUV Land at Manor Farm 50 acres of agricultural land @ £XXXXX per acre

o Circa EXXXX-EXXXXX per acre [ for agriculture]

e Circa EXXXX per acre, but site remediation is required to remove material related to

unauthorised waste processing on site.

None of the site promotors have provided information in respect of the Premium / Minimum Land
Value, with the exception of one who has confirmed that there is no minimum land value in the

agreement.

Working with the SWC we have complied a breakdown by area of the various existing uses and
applied the above values to the same. We have included a 10 x premium on the agricultural land
and a premium of 5-20% on the commercial land depending on the use. This calculation results
in a minimum land value (BLV) of £148,862,059. This equates to circa £481,000 per acre net
and £84,000 per acre gross. This is consistent with the BLVs used for the generic brownfield

typologies.
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6.27

6.28

6.29

6.30

6.31

6.32

6.33

6.34

Again, Worcestershire Parkway is made up of multiple landowners / site promotors. We have
engaged with 11 key parties.

None of the parties has engaged with the process in terms of disclosing Existing Use Value (EUV)

assessments for the site, other than to confirm it is majority agricultural land use.
In terms of the Premium / Minimum Land Value, we have received the following value comments:

o  Stated EXXXXXX per acre gross residual land value

e 10% -20% as per national guidance 14%-15% as per AV 2020 viability study

e Minimum land values set out are as follows on a net developable acreage (NDA) basis:
residential £XXXk per NDA, subject to RPI capped at £XXXk; and Commercial - £XXXk
per NDA subject RPI capped at £XXXk

The site promotors have not been particularly transparent in their responses to date, however,
we expect them to share more relevant information prior to the examination in public as we have
positive working relationships. We have received a comment that, ‘Minimum price per net
developable acre in Promotion Agreement has not been confirmed, but “this will remain
confidential. We do not believe that the minimum price will represent a barrier to

viability/deliverability on the site at this point.

For the purposes of our viability assessment we have assumed a BLV of £275,000 per acre net

XXXXX XX XXXXXXXKXXX XXX XXX XXXKX XXXXKXXXXXXXK .

Mitton SUE is the most straightforward of the strategic sites. It is understood to be in single
landownership (additional allocation) under the control of Barratts David Wilson Homes through

an option agreement.

Barratts have not confirmed the EUV or the premium. However, they have confirmed verbally in
the 1-2-1 meeting (June 2021) that the minimum land value in option agreement is EXXXXX per
acre net developable.

We have xxxxxxx used £250,000 per acre net as the BLV.
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7  Appraisal Results

7.1 This section sets out our appraisal modelling results. The strategic site appraisals are attached

in full at Appendix 7. These include the summary table at the end of the appraisals.

2 Aspinall



Table 7.1 — Strategic Site Appraisal Results

Appraisal Ref: AAC AAD AAE AAF
Scheme Typology: Houses & Flats Houses & Flats Houses & Flats Houses & Flats
No Units: 1000 5000 10000 1000
Location / Value Zone: Higher Higher Higher Higher
Greenfield/Brownfield: Greenfield Greenfield / Brownfield Greenfield Greenfield
Motes: Rushwick Strategic Site Throckmorton Airfield Worcestershire Parkway Garden Village Mitton SUE
Total GDV (£) 279,789,148 1.498,131,682 2,872,021.484 279,789,148
Policy Assumptions
AH Target % (& mix): 40% 40% 40% 40%
Affordable Rent: 0% 0% 0% 0%
Social Rent: 69% 69% 69% 69%
First Homes: 25% 25% 25% 25%
Intermediate (Affordable Home Ownership): 6% 6% 6% 6%
CIL (£ psm)
CIL (£ per unit)
Site Specific $106 (£ per unit) 40,564 38,166 36,246 19,834
Sub-total CIL+5106 (£ per unit) 40,864 38,166 36,246 19,834
Site Infrastructure (£ per unit) 6.892 12,077 15,643 21,810
Sub-total CIL+5106+Infrastructure (£ per unit) 47,756 50,243 51,888 41,644
Profit KPI's
Developers Profit (% on OMS) 20.0% 20.0% 20.0% 20.0%
Developers Profit (% on AH) 6.0% 6.0% 6.0% 6.0%
Developers Profit (% blended) 17.06% 17.06% 17.06% 17.06%
Developers Profit (% on costs) 23.71% 23.14% 23.04% 24 27%
Developers Profit Total (£) 47,744,037 238,720,185 477,440,369 47,744,037
Land Value KPI's
RLV (£facre (net)) 379,176 643,054 4565 354 498,900
RLV (£/ha (net)) 936,943 1,588,986 1,125,179 1,232,781
RLV (% of GDV) 9.67% 14.20% 10.05% 11.02%
RLV Total (£) 26,769,807 196,623,248 251.294.826 30,819,519
BLV (£/acre (net)) 300,000 481,949 275,000 250,000
BLV (£/ha (net)) 741,300 1,190,896 679,525 617,750
BLV Total (£) 21,180,000 148,862,059 169,881,250 15,443,750
Surplus/Deficit (£/acre) [RLV-BLV] 79,176 161,105 180,354 248,900
Surplus/Deficit (£/ha) 195,643 398.090 445 654 615,031
Surplus/Deficit Total (£) 5,589,807 49,761,189 111,413,576 15,375,769
Plan Viability comments Viable Viable Viable Viable

Source: 220826 SWC_Whole Plan+CIL Viability Appraisals_v10_Strat Sites
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Rushwick
7.2 Rushwick strategic site(s) is viable including 40% affordable housing whilst allowing for
£47,756 per unit total strategic infrastructure (excluding CIL — CIL exempt).

7.3 This results in a RLV of £379,000 per acre net. This is above the £300,000 per acre BLV XXXXX
XXX XXXXXXXXX. The surplus would be greater at a more modest BLV of £250-275,000 per acre
which would benchmark the land to the other strategic greenfield sites.

7.4 The sensitivity tables show the margins in terms of the viability. The BLV would have to increase
to circa £400,000 before the surplus is eroded. A 5% increase in build cost or a 5% decrease in
values would make the scheme marginally unviable, but we consider that there is still some
headroom in the BLV.

Throckmorton Airfield

7.5 Throckmorton Airfield is viable including 40% affordable housing whilst allowing for £50,243

per unit total strategic infrastructure (excluding CIL — CIL exempt).

7.6 This results in a RLV of £643,054 per acre net. This is above the £481,949 per acre BLV xxxxx

XXX XXXXXX XX XXX XXX.

7.7 The sensitivity tables show the margins in terms of the viability. A 10% increase in build cost or

a 10% decrease in values would make the scheme marginally unviable.

Worcestershire Parkway

7.8 Worcestershire Parkway is viable including 40% affordable housing whilst allowing for £

49,423 per unit total strategic infrastructure (excluding CIL — CIL exempt).

7.9 This results in a RLV of £455,354 per acre net. This is above the £275,000 per acre BLV XxXxx

XXXX XXXXXXXXXX.

7.10 The sensitivity tables show the margins in terms of the viability. A 10% increase in build cost or

a 10% decrease in values would make the scheme marginally unviable.

Mitton SUE

7.11  Mitton SUE is viable including 40% affordable housing whilst allowing for £41,644 per unit

total strategic infrastructure (excluding CIL — CIL exempt).

7.12  This results in a RLV of £498,900 per acre net. This is well above the £250,000 per acre BLV

XXXXX XXXX XXXXXXXXXX.
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7.13  The sensitivity tables show the margins in terms of the viability. The BLV would have to increase
to circa £400,000 before the surplus is eroded. A 15% increase in build cost or a [15%)] decrease
in values would make the scheme marginally unviable.

7.14  This site is the most viable and easiest to deliver given the one landowner and modest land
values involved.

CIL Viability

7.15  The appraisals all assume baseline CIL is £0 psm i.e. the strategic sites greater than 1,000 units
are exempt.

7.16  The sensitivities (Table 1 on the appraisals in Appendix 7) show the potential headroom for CIL
for each strategic site. This is as follows:

Table 7.2 — SWC Strategic Sites Max CIL Viability
Site Name No. Units Max. calculated Affordable S106 per unit
CIL Housing
included
Rushwick Urban 1,000 £110 psm 40% £40,864
Extension
Throckmorton Airfield 5,000 £200 psm 40% £38,166
Worcestershire 10,000 £210 psm 40% £36,246
Parkway
Mitton SUE 1,000 £250+ psm 40% £19,834
Source: 220826 SWC_Whole Plan+CIL Viability Appraisals_v10_Strat Sites
7.17  However, as is also set out on Table 7.2 this includes affordable housing and comprehensive

S106 costs per unit (in addition to the various strategic infrastructure costs). It is important for
delivery that the infrastructure is funded through the most appropriate mechanism. S106
agreements enable more flexibility (especially in two-tier authorities) for the delivery of
infrastructure compared to CIL. This is particularly the case where there is uncertainty in respect
of the strategic infrastructure costs due to the stage of design. Also, paragraph 56 of the NPPF

sets out the tests for planning obligations:

a) necessary to make the development acceptable in planning terms;
b) directly related to the development; and

c) fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the development.
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Therefore, to charge CIL in addition to the S106 planning obligations would result in the S106
falling foul of the paragraph 56 tests. This does not preclude the authority from charging both CIL
and S106 on typical sites.
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South Worcestershire Development Plan (SWDP) Strategic Site Viability Assessment
Worcester City Council, Malvern Hills District Council, Wychavon District Council
July 2022

8  Deliverability Analysis

8.1 We set out below our notes and comments in respect of strengths / opportunities and weaknesses

/ constraints for each of the strategic sites. It is important to note that this is not definitive, and

the SWCs will have an additional criterion for site allocations. The comments below are limited

to viability and deliverability aspects.

Rushwick

Concept Plan

DevelopmentPlan Rushwick Concept Plan

Strengths /
Opportunities

Good location to the south west of Worcester. Approximately 3.5 miles to the
city centre (10-15 minutes by car).

Comprises a number of strategic allocations / urban extensions which build
upon the existing infrastructure which is already present in Rushwick.

There is the opportunity to deliver a new rail station which would add value and
connectivity for the new community.

There is potential to create a new residential market with ¢ 1,000 homes
planned. This could attract premium values.

The growth can be relatively constrained and bounded by the A4103 to the
west; A4440 to the east and the River Teme to the south.

-



Weaknesses /
Constraints

Risk Mitigation

RAG Rating

Barwood is engaged as site promotor on part(s) of the site. They have
responded positively with land ownership / value information for their part of the
site.

Multiple landownerships which are competing for development.

Cost equalisation agreements may be required unless costs can be apportioned
fairly through the planning process.

One of the potential allocations (CFS0582) has been approved at a recent
planning appeal.

A Memorandum of Understanding is required to confirm the willingness of the
key landowners to deliver the planned development.

All the key landowners / site promotors need to confirm their EUV, premium,
minimum land value requirements to demonstrate that the land is deliverable
and that there is sufficient ‘infrastructure cover’ to provide for contingencies.
Failure to obtain this level of engagement at plan-making stage is contrary to
the PPG (see Paragraph: 014 Reference ID: 10-014-20190509) and could
result in protracted site-specific viability negotiations which the PPG/NPPF is
trying to avoid.

Planning policy (AAP / SPD etc) needs to be clear that the development is to be
comprehensive. Planning applications must be supported by an appraisal
demonstrating the viability of the infrastructure and a delivery mechanism /
equalisation approach.

More detailed master planning and site due diligence is required to identify and
cost infrastructure.

The strategic site is viable. The viability buffer is relatively modest given the
relatively high S106/infrastructure costs and the higher BLV selected as part of the
appraisal. There is scope for a lower BLV which would increase the buffer. Site is
complicated by the multiple landowners and disparate land parcels to co-ordinate.
There has been some transparency in terms of minimum land values and
landowners who have not been forthcoming at this stage are assumed to accept the
tone set by those who have been transparent.
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Throckmorton Airfield

Concept Plan

Bishampton

DevelopmentPlan< Throckmorton Concept Plan

Strengths /
Opportunities

Mixed brownfield and greenfield land provides for an efficient use of land of
redevelopment.

Potential for a significant number of units (up to 5,000 subject to density).

Approximately 12 miles from Worcester City Centre (25 minutes by car) and
close to Pershore town centre (5 miles — 10 minutes)

There is an existing railway station and employment opportunities at Pershore.
The direct accessibility to the station etc would be improved as part of the
masterplan.

Cirrus Land are experienced land promotors and originally commenced
discussions with Cushman Wakefield / Pinnacle International about an
equalisation of costs and revenue e.g. a Joint Venture to promote a single
approach to the site. Pinnacle International have subsequently taken the central
role for site promotion and masterplanning.

-



Weaknesses /
Constraints

Risk Mitigation

Cirrus Land has verbally confirmed that their actual site Promotion agreement is
likely to be more favourable than the Council can often assume — or they would
not be promoting the land at risk.

Cirrus Land has verbally confirmed that is does not have a minimum land value;
the landowner accepts that their receipt ‘will be what it will be’. If there is a
minimum land value, it will be ‘very very low.’

This site is being considered for delivery from 2030 and therefore there is some
time to sort out the landownership issues / equalisation etc.

We have included costs for the land decontamination.

Cushman Wakefield (agents for Pinnacle International who own the main
airfield) have concerns about the development density proposed in terms of
market deliverability. 35 dph would be more deliverable. (i.e. 35 dph = 3 bed at
2-storey. 40 dph+ = 3-bed at 3 storey or 2 ¥ storey). SWC urban designers are
developing solutions. The scheme has been appraised based on 40 dph.

The appraisal is ‘masterplan blind’ and more detail will be required in respect of
the outline planning masterplan which will impact density and unit types on a
phase-by-phase basis.

It will be important to ensure that there are no ransom strips and that direct
access for the new community to the station can be provided.

The Airfield is a standing investment and therefore has a high(er) EUV to
overcome (compared to say, agricultural land).

There is more difficultly in quantifying costs and marshalling the landowners for
the second phase of units over 2,000 (up to ¢ 5,000). There is more certainty in
respect of the first 2,000 units.

We understand that a planning application has been submitted for temporary
uses. This could impact the EUV/AUV depending on the term granted.

The scale of the opportunity (net and gross site area) and development density
needs to be agreed in order to determine the number of units which could be
developed at this location. This has an impact on the infrastructure — for
example, the Education Provider (Worcestershire County Council) requires a
certain quantum of units to deliver school(s).

A Memorandum of Understanding is required to confirm the willingness of the
key landowners to deliver the planned development. (We understand, that the
landowners have now signed Heads of Terms).

All the key landowners / site promotors need to confirm their EUV, premium,
minimum land value requirements to demonstrate that the land is deliverable
and that there is sufficient ‘infrastructure cover’ to provide for contingencies.
Failure to obtain this level of engagement at plan-making stage is contrary to
the PPG (see Paragraph: 014 Reference ID: 10-014-20190509) and could
resulting in protracted site-specific viability negotiations which the PPG/NPPF is
trying to avoid. This is particularly the case given that the existing site has
various uses including standing investments.

Planning policy (AAP / SPD etc) needs to be clear that the development is to be
comprehensive. Planning applications must be supported by an appraisal
demonstrating the viability of the infrastructure and a delivery mechanism /
equalisation approach.

" Aspinall



South Worcestershire Development Plan (SWDP) Strategic Site Viability Assessment
Worcester City Council, Malvern Hills District Council, Wychavon District Council

July 2022

e More detailed master planning and site due diligence is required to identify and
cost infrastructure.

RAG Rating

Worcestershire Parkway

Concept Plan %

g

DevelopmentPlan+ Worcestershire Parkway Concept Plan

Strengths / e Significant number of units — 10,000 creates a hew garden community / new
Opportunities market.

e Homes England owns land in the town centre. Homes England and Summix are

the main site promotors.
© OSPCIPGH
erdl




Weaknesses
/ Constraints

Risk
Mitigation

Good transport access with Worcestershire Parkway station in the centre of the
new community. The Parkway station provides access to Worcester city centre
and further afield to Birmingham, Bristol and London.

Worcester City Centre is approximately 6 miles (20 minutes by car). Close
proximity to M5 Junction 7.

Largely greenfield agricultural land with modest EUV.

Bellway has confirmed that there are no significant abnormal costs identified at
this stage in connection to its land. There are no easements/pylons/other utilities
etc which would pose a constraint. They have assumed standard foundations,
build costs, externals etc.

Multiple landownerships — the majority of which are being represented by 7
principal parties.

The development will need coordination through a land/cost equalisation
agreement(s) to be negotiated in order to coordinate comprehensive
development. This will need to include all landowners (including potential ransom
owners e.g. Rowley on Spetchley Estate).

Development density assumptions are quite high across the whole garden
community. The lowest assumptions are 25 to 40 dph; up to 50 to 60 dph. That
said, Bellway has confirmed that the density on its land is 35-50 dph and St
Phillips has confirmed 35 to 40 dph. Homes England has confirmed a density of
30 dph east of the brook rising to 60-80 dph in town centre.

Homes England has identified noise and vibration and flood / drainage as
constraints.

Bellway has confirmed that it owns its part of the land. This is in agricultural use.
Bellway has not confirmed the premium required over EUV for plan-making
purposes.

Some of the consortium has expressed concern that the strategic infrastructure
costs could be higher. SWC has reviewed these costs with the consortium and
Worcestershire County Council. The costs will be kept under review as the
scheme progresses.

The scale of the opportunity is a risk. 10,000 units is a new garden community
and will require careful planning and development management to realise the
aspirations.

A Memorandum of Understanding is required to confirm the willingness of the key
landowners to deliver the planned development.

All the key landowners / site promotors need to confirm their EUV, premium,
minimum land value requirements to demonstrate that the land is deliverable and
that there is sufficient ‘infrastructure cover’ to provide for contingencies. Failure to
obtain this level of engagement at plan-making stage is contrary to the PPG (see
Paragraph: 014 Reference ID: 10-014-20190509) and could resulting in
protracted site-specific viability negotiations which the PPG/NPPF is trying to
avoid. Itis important that SWC obtain transparency on the land agreements in
the context of the infrastructure costs and overall appraisal.

Planning policy (AAP / SPD etc) needs to be clear that the development is to be
comprehensive. Planning applications must be supported by an appraisal
demonstrating the viability of the infrastructure and a delivery mechanism /
equalisation approach.

" Aspinall



South Worcestershire Development Plan (SWDP) Strategic Site Viability Assessment
Worcester City Council, Malvern Hills District Council, Wychavon District Council
July 2022

e More detailed master planning and site due diligence is required to identify and
cost infrastructure. .

RAG Rating
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Mitton
Concept Plan
Bredon's
0 . (TrRe :';:\ 2 V <dlle —
DevelopmentPlan < Mitton Strategic Allocation Concept Plan

Strengths /
Opportunities

e We understand that the site (Phases 1 and 2) are under the same option
agreement to Barratts David Wilson homes.

e The option agreement includes a mechanism to pay the landowners a
discounted price to market value subject to a minimum purchase price. Neither
the discount or the minimum price is “remarkable”.

e We have been verbally informed that the discount to market value is XX% and
that the minimum land value is EXXXXXX per acre net.

e Phase 1 has been the subject of a planning application The phase 1 planning
application is ‘policy compliant’. This is based on the delivery of unmet need for
Tewksbury (35% affordable housing policy).

e The net-to-gross ratio on phase 1 is 38%. This is particularly low due to the
land in the flood plain. 62% of the land is non-developable for residential. On
this basis the minimum option price per gross acre is EXXXXX per acre gross.

e The planning application uses the flood plain to create a riverside parkland.

T



Weaknesses /
Constraints

Risk Mitigation

RAG Rating

The quantum of flood plain land is smaller in phase 2 so the net-to-gross ratio is
slightly higher at 40-45%. The minimum land price is still on a net developable
area basis, so a higher net-to-gross ratio results in in higher gross land value
metric (up to EXXXXXX per acre gross).

The Phase 2 land is approximately 64 acres gross and 30.21 acres net
residential. This allows for a Local centre / doctors / shop etc of 1.6 acres and
land for a new school.

A new 1 FE primary school is planned for phase 1 with land set aside to expand
to 2 FE for phase 2.

The latest developer masterplan is for 526 units based on 40 dph (including
children’s play area(s)).

The developer does not currently have the landowners consent to provide the
minimum land value in the pro-forma.

The main abnormal cost for phase 1 is the water attenuation measures. Similar
allowances will be required for phase 2 due to the flooding issues in
Tewkesbury.

The internal spine road cost is unknown at this stage. A new roundabout will be
required at the junction.

Full transparency over the option agreement values is required (especially
should there be any future viability issues).

More detailed master planning and site due diligence is required to identify and
cost infrastructure e.g. main spine road.

The strategic site is viable. The viability buffer is high given this site has the lowest
S106/infrastructure costs requirement and the lowest BLV selected as part of the
appraisal. There is scope for the land value to increase assuming costs can be
controlled during delivery. The site is relatively easy to deliver being in the single
control of one house-builder and one landowner (albeit consortium). There has
been some transparency in terms of minimum land values verbally.

" Aspinall



9.1

9.2

9.3

9.4

9.5

9.6

9.7

Summary and Recommendations

In this section we draw together the conclusions from the viability modelling.

All of the strategic sites are viable based on a policy compliant 40% affordable housing whilst
allowing for the relevant cost per unit total strategic infrastructure and S106 (excluding CIL — CIL

exempt).
The appraisals assume that all mitigation will be by S106 and we have therefore excluded CIL.

Table 7.2 shows that there is ‘headroom’ to charge CIL based on the values and cost
assumptions. However, it is important for delivery that the infrastructure is funded through the
most appropriate mechanism. S106 agreements enable more flexibility (especially in two-tier
authorities) for the delivery of infrastructure compared to CIL. This is particularly the case where
there is uncertainty in respect of the strategic infrastructure costs due to the stage of design.
Also, to charge CIL in addition to the S106 planning obligations would result in the S106 falling
foul of the NPPF paragraph 56 tests.

We therefore recommend that the CIL Charging Schedule is updated to exclude all sites over
1,000 units (i.e. the four strategic sites herein) which will also ensure the Charging Schedule is

‘future-proofed’.

It is important that statements of common ground (SOCG) are obtained from the relevant
site promotors to ensure that they are content to support the viability assessment at

Examination in Public (EIP).

Further work will be required on an ongoing basis to monitor the infrastructure costs and more

detailed appraisals and cashflows.

0 Aspinall
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220708 Rushwick Strat Infra and S106 Assumptions_v9 CONFIDENTIAL

A ] B | C | D E | | [ | I | | | ) | K | L | M | N | 0 | P | Q | R | S | T | U | v | W | X [ v Z
1 Total Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10 Year 11 Year 12 Year 13 Year 14 Year 15 Year 16 Year 17 Year 18 Year 19 Year 20  Year 21 sa;ztzls[ézfgj
Year
Source [ amend as 2021/22  2022/23 2023/24  2024/25 2025/26 2026/27 2027/28 2028129 2029/30 2030/31 2031/32 2032/33 2033/34 2034/35 2035/36 2036/37 2037/38 2038/39 2039/40 2040/41 Post Plan
2 required]
EX
4 A Development Trajectory (# units) 1,000 21 19 61 62 93 93 65 66 74 74 55 55 65 65 66 66 - 1,000
s Cumulative - - - - 21 40 101 163 256 349 414 480 554 628 683 738 803 868 934 1,000 -
6 B S106 Contributions * -
7 Transport :
New high quality AT routes on north side - linking rail to the o, o yershire County Council / Jacobs 800,000 160,000 160,000 160,000 160,000 160,000 800,000
8 employment (proiect needed 2030/31)
Upgrade (resurface & widen) existing routes on north side ., coiershire County Council / Jacobs 40,000 4,444 4,444 4,444 4,444 4,444 4,444 4,444 4,444 4,444 40,000
9 (proiect needed 2034/35)
10 ::é’ézezggig;ce & widen) PROWs on north side (project . cotershire County Council / Jacobs 200,000 22,222 22,222 22,222 22,222 22,222 22,222 22,222 22,222 22,222 200,000
New high quality AT routes on south side providing link ©0 o tershire County Council / Jacobs 260,000 23,636 23,636 23,636 23,636 23,636 23,636 23,636 23,636 23,636 23,636 23,636 260,000
11 rail station (project needed 2036/37)
2 gg?"”éfge;‘mda'y AT routes on south side (project needed ;. coqershire County Council / Jacobs 320,000 24,615 24,615 24,615 24,615 24,615 24,615 24,615 24,615 24,615 24,615 24,615 24,615 24,615 320,000
13 282;7;03? Road/A4440 ramp at underpass (project needed o, o ciorshive County Council / Jacobs 750,000 107,143 107,143 107,143 107,143 107,143 107,143 107,143 750,000
1 ::é’ézezggzggcmg) existing routes on south side (project . ociershire County Council / Jacobs 140,000 10,769 10,769 10,769 10,769 10,769 10,769 10,769 10,769 10,769 10,769 10,769 10,769 10,769 140,000
15 Upgrade PROWs on south side (project needed 2038/39)  Worcestershire County Council / Jacobs 150,000 11,538 11,538 11,538 11,538 11,538 11,538 11,538 11,538 11,538 11,538 11,538 11,538 11,538 150,000
16 282;7;03? Road 20mph installation (project needed Worcestershire County Council / Jacobs 100,000 14,286 14,286 14,286 14,286 14,286 14,286 14,286 100,000
17 /;8;"(’)? Travel Bridge over A4440 Hams Way (project needed \y;, coqiershire County Council / Jacobs 5,000,000 105,000 95,000 305,000 310,000 465,000 465,000 325,000 330,000 370,000 370,000 275,000 275,000 325,000 325,000 330,000 330,000 5,000,000
18 Bus service support (project needed 2030/31) Worcestershire County Council / Jacobs 1,450,000 290,000 290,000 290,000 290,000 290,000 1,450,000
Contribution toward mitigation on M5. Assume £1250 for 3 National Highways have not provided 1,250,000 26,250 23,750 76,250 77,500 116,250 116,250 81,250 82,500 92,500 92,500 68,750 68,750 81,250 81,250 82,500 82,500 1,250,000
19 strategic sites (Throckmorton, Parkway and Rushwick) figure. Estimate used
New Train Station at Rushwick - total estimated costis ~ Worcestershire County Council / Jacobs/ 2,800,000 58,800 53,200 170,800 173,600 260,400 260,400 182,000 184,800 207,200 207,200 154000 154,000 182000 182,000 184,800 184,800 2,800,000
20 £16m; contribution expected to total 20% (s106 for 20%) SLC
21 Education:
Provision of one two form entry Primary School + Early Worcestershire County Council /
Years/Nursery. School to be delivered by occupation of the . unty Cot 7,995,000 3,997,500 3,997,500 7,995,000
- Worcestershire Children First
22 300th dwelling
Secondary school expansion - timing to be determined but ~ Worcestershire County Council /
23 this would allow by occupation of the 500th dwelling Worcestershire Children First 5816,000 1,163,200 1,163,200 1,163,200 1,163,200 1,163,200 5,816,000
SEND provision - timing to be determined Worcestershire County Council/ 1,494,000 135,818 135,818 135,818 135,818 135,818 135,818 135,818 135,818 135,818 135,818 135,818 1,494,000
24 Worcestershire Children First
Healthcare:
25
1 - ) -
Cont‘rlbutlor? to 2 GP consulting rooms max 165m~ will be CCG Calculator 577,500 144,375 144,375 144,375 144,375 577,500
26 required using latest CCG calculator
Health and Care Trust. Contributions toward Evesham Herefordshi dwi tershire Health
hospital and mental healthcare hub. Calculation based on ~ 1erefordshire and Worcestershire Heal 378,000 7,938 7,182 23,058 23,436 35,154 35,154 24,570 24,948 27,972 27,972 20,790 20,790 24,570 24,570 24,948 24,948 378,000
" and Care NHS Trust (HWHCT)
27 HUDU model £378 per dwelling
Acute Care Trust. Contributions toward Worcester Royal Wi tershire Acute Hospitals NHS
Hospital expansion and provision of services. (£751 per Trage(\sl\lia'll;e cute Hospitals 751,000 15,771 14,269 45,811 46,562 69,843 69,843 48,815 49,566 55,574 55,574 41,305 41,305 48,815 48,815 49,566 49,566 751,000
28 dwelling)*
29 Community Facilities:
20 Contribution to New/Expanded Community Hall SWC / Ethos 266,340 88,780 88,780 88,780 266,340
31 Playing Pitch and Built Facilities Requirements: -
3 Expansion of Rushwick cricket pitch Sport England / PPS 108,786 27,197 27,197 27,197 27,197 108,786
33 Contribution toward sports hall (off-site) Sport England / BFS 349,150 69,830 69,830 69,830 69,830 69,830 349,150
34 Contribution toward swimming (off-site) Sport England / BFS 375,413 75,083 75,083 75,083 75,083 75,083 375,413
35 Contribution toward Indoor Bowls (off-site) Sport England / BFS 77,488 15,498 15,498 15,498 15,498 15,498 77,488
o Eg’é";‘gg;f 4-team changing room and club room on'site o e iand Facilities Costs Q2 2021 690,000 138,000 138,000 138,000 138,000 138,000 690,000
37 Provision 2 football, rugby pitches Sport England Facilities Costs Q2 2021 280,000 56,000 56,000 56,000 56,000 56,000 280,000
8 Provision 4 tennis courts Sport England Facilities Costs Q2 2021 380,000 76,000 76,000 76,000 76,000 76,000 380,000
Life cycle costs x 20 years £51,728 per annum lifecycle
° Sport England / PPS 1,034,560 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000 92,729 92,729 92,729 92,729 92,729 92,729 92,729 92,729 92,729 1,034,560
39 costs for 20 years according to PPS 2021
Green Infrastructure:
40
Cost of delivering public open space calculated in
accordance with Concept Plan. For some parcels this may
be a development cost rather than S106 if itis delivered on -/ s 1 Arup 4,468,425 558,553 558,553 558,553 558,553 558,553 558,553 558,553 558,553 4,468,425
site. Delivery to include biodiversity corridors, allotments and
orchards, a village green and a park at Christine Avenue.
41 See IDP for detail.
Commuted sum for ongoing maintenance of POS
(£1570.90 / dwelling less 40% as only charge on market
dwellings therefore £942.54 per dwelling ) Assumed SWC / Ethos 942,540 188,508 . 188,508 188,508 188,508 188,508 942,540
required every 200 dwellings as phases of Gl are developed
42 and require maintenance.
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220708 Rushwick Strat Infra and S106 Assumptions_v9 CONFIDENTIAL

A ] B | C D | ) K L M N | 0 | p | Q | R | S | T U v W X Z
Malvern Hills AONB Impact contribution (report tbc) SWC Footprint Ecolo 250,000 5,250 4,750 15,250 15,500 23,250 23,250 16,250 16,500 18,500 18,500 13,750 13,750 16,250 16,250 16,500 16,500 250,000
43 estimated £250 per dwelling less 40% affordable. P! oy ' ” ' ) ” ) ” ) ’ ” ” ' ' ’ ) ” "’ '
Police: -
44
45 Police premises expansion WMP 134,476 2,824 2,555 8,203 8,338 12,506 12,506 8,741 8,875 9,951 9,951 7,396 7,396 8,741 8,741 8,875 8,875 134,476
Waste: -
46
New waste facilty contribution per dwelling of £135.00 for - Worcestershire County Council / Malvern 135,000 2,835 2,565 8,235 8,370 12,565 12,555 8,775 8,910 9,990 9,990 7,425 7,425 8,775 8775 8,910 8,910 135,000
47 all future development in the SWDPr. Hills District Council
Gypsy Traveller Site -
48 ypsy
Contributions toward provision of 10 serviced pitches Worcestershire County Council/ Malvern
y P - P! Hills District Council/ Rooftop Housing 1,100,000 275,000 275,000 275,000 275,000 1,100,000
49 £110,000 per pitch expected to be delivered by 2030/31 Group
50 -
51 Sub-Total S106 40,863,678 1,319,072 1,174,122 2,452,011 7,451,963 8,418,469 3,225,786 3,584,920 2,504,228 1,676,014 1,439,712 1,446,076 863,886 1,878,342 923,948 1,357,381 1,147,747 40,863,678
52 Per unit 40,864 62,813 61,796 40,197 120,193 90,521 34,686 55,153 37,943 22,649 19,456 26,292 15,707 28,898 14,215 20,566 17,390 668,474
53 i
C Infrastructure Costs** -
54
55 Transport : -
North access Road (project needed 2026/27) Worcestershire County Council / Jacobs 2,900,000 2,900,000 2,900,000
56
Junction A4103 / North Access Road (project needed Worcestershire County Council / Jacobs 1,750,000 1,750,000 1,750,000
57 2026/27)
58 Utilities Water: -
New water mains - Open Cut - assumes STW do work. TiS ' go.ern Trent water 542,018 67,752 67,752 67,752 67,752 67,752 67,752 67,752 67,752 542,018
59 will be phased throughout the development.
60 Utilities Electricity: -
Electricity - Cable circuits and cabling from Worcester BSP
to Rushwick require upgrade estimated to be required Western Power Distribution 1,700,000 850,000 850,000 1,700,000
61 2030/31
62 i
63 Sub-Total Infrastructure Costs 6,892,018 4,717,752 - 67,752 - 67,752 850,000 917,752 - 67,752 - 67,752 - 67,752 - 67,752 - 6,892,018
64 Per unit 6,892 224,655 - 1,111 - 729 9,140 14,119 - 916 - 1,232 - 1,042 - 1,027 - 253,969
65 i
66 i
67 Total 47,755,696 6,036,825 1,174,122 2,519,764 7,451,963 8,486,222 4,075,786 4,502,672 2,504,228 1,743,766 1,439,712 1,513,828 863,886 1,946,095 923,948 1,425,134 1,147,747 47,755,696
8 Total per unit 47,756 287,468 61,796 41,308 120,193 91,250 43,826 69,272 37,943 23,564 19,456 27,524 15,707 29,940 14,215 21,593 17,390 922,443
69 i
Notes -
70
- * These are social infrastructure costs and other S106 contributions required e.g. Health centres, Schools etc. -
7 ** These are infrastructure costs which are over and above 'normal’' BCIS build costs and 'normal’ 15% externals allowance e.g. Spine Roads, Electricity Substation reinforcements etc. -
*Inclusion is subject to further discussion with the Trust to verify whether requirement is associated with growth not existing B
73 need.
2Inclusion is subject to further discussion with the Trust to verify whether requirement is associated with growth not existing B
74 need.

Printed: 02/09/2022 11:21

S:\_Client Projects\1812 South Worcestershire Plan Viability and CIL Review_SWC\1902 STRATEGIC SITE Assumptions\Rushwick\_Excel proforma\220708 Rushwick Strat Infra and S106 Assumptions_v9

© Copyright Aspinall Verdi Limited

Aspindall




220707 Throckmorton Strat Infra and S106 Assumptions_v9 CONFIDENTIAL

A ] C D t | fF [ ¢ T v T T v T « T '+ T ~vw T ~ T o T *» T a R s | 1 1 u v | w | ox 1y 7
1 Total Year1 Year2 Year3 Year4 Year5 Year6 Year 7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10 Year 11 Year 12 Year 13 Year 14 Year 15 Year 16 Year 17 Year 18 Year 19 Year 20 Beyond ths;::g Total [cheacskcs;ng
Year
Source [ amend as 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036 2037 2038 2039 2040
2 required]
A Development Trajectory (# units) 2000 in the plan period and an 5,000 . . . . . . - . - 100 140 160 200 200 200 200 200 200 200 200 3,000 5,000
3 additional 3000 beyond Plan period ' ' '
4 Cumulative totals 100.0 240.0 400.0 600.0 800.0 1000.0 1200.0 1400.0 1600.0 1800.0 2000.0 5000.0
c B S106 Contributions *
Transport:
 c | ’
Highway improvements S106 contribution toward A44/B4084 Egdon Lane,
Egdon. Signalisation of the Jur?ctlun:£4,0_00,00q costis fora4 arm _ Worcestershire County Council / 1,011,844 1,011,844 1,011,844
roundabout as opposed to a signal junction. (Likely to need forward funding Jacobs
7 project need 2029/30) Numerous sites contributing.
Pershore Rail Enhancements - provision of second platform, new passenger
access bridge, additional parking and enhanced passenger facilities at Worcestershire County Council / 1.627.140 1.627.140 1.627.140
Pershore station. Required by 2030. Throckmorton and Pershore sites to Jacobs e e e
contribute
|-S]
Active travel bridge across A44 linking the site with Pershore station (Project Worcestershire County Council
needed by 2030), Active travel bridge across A44 linking at Lower Moor Y 7,100,000 1,775,000 1,775,000 1,775,000 1,775,000 7,100,000
N Jacobs
| 9| (Proiect needed by 2040)
Service and connectivity improvements as part of the Bus Service Worcestershire County Council /
10 Infrastructure Plan (BSIP). Up until 1000 dwelling Jacobs 1,000,000 200,000 200,000 200,000 200,000 200,000 1,000,000
A44/A4104 Terrace Road 'Pinvin’ junction, Pershore (project needed Worcestershire County Council / 731,199 182,800 182,800 182,800 182,800 731,199
11 2033/34) Jacobs
A4104 Station Road/B4083 Wyre Road junction, Pershore (project needed =~ Worcestershire County Council / 2.611,693 435,282 435,282 435,282 435,282 435,282 435,282 2,611,603
12 2035/36) Jacobs
A4104 Station Road/High Street junction, Pershore (project needed Worcestershire County Council / 2,448,462 1,224,231 1,224,231 2,448,462
13 2031/32) Jacobs
" Ad4/Station Road/Fladbury Hill junction, Fladbury. Project needed 2035/36 g:‘;f;je's“"e County Council / 1,106,356 184,393 184,393 184,393 184,393 184,393 184,393 1,106,356
Two active transport infrastructure schemes: Pershore to Pinvin Active w tershire County C i
Travel Corridors, Cycle path extension to pinvin, potentially using reallocated Ja‘;{)cbes ershire County Counct 5,454,702 454,558 454,558 454,558 454,558 454,558 454,558 454,558 454,558 454,558 454,558 454,558 454,558 5,454,702
15 road space if movements banned at junction o
© A44/A422 roundabout, Spetchley. Project needed by 2031/32 g:‘;f;:'e“h"e County Council / 556,514 278,257 278,257 556,514
TBC Phase 2 estimated local highway network mitigation (Assumed same ~ Worcestershire County Council /
" ) P 12,699,102 12,699,102 12,699,102
17 cost per dwelling as total highway network mitigation for Phase 1) Jacobs
Contribution toward A46 mitigation (National Highways) Assumption based ~ Worcestershire County Council -
on former project on A46 Assumed £10m across Parkway, Throckmorton  awaiting detailed evidence from 3,225,000 645,000 645,000 645,000 645,000 645,000 3,225,000
18 and 500 dwellings at Evesham cost of £645 per dwelling. Delivery by 2035.  National Highways
Contribution toward mitigation on M5 estimate £20m contribution across  SWC estimate awaiting cost from 6,250,000 125,000 175,000 200,000 250,000 250,000 250,000 250,000 250,000 250,000 250,000 250,000 3,750,000 6,250,000
19 Throckmorton, Parkway and Rushwick. Assumed £1250 per dwelling National Highways
Education:
20
Phase 1. 1 x 2 Form Entry Primary School with nursery provision. Primary
school to be opened September of Year 16 in line with occupation of 1,200th Worcestershire County Council 9,876,000 2,469,000 £ 2,469,000 £ 2,469,000 £ 2,469,000 9,876,000
21 dwelling. Primary school site provided year 14
Phase 1. 1 x 2 FE / 4 FE All through School with nursery provision. Land
provided Year 10. All-through school delivered by May of Year 12 - to open  Worcestershire County Council 37,115,000 £ 18,557,500 £ 18,557,500 37,115,000
2% September Year 12 in line with occupation of the 300th dwelling.
Phase 1. SEND provision - timing to be determined but this correlates 10 25y o tershire County Council 2,915,000 £ 364375 £ 364375 £ 364375 £ 364375 £ 364375 £ 364375 £ 364375 £ 364,375 2,915,000
23 SEND places needed so need to deliver by 1400 dwellings year 17
Phase 2 (Beyond 2041). 2 x 2FE primary school with nursery provision, PIs . cotarshire County Council 33,151,161 33,151,161 33,151,161
2 One Three-form entry primary school
Phase 2. Secondary school with no additional land (This is conversion of the
all through school to secondary only) No cost known but for viability factored Worcestershire County Council 1,000,000 1,000,000 1,000,000
25 in £1m)
2 Phase 2. SEND provision Worcestershire County Council 4,508,680 4,508,680 4,508,680
. Playing Pitch and Built Facilities Requirements:
Sports Halls and Courts off-site contribution to existing facilities Sport England / PPS / BFS 1,800,000 36,000 50,400 57,600 72,000 72,000 72,000 72,000 72,000 72,000 72,000 72,000 1,080,000 1,800,000
28 enhancement/ or possible dual use of secondary school 4 court hall. TBD.
AGPs (3G) Assumed 1 pitch. Could be delivered within secondary school for
shared use but thc. Although community need not fully generated until Phase
2 if delivered as part of school assume delivery by 2032. Calculator indicates Sport England / PPS 965,000 482,500 482,500 965,000
£575,418 to be collected through S106. Cost of facility is £965,000
29 according to Q2 2021 Sport England prices. Testing full cost
Swimming - off site contribution to existing facilities enhancement Sport England / BFS 1,925,000 38,500 53,900 61,600 77,000 77,000 77,000 77,000 77,000 77,000 77,000 77,000 1,155,000 1,925,000
30
11 Indoor Bowls- off site contribution to existing facilities enhancement Sport England / BFS 375,000 7,500 10,500 12,000 15,000 15,000 15,000 15,000 15,000 15,000 15,000 15,000 225,000 375,000
13 pitches (6 phase one, 7 phase two) Calculator indicates £1,515,766 to be
collected through S106. Cost of facilities estimated to be £1,540,000 Sport England / PPS 1,540,000 30,800 43,120 49,280 61,600 61,600 61,600 61,600 61,600 61,600 61,600 61,600 924,000 1,540,000
2 according to Q2 2021 Sport England prices. Testing full cost
20 changing rooms. Calculator indicates £3,255,000 to be collected through
S106. Each 4 team changing rooms cost £690,000 according to Q2 2021 Sport England / PPS 3,450,000 69,000 96,600 110,400 138,000 138,000 138,000 138,000 138,000 138,000 138,000 138,000 2,070,000 3,450,000
33 Sport England prices. Total provision estimated cost £3,450,000
Life cycle costs x 20 years. £336,342.5 per annum lifecycle costs for20 - g1 England / PPS/BFS 6,726,850 134,537 188,352 215,259 269,074 260,074 269,074 260,074 260,074 260,074 260,074 260,074 4,036,110 6,726,850
34 years according to PPS 2021
Green Infrastructure:
35
w Greening of 50% Runways 8.3ha (remainder for active travel) - Early Phase SWC / Ethos 3,339,600 417,450 417,450 417,450 417,450 417,450 417,450 417,450 417,450 3,339,600
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Al B | C D K | L | M | N | [ P Q R S T U Y w X Y 7
Parks and Recreation Pocket parks and larger Park to exceed minimum g\ ihos 4,461,120 202,778 202,778 202,778 202,778 202,778 202,778 202,778 202,778 202,778 202,778 202,778 2,230,560 4,461,120
37 standards and contributing to 40% GI. Based on 4.8ha
Orchard and Allotments on site to exceed minimum standards and SWC / Ethos 1,615,182 73,417 73,417 73,417 73,417 73,417 73,417 73,417 73,417 73,417 73,417 73,417 807,591 1,615,182
38 contributing to 40% GlI. Based on 7.2ha
Natural Green Space 22.2ha Biodiversity enhancement areas on landfill site
post remediation post 2041 32.9ha New Extensions to Wildife Sites SWC / Ethos / Arup 11,740,201 342,768 342,768 342,768 342,768 342,768 342,768 342,768 342,768 342,768 342,768 342,768 7,969,750 11,740,201
throughout scheme phased with development. 56.5ha wildlife buffer along
39 watercourse phased with development, 3/4/ Phase 1.
Commuted Sum for maintenance of Gl. Assumptions based on £1570.90 gy / gihos 4,712,700 235,635 235,635 235,635 235,635 235,635 235,635 235,635 235,635 2,827,620 4,712,700
40 per dwelling less contribution from 40% affordable
“ zﬂvj'e‘ﬁg Hills AONB Impact contribution (report the) estimated £250 per gy Footprint Ecology 1,250,000 25,000 35,000 40,000 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000 750,000 1,250,000
4 Healthcare:
Primary Care Provision - No requirement up to 2041. Post 2041 could NHS Herefordshire and
require new surgery therefore worst case scenario of new PC unit, 300-900  Worcestershire Clinical 3,100,000 3,100,000 3,100,000
43 sqg.m. based on population density of 5,000-14,000 residents. Commissioning Group
Herefordshire and Worcestershire
Health and Care Trust. Contributi t d Evesham hospital and tal
eatih and tare Trust, Goniributions toward Bvesham hospital and mental e and care NHS Trust 1,890,000 37,800 52,920 60,480 75,600 75,600 75,600 75,600 75,600 75,600 75,600 75,600 1,134,000 1,890,000
44 healthcare hub. Calculation based on HUDU model £378 per dwelling (HWHCT)
Acute Cér.e Trust. C(?mnbzullons toward Worcester Royal Hospital expansion Worcestershire Acute Hospitals NHS 3,755,000 75,100 105,140 120,160 150,200 150,200 150,200 150,200 150,200 150,200 150,200 150,200 2,253,000 3,755,000
45 and provision of services. Trust (WAHT)
Police:
46
W Police Provision: Police premises, equipment and vehicles Phase 1 West Mercia Police 128,952 6,448 9,027 10,316 12,895 12,895 12,895 12,895 12,895 12,895 12,895 12,895 - 128,952
8 Police Provision: Police premises, equipment and vehicles Phase 2 West Mercia Police 606,248 606,248 606,248
Waste:
29
Contribution of £135/dwelling for new Household Recycling Centre Worcestershire County Council / 675,000 13,500 18,900 21,600 27,000 27,000 27,000 27,000 27,000 27,000 27,000 27,000 405,000 675,000
50 Wychavon District Council
Flood Mitigation:
51
5 None required - standard SuDS based on site specific FRAs SWSFRA - -
Community Building:
53
Cowmumty Building (thasel) Upfront contributions required to facilitate swc 532,680 177,560 177,560 177,560 532,680
54 delivery by 500th dwelling.
Community Building (Phase 2) Timing to be confirmed 752,700 752,700
55 swcC 752,700
Gypsy/Traveller Site
56
£110,000 per pitch. Anticipated delivery 2035/36 . ’ 1,100,000 220,000 220,000 220,000 220,000 220,000 1,100,000
57 SWC/ Worcestershire County Council
58
59 Sub-Total S106 190,829,085 - 2,786,844 6,161,661 24,444,495 24,014,875 7,328,077 7,620,586 7,443,026 6,178,351 3,053,716 3,289,351 4,282,526 4,282,526 2,507,526 87,435,522 190,829,085
60 Per unit 38,166 244,445 171,535 45,800 38,103 37,215 30,892 15,269 16,447 21,413 21,413 12,538 29,145 684,213
61
C Infrastructure Costs**
62
63
64 Archaeological Investigation:
Geophysics Survey to be undertaken on 507ha of the site (the developable
areas). Th|§ excludes managemgm fees (author specs, liaison vylth county Cushman Wakefield estimate 101,500 101,500 101,500
archaeologist, management of field work). To be undertaken prior to
65 development
Trial Trenching prior to each phase of development across 507ha at 7%
coverage with cost arising as the site is developed out in phases. Cushman Wakefield estimate 2,700,000 380,000 280,000 280,000 280,000 280,000 280,000 280,000 640,000 2,700,000
66
Transport:
67 P
o South access road including bridge over Piddle Brook flood zone J"‘;‘;;Cbe;‘e’s'“"e County Council / 7,170,000 1,792,500 1,792,500 1,792,500 1,792,500 7,170,000
6 Junction A44/B4083/South Access Road g\;g(’f;:‘mh"e County Council/ 1,500,000 750,000 750,000 1,500,000
Core Active ‘favel rqu‘e through ‘he site, Secondary Active Travel routes Worcestershire County Council / 4,130,000 516,250 516,250 516,250 516,250 516,250 516,250 516,250 516,250 4,130,000
70 through the site, Active Travel Bridge across the flood zone. Jacobs
7 On-site internal spine roads estimated late Plan period and Phase 2 z‘;‘c’(’f;:‘e’s""e County Council/ 6,150,000 683,333 683,333 683,333 4,100,000 6,150,000
Utilities Electricity:
72
Western Power - Reinforcement to meet increase in demand £2.5m to £3m
sufficient for LOMVA will provide most of supply for Phase 1 ( will take 2
years to deliver) along with existing spare capacity at Pershore. Larger Western Power Distribution 7,000,000 3,000,000 4,000,000 7,000,000
transformers will be required for later in phase 1 and phase 2 at £4m and
73 take 2 years to deliver.
Utilities Water:
74
New water mains - Open Cut - assumes STW do work. This will be phased g ern Trent water 1,067,986 106,799 106,799 106,799 106,799 106,799 533,093 1,067,986
75 throughout the development.
Contamination:
76
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Cushman Wakefield estimate based

Ground Investigation and Site Remediation. Assumes 70% coverage of on principles of the “Guidance on

149ha identified as potentially contaminated within Marshalls, Poultry Farm  dereliction, demolition and 21,525,000 1,192,154 1,192,154 1,192,154 1,192,154 1,192,154 1,192,154 1,192,154 1,192,154 1,192,154 1,192,154 1,192,154 1,192,154 1,192,154 6,026,998 21,525,000

and Airfield sites. : £21,525,000. Cost phased with site delivery. remediation costs” (Homes &
77 Communities Agency, 2015)

Site clearance of Cirrus Land estimated between £2,089,800 and

£2,750,000 this should come off the value of the land rather than be a Quote from Jack Moody Group to lanc - -
78 development cost.

Cirrus Land Phase Il ground investigation is required. Using same
79 methodoloay as above 70% of 63ha site at £205,000 per hectare 9,040,500 3,013,500 8,013,500 8,013,500 9,040,500

Site remediation of landfill Site - no cost to developers as Mercia waste are wa _ ~
80 required to remediate.

Site remediation of DEFRA burial Site - DEFRA will absorb this cost at no

DEFRA - -

81 cost to developers
82 i
83 Sub-Total Infrastructure Costs 60,384,986 3,024,000 3,734,654 3,264,654 6,607,703 1,988,404 1,815,203 1,988,404 1,708,404 2,095,203 1,708,404 5,988,404 1,982,286 5,168,987 4,995,786 14,314,491 60,384,986
84 Per unit 12,077 66,077 14,203 11,345 9,942 8,542 10,476 8,542 29,942 9,911 25,845 24,979 4,771 224,576
85
86
87 Total 251,214,072 3,024,000 6,521,498 9,426,315 31,052,197 26,003,279 9,143,280 9,608,990 9,151,430 8,273,554 4,762,120 9,277,755 6,264,812 9,451,514 7,503,312 101,750,013 251,214,071
a8 Total per unit 50,243 310,522 185,738 57,145 48,045 45,757 41,368 23,811 46,389 31,324 47,258 37,517 33,917 908,789
89

Notes
90
o1 * These are social infrastructure costs and other S106 contributions required e.g. Health centres, Schools etc.
9 ** These are infrastructure costs which are over and above 'normal’ BCIS build costs and 'normal' 15% externals allowance e.g. Spine Roads, Electricity Substation reinforcements etc.
93 Yinclusion is subject to further discussion with the Trust to verify whether requirement is associated with growth not existing need.
o 2Inclusion is subject to further discussion with the Trust to verify whether requirement is associated with growth not existing need.
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Al 8 | C D L 1 6 1 H 1 i 1 J K L M N | [ P | Q R | S T | u v | w | X | Y z
Total [check same]
, Total Yearl  Yearz  Year3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10 Year 11 Year 12 Year 13 Year 14 Year 15 Year 16 Year 17 Year 18 Year 19 Year 20 Year 21 oS
Year
Source [ amend as 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036 2037 2038 2039 2040 Post 2041
required]
.| A pevetopment Trajectory (# units) 10,000 100 150 250 300 350 350 350 350 ars 375 400 400 400 425 425 5,000
Cumulative 100 250 500 800 1,150 1,500 1,850 2,200 2,575 2,950 3,350 3,750 4,150 4575 5,000 10,000
5| B S106Contributions *
7 Transoort Infrastructure:
A44/B4084 Egdon Lane, Egdon. Signalisation of the junction. (Project needed 2029/30) ﬁg;ﬁf‘m""“ County Council / 2,782,570 927,523 927,523 927,524 2,782,570
Add/Station Road/Fladbury Hill junction, Fladbury ( Project needed 2032/33) ﬁg;ﬁf‘m""“ County Council / 3,042,487 507,081 507,081 507,081 507,081 507,081 507,082 3,042,487
A44/A4104 Terrace Road ‘Pinvin’ junction, Pershore (Project needed 2029/30) ﬁg;ﬁf‘m""“ County Council / 2,010,798 670,266 670,266 670,266 2,010,798
10
AA44/A422 roundabout, Spetchley;(Project needed 2031/32) ﬁg;ﬁf‘m""“ County Council / 1,530,413 306,083 306,083 306,083 306,082 306,082 1,530,413
11
A44/A4440 Whittington Roundabout (Project needed 2028/29) ﬁg;ﬁf‘m""“ County Council / 926,068 463,034 463,034 926,068
12
A44/A4440 Swinesherd Way Roundabout (Project needed 2028//29) ‘f;‘;;i‘f‘mh"e County Council/ 1,543,446 771,723 771,723 1,543,446
13
TS improvements — Automatic Vehicle Location (AVL)/RTI system on bus routes and - Worcestershire County Council / 400,000 26,666 26,666 26,666 26,666 26,666 26,667 26,667 26,667 26,667 26,667 26,667 26,667 26,667 26,667 26,667 400,000
“ signal junctions Jacobs
Worcester-Parkway-Pershore Active Travel Corridor: Three options for active travel
infrastructure: Worcester-Parkway-Pershore Active Travel Corridor, ATC including a link Worcestershire County Council /
to Stoulton ATC including links to Stoulton and Drakes Broughton. (Project needed  Jacobs 13.197.531 6,598,766 6,598,765 13.197,531
15 2028/29)
6 [S'Eeé‘l’;ff and connectivity improvements as part of the Bus Service Infrastructure Plan 3”;‘0’:[’5:‘5'5"" County Council / 5,000,000 333,333 333,333 333,333 333,333 333,333 333,333 333,333 333,333 333,333 333,333 333,334 333,334 333,334 333,334 333,334 5,000,000
TBC Phase 2 estimate for Service and connectivty improvements as part of the BUS /oL
Senvice Infrastructure Plan (BSIP) for expanded settlement. (Assumed same cost per Y 5,000,000 5,000,000 5,000,000
17 dwellina as total mitiaation for Phase 1)
Additional platform and further dualling of the Cotswolds and Malvern Line (project Worcestershire County Council /
18 needed 2028/29) Total cost £25m development expected to contribute 20% Jacobs 5000000 2500000 2500000 £:000,000
19 Redhill Island - £5M with £340,000 already secured (project needed 2029/30) ‘f;‘;;i‘f‘mh"e County Council/ 3,604,793 1,201,598 1,201,598 1,201,507 3,604,793
TBC Phase 2 estimated local highway network mitigation (Assumed same costper  Worcestershire County Council / 20,038,106 20,038,106 20038106
20 dwellina as total hiahway network mitiaation for Phase 1) Jacobs
Contribution toward mitigation on M5 £1250 per dwelling across 3 strategic sites National Highways not provided cost 12,500,000 125,000 187,500 312,500 375,000 437,500 437,500 437,500 437,500 268,750 468,750 500,000 500,000 500,000 531,250 531,250 6,250,000 12,500,000
21 Throckmorton. Parkway and Rushwick therefore estimate
Contribution toward A46 mitigation (National Highways) Assumption based on former  Worcestershire County Council -
project on A46 Assumed £10m across Parkway, Throckmorton and 500 dwellings at  awaiting detailed evidence from 6,450,000 645,000 645,000 645,000 645,000 645,000 645,000 645,000 645,000 645,000 645,000 6,450,000
22 Evesham cost of £645 per dwellina. Deliverv by 2035. National Hiahwavs
pE] Education Phase 1
Three two-form entry Primary School and Nursery £29,628,000
One three-form entry Primary School and Nursery.£13,399,000. Delivery of fist 2FE oo/ (o
Primary school prior to occupation of 300th dwelling. Delivery of second 2FE Primary Y 43,027,000 9,876,000 2,469,000 2,469,000 2,469,000 2,469,000 3,202,000 3,202,000 3,202,000 4,466,333 4,466,333 4,466,333 43,027,000
Worcester Children First
School prior to occupation of 1200th dwelling, Further primary schools to be delivered at
24 2400th dwellin and 3600th dwellinas
One seven form entry Secondary (Delivery of 4FE Secondary School before 800th  Worcestershire County Council/ 26,500,000 6,666,667 6,666,667 6,666,667 722,222 722,222 722,222 722,222 722,222 722,222 722,222 722,223 722,223 26,500,000
25 dwelling and expand to seven form entry after 3000 dwellings ) Worcester Children First
) Worcestershire County Councill
2% Post-16 (sixth form/apprenticeships/college etc.) Delivery by 2029/30 350 dwellings) v rCe1orETite COMIY ¢ 9,686,000 3,228,667 3,228,667 3,228,666 9,686,000
27 SEND provision (delivery end Phase 1 early Phase 2) m;g:z:;sgﬁ di"n”'F“wys‘c““""” 7,423,000 494,867 494,867 494,867 494,867 494,867 494,867 494,867 494,867 494,867 494,867 494,867 494,867 494,867 494,867 494,867 7,423,000
26 Education Phase 2
Worcestershire County Councill
29 Four two-form entry Primary School and Nursery o i € 39,504,000 39,504,000 39,504,000
Worcestershire County Councill
3 Seven form entry Secondary e o € 26,500,000 26,500,000 26,500,000
Worcestershire County Councill
3 Post-16 provision o i € 9,686,000 9,686,000 9,686,000
Worcestershire County Councill
3 Special School (120 place) e o € 7,423,000 7,423,000 7,423,000
33 Green Infrastructure
Allotments / community orchard Amounting to: 20.28ha. Delivery expected throughout ¢/ Ethos/ Arup 4,530,552 113,264 113,264 135,917 158,569 158,569 158,569 158,569 169,896 169,896 181,222 181,222 181,222 192,548 192,548 2,265,276 4,530,552
34 development as each petal/phase develobed.
Parks and recreation: Community Park amounting to: 50.54ha and other Park and
Recreation (including formal parks) amounting to: 13.26ha. Delivery expected
throughout development as each petal/phase developed but a substantial part of the  SWC/ Ethos/ Arup 27,667,788 1,534,304 1,534,394 1,534,304 1,534,304 1,534,304 1,534,394 1,534,304 1,534,394 1,534,304 1,534,304 770,240 770,240 770,240 770,240 9,242,883 27,667,788
community park required early in Phase 1 by 2030/31 along with a 10ha linear park in
35 the town centre.
Natural Green Space (new extensions of wildiife buffer including motorway, railway
buffers) Amounting to: 75.53ha. Town Centre Buffer Amounting to 30.5ha. Town centre SWC Ethos/ Arup 1,103,389 110,339 110,339 110,339 110339 110339 55,169 55,160 55,169 55,160 55,169 55,160 55,169 55,160 55,169 55,160 . 1,103,389
% and railway line buffers first five years, motorway buffer when required.
Maintenance of Open Space - Assumed £1570.90 per dwelling and discounted 40%
affordable dwellings. Collect every 250 dwellings as Gl is delivered across the site and ~ SWC/ Ethos 9,425,400 235,635 235,635 285,618 325,014 325,014 325,014 325,014 349,089 349,089 377,016 377,016 377,016 392,725 392,725 4,753,781 9,425,400
37 therefore needs maintainina
38 Malvern Hills AONB SSSI Impact contribution estimated £250 per dwellina SWC Footprint Ecoloay 2,500,000 25,000 37,500 62,500 75,000 87,500 87,500 87,500 87,500 93,750 93,750 100,000 100,000 100,000 106,250 106,250 1,250,000 2,500,000
39 Sport and Recreation Facilities:
Built Faciltes Provision: 6 badminton courts, Costed 6 court hall but could see possible /oo o
dual use of school for some of the time unti a facity is constructed), 1.25 metre 4 lane  phors 0| 0% 2 P 7,378,604 302,857 302,857 302,857 392,857 392,857 392,857 392,857 243,750 243,750 243,750 243,750 243,750 243,750 243,750 243,750 2,678,604 7,378,604
40 pool required early phase 2. Contribution for bows. 9
Playing Pitches - Sports Pitches 28 pitches Half in phase 1 exact requirements for
phase 2 will need to be reviewed. Estimated to be 6 adult, 8 youth and 5 mini football
° Sport England Costs Q2 2021/ PPS 4,070,000 40,700 61,050 101,750 122,100 142,450 142,450 142,450 142,450 152,625 152,625 162,800 162,800 162,800 172975 172,075 2,035,000 4,070,000
pitches, 4 rugby pitches, 4 cricket pitches and 1X3G pitch which may be delivered as
| 41} part of school. Sport Enaland costs used
40 team changing rooms - 20 in phase 1. Calculator indicates £6,705,358 to be
collected through S106. Each 4 team changing rooms cost £690,000 according to Q2
5021 Sport Englant prie. Total rovision sstmated! oot £6.500.000. Fiet fagiity 10 be. SPOrt England Faciites Costs | PPS 6,900,000 690,000 690,000 690,000 690,000 690,000 3,450,000 6,900,000
42 available 2029. Deliverv of remainder as facilities expand.
Open Space and Playing Pitches - Lifecycle costs for 20 years, assumes £336,339 per
annum for Phase 1 and £336,339 per annum for Phase 2. Not required until irst Sport England / PPS 13,453,560 168,170 336,339 336,339 336,339 336,339 336,339 336,339 336,339 336,339 336,339 336,339 336,339 336,339 9,249,323 13,453,560
pitches complete and functionina 2028 onwards
Police:
Police premises: On-site Safer Neighbourhood Team Office - could be co-located with oL 1,000,000 500,000 500,000 1,000,000
45 community facilties therefore expected within 5 years
76 Waste:
New waste facility contribution per dweling of £135.00 for allfuture development i the - Worcestershire County Councill 1,350,000 13,500 20,250 33,750 40,500 47,250 47,250 47,250 47,250 50,625 50,625 54,000 54,000 54,000 57,375 57,375 675,000 1,350,000
47 SWDPr. Wychavon District Council
Ty Communitv Facilities:
Community Building of up to 690sqm. A facility to be provided within town centre in first
5 years. Smaller facilly could be elivered in neighbourhood later f required or town 1 e 2663400 332,925 332,925 332,025 332,025 1331.700 263,400
centre facility expanded. Beyond 2041 approximately 2 smaller facilties in
49 neighbourhoods
Library provision and fit out: Co-located library of 220-250sqm within public facing
library space, public meeting room space and library back office. Facility to be provided
at approx. 2500 dwellings. Developer built (cost £861,000) with developer contribution  V©"cestershire County Council 1,365,000 682.500 662,500 1,365,000
50 for fit out (£504.000)
1 Healthcare:
Provision of primary care faciliies at Worcestershire Parkway. Anticipated that a facility - Herefordshire and Worcestershire
should be place early on but tha this willlikely be subject to expansion through CCG / Herefordshire and . 4731 731 4731 1731 1731 1731 4731 1731 .
development phases. May be too expensive to develop whole site up front. CCG could  Worcestershire STP Primary Care 3,785,500 3.188 3.188 3.188 3188 3188 3188 3.188 3188 3785500
52 explore usina shared community facility for cost sharina. Estates Strateay (2019 - 2024)
Health and Care Trust. Contributions toward Evesham hospital and mental healthcare  Herefordshire and Worcestershire 3,780,000 37,800 56,700 94,500 113,400 132,300 132,300 132,300 132,300 141,750 141,750 151,200 151,200 151,200 160,650 160,650 1,890,000 3,780,000
3 hub. Calculation based on HUDU model £378 per dwelling Health and Care NHS Trust (HWHCT)
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"Acute Care TrusL. Contributions toward Worcester Royal Hospital expansion and i
u ust butions toward Wors val Hospital expansi Worcestershire Acute Hospitals NHS 7,510,000 75,100 112,650 187,750 225,300 262,850 262,850 262,850 262,850 281,625 281,625 300,400 300,400 300,400 319175 319,175 3,755,000 7,510,000
54 provision of services. (E751 per dwelling) Trust (WAHT)
B3 Guosv traveller site:
Contributions toward provision of 20 serviced pitches £110,000 per pitch. 10 pitches on  Worcestershire County Councill
each site. First 10 expected to be delivered after primary school approx. 2029, Second ~ Wychavon District Council/Rooftop 2,200,000 366,667 366,667 366,667 366,667 366,667 366,667 2,200,000
56 site to be delivered late in plan period. Housina Groun
57
- Sub-Total S106 362,458,405 - 37,210,348 31,845,191 23,186,937 10,224,202 9,944,801 11,006,551 10,914,894 10,432,862 11,256,184 10,566,184 10,039,715 5,499,227 4,453,671 5,249,981 4,559,981 165,977,672 362,458,405
o Per unit 36,246 #DIVIO! 372,103 212,301 92,748 34,081 28414 31,704 31,185 20,808 30,016 28176 25,009 13,748 11,134 12,353 10,729 33,196 #DIVIO!
60
| © mirastructure costs=
7 Utilities electricitv:
Electricity GTC quote includes: costs for DNO supplying and building the on-site
primary substation, 41 domestic across ente site, works - gre 26,522,490 13,261,245 442,042 442,042 442,042 442,042 442,042 442,042 442,042 442,042 442,042 442,042 442,042 442,042 442,042 442,042 442,042 6,630,623 26,522,490
including establishing a new 132kV switching site at Bishops Wood and installing a new
63 15km circuit to Warndon.
) Transoort Infrastructure
Development link from B4084 to A44 (approx. 2,500m). This a development cost. Worcestershire County Council / 7.070.563 1139.038 1139.038 1130.038 1130.038 1130.038 1130.038 1130.038 7070563
- Estimated to be required by 2000 dwellings/2033 Jacobs/ Aecom
Development link road bridge ‘J”;‘chb‘f‘ers""e County Council / 12,000,000 2,400,000 2,400,000 2,400,000 2,400,000 2,400,000 12,000,000
66
Stoulton by-pass (expected phase 2) Aecom 11,671,502 11,671,502 11,671,592
67
Core network of active travel routes through scheme (approx 36km) ‘J”;g;is‘ers"”e County Council/ 21,700,000 723,333 723,333 723,333 723,333 723,333 723,333 723,333 723,333 723,333 723,333 723,333 723,333 723,333 723,333 723,333 10,850,000 21,700,000
68
Rail crossing closures x5 and approx. 2 pedestrian and cycle crossings ::gw;i::z?e“” County Council 24,000,000 4,800,000 4,800,000 4,800,000 4,800,000 4,800,000 24,000,000
69
70 Utilities Water:
New water mains - Open Cut - assumes STW do work. This will be phased throughout
the but will need to ahead of as such limited Severn Trent Water 1,492,814 14928 22,392 37,320 44,784 52,248 52,248 52,248 52,248 55,981 55,981 59,713 59,713 59,713 63,445 63,445 63,445 682,962 1492814
il caacity
Foul water - Network expansion as currently greenfield area, including local & stralegic ¢4 gis penchmark 22,220,000 2,000,000 2,000,000 793,571 793,571 793,571 793,571 793,571 793571 793,571 793571 793,571 793571 793,571 793571 793,571 793571 7,110,000 22,220,000
72 pumping stations and rising mains.
£ Flood Risk:
SuDS & associated surface water drainage network - Site-specific dependent on
Surface Water Management Masterplan. Arcadis benchmark 28,840,000 901,250 901,250 901,250 901,250 901,250 901,250 901,250 901,250 901,250 901,250 901,250 901,250 901,250 901,250 901,250 901,250 14,420,000 28,840,000
74
75
6 Sub-Total Infrastructure Costs 156,426,459 16,177,423 12,428,955 11,237,454 11,244,918 11,252,382 11,252,382 4,052,382 4,052,382 2,916,177 2,916,177 2,919,909 2,919,909 2,919,909 2,923,641 2,923,641 2,923,641 51,365,177 156,426,450
. Per unit 15,643 #DIVIO! 124,289.55 74,916.36 44,979.67 37,507.94 32,149.66 11578.24 11578.24 8331.93 7,776.47 7,786.42 7,200.77 7,290.77 7,300.10 6.879.15 6,879.15 10,273.04 #DIVIO!
8 )
i) )
w0 Total 518,884,864 16,177,423 49,639,303 43,082,645 34,431,855 21,476,585 21,107,183 15,148,934 14,967,277 13,349,039 14,172,361 13,486,093 12,959,624 8419136 7,377,312 8,173,622 7,483,622 217,342,849 518,884,864
o Total per unit 51,888 #DIVIO! 496,393 287,218 137,727 71589 60,563 43283 42,764 38,140 37,793 35,963 32,309 21,048 18,443 19,232 17,609 43,469 #DIVIO!
82
Notes
83 =
o * These are social infrastructure costs and other S106 contributions required e.g. Health centres, Schools etc.
** These are infrastructure costs which are over and above normal’ BCIS build costs and 'normal’ 15% externals allowance e.g. Spine Roads, Electricity Substation reinforcements etc.
85
5 “Inclusion is subject to further discussion with the Trust to verify whether requirement is associated with growth not existing need
. Inclusion is subject to further discussion with the Trust to verify whether requirement is associated with growth not existing need
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B | C D E | G H I J K L M | N | [ p | Q | r | s T
1 Total Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10 Year 11 Year 12 Year 13 Year 14 Year 15 Total (check)
Year
Source [ amend as 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035
2 required]
| 3 |
4 Development Trajectory (# units) 1,000 40 80 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 80 1,000
5 Cumulative 40 120 220 320 420 520 620 720 820 920 1,000
6 S106 Contributions * -
7 Transport: -
Active Travel -Connectivity throughout site for cyclist .
and pedestrians. Phase 2 to provide safe cycle and Barratt suggest nominal fee of £100,000 200,000 100,000 100,000 200,000
. Phase 1
pedestrian route to Tewkesbury town centre.
| 8 |
Barratt confirm this has been agreed with
Buses 15-minute bus service from Mitton to Stagecoach (email 16 Aug 2021).Confirmed in
Tewkesbury town centre.£540,000 spread over 6 years, Highway Authority request in Phase 1 540,000 90,000 90,000 90,000 90,000 90,000 90,000 540,000
9 application (18/00771/0UT)
Junction improvements to the A438/Shannon Way. National Highways/ Gloucestershire County 50.123 50.123 50.123
10 Junction improvement prior to occupation Council Phase 1 application (18/00771/0OUT) ’ ! ’
Highway improvement works in Bredon village. Require . woiershire County Council 350,000 350,000 350,000
" junction improvement prior to occupation
TBC highway mitigation to local highway network for
Phase 2. (Assumed same cost per dwelling as Phase Glos County / Worc County 400,123 80,025 80,025 80,025 80,025 80,025 400,123
12 1)
Travel Plan bond and monitoring for proposed
community as requested in Phase 1 planning Gloucestershire County Council 79,500 79,500 79,500
13 application
14 Travel Plan for Phase 2 Gloucestershire County Council 79,500 79,500 79,500
Travel plan bond and monitoring for existing community
Contribution as requested in planning application for Gloucestershire County Council 119,677 119,677 119,677
15 Phase 1
Travel Plan for Phase 2 Gloucestershire County Council 119,677 119,677 119,677
| 16]
Unknown hlghwa_y mitigation M5 Junction 9 (Assumed Nat|0n§| Highways/ Gloucestershire County 4,000,000 800,000 800,000 800,000 800,000 800,000 4,000,000
£8,000 per dwelling for Phase 2) Council
17
18 Education:
One primary school and nursery To start in phase 1,
land being provided at nominal fee. £3,316,325 .
Primary school delivered by occupation of the 300th Worcestershire County Council 5,925,683 987,614 987,614 987,614 987,614 987,614 987,614 5,925,683
dwelling. Phase 2: Primary school expansion to 2FE in
19 line with site delivery expected year 9 (600 dwellings)
20 Primary SEND £577,984 Worcestershire County Council 577,984 52,544 52,544 52,544 52,544 52,544 52,544 52,544 52,544 52,544 52,544 52,544 577,984
Y Green Infrastructure:
Commuted sum for ongoing maintenance of POS
(£1570.90 / dwelling less 40% as only charge on market
dwellings therefore £942.54 per dwelling ) Assumed SWC / Ethos 942,540 188,508 188,508 188,508 188,508 188,508 942,540
required every 200 dwellings as phases of Gl are
22 developed and require maintenance.
Malvern Hills AONB Impact contribution (report tbe) g\ /e o otprint Ecology 250,000 10,000 20,000 25,000 25,000 25,000 25,000 25,000 25,000 25,000 25,000 20,000 250,000
estimated £250 per dwelling
23
24 Sport and Recreation:
Contribution toward sports hall (off-site) Subject to Sport England / BFS 358,476 14,339 28,678 35,848 35,848 35,848 35,848 35,848 35,848 35,848 35,848 28,678 358,476
25 Tewkesbury requiring a contribution
Contribution toward swimming (off-site) Subject to Sport England / BFS 384,661 15,386 30,773 38,466 38,466 38,466 38,466 38,466 38,466 38,466 38,466 30,773 384,661
26 Tewkesbury requiring a contribution
Contribution toward Indoor Bowls (off-site) Subjectto g enuiang / BFS 72,360 2,894 5,789 7,236 7,236 7,236 7,236 7,236 7,236 7,236 7,236 5,789 72,360
27 Tewkesbury requiring a contribution

Printed: 02/09/2022 11:19

S:\_Client Projects\1812 South Worcestershire Plan Viability and CIL Review_SWC\1902 STRATEGIC SITE Assumptions\Mitton\_Excel proforma\220704 Mitton Strat Infra and S106 Assumptions_v10

© Copyright Aspinall Verdi Limited

Aspindall



220704 Mitton Strat Infra and S106 Assumptions_v10 CONFIDENTIAL

A I B C D G H J K L M N (6] P Q S T
Sports pitches based on Sport England calculator.
Some provision expected on site 2 9v9 football pitches
in phase 1 and 1 adult pitch Phase 2. Other Sport England / PPS 418,253 16,730 33,460 41,825 41,825 41,825 41,825 41,825 41,825 41,825 41,825 33,460 418,253
contributions will go to enhancements of existing
28 facilities e.g. at Bredon, Beckford and Overbury
Life cycle costs x 20 years £67,269 per annum lifecycle
N Sport England / PPS 1,345,380 149,487 149,487 149,487 149,487 149,487 149,487 149,487 149,487 149,487 1,345,380
29 costs for 20 years according to PPS 2021
30 Provision of 4 team changing rooms Sport England Facilities Costs Q2 2021 690,000 27,600 55,200 69,000 69,000 69,000 69,000 69,000 69,000 69,000 69,000 55,200 690,000
31 Healthcare:
Primary care upgrades/ contribution for Phase 1 and Tewkesbury Borough Council / North Glouceste 311,820 311,820 311,820
32 the forward funded Devereux Centre
33 Phase 2 - assume same contribution £311,820 Tewkesbury Borough Council 311,820 311,820 311,820
Health and Care Trust. Contributions toward Evesham
hospital and mental healthcare hub. Calculation based  Herefordshire and Worcestershire Health and
378,000 15,120 30,240 37,800 37,800 37,800 37,800 37,800 37,800 37,800 37,800 30,240 378,000
on HUDU model £378 per dwelling". Subject to Care NHS Trust (HWHCT)
34 HWHCT requiring a contribution.
Acute Care Trust. Contributions toward Worcester
Royal Hospital i ision of ices. i i
oyal Hospital expansion and provision of services. - Worcestershire Acute Hospitals NHS Trust 751,000 30,040 60,080 75,100 75,100 75,100 75,100 75,100 75,100 75,100 75,100 60,080 751,000
(£751 per dwelling)® Subject to WAHT requiring a (WAHT)
35 contribution.
36 Community facilities:
Contribution toward generation of 32 sq.m of library
space at £124,260 (based on Arts Council standards)
which would be the responsibility of the Gloucestershire Tewkesbury Borough Council / North Glouceste 387,904 387,904 387,904
County Council and demand for 176 sq m of community
37 space at a cost of £263,644
Phase 2 - Provision of Community Hall. Assuming a
cost of £1,930 per sq.m for a general-purpose hall. SWC / Ethos 579,000 579,000 387,904
38 Small community hall cost approximately £579,000
39 Police:
40 Police premises expansion Phase 2 only WMP 75,800 37,900 37,900 75,800
41 Waste:
New waste facility contrlbl_mon per dwelling of £135.00 V\I_ort_:estershw_e County Council /Wychavon 135,000 5400 10,800 13,500 13,500 13,500 13,500 13,500 13,500 13,500 13,500 10,800 135,000
42 for all future development in the SWDPr. District Council
43 Sub-Total S106 19,834,281 2,278,788 1,405,178 2,199,831 1,623,419 1,811,927 3,034,416 2,231,238 1,425,830 1,652,238 1,425,830 745,583 - 19,834,281
a4 Per unit 19,834 56,970 17,565 21,998 16,234 18,119 30,344 22,312 14,258 16,522 14,258 9,320 237,902
45 | )
C Infrastructure Costs** -
46 ]
Transport: -
47 |
Provision of roundabout in phase 1 prior to occupation gt in phase 1 application (18/00771/0UT) 1,300,000 1,300,000 1,300,000
48 of dwellings
Active travel bridge across Carrant Brook - to be Worcestershire County Council 10,000,000 2,500,000 2,500,000 2,500,000 2,500,000
49 delivered after first Phase
50 Flood Mitigation:
Phase 1 surface water drainage (4x attenuation ponds)
£1,250,000 masterplan for phase 2 suggests 3 ponds  Barratt in Phase 1 application (18/00771/0OUT) 2,187,500 625,000 625,000 468,750 468,750 2,187,500
51 for therefore a further £937,500
52 Utilities Electricity:
53 Electricity connection - £774,000 — Phase 1 Barratt in Phase 1 application (18/00771/0UT) 774,000 387,000 387,000 774,000
Assumed £1,000,000 for phase 2 connection in case
there is insufficient capacity in the adjacent 11kV T
circuits. Cost estimated at £1500 - £2000 per plot (this Western Power Distribution 1,000,000 500,000 500,000 1,000,000
54 does not include costs for 132kV/EHV reinforcement).
55 Utilities Water:
New water mains - Open Cut - assumes STW dowork. - g o) rent water 675,895 67,590 67,590 67,590 67,590 67,590 67,590 67,590 67,590 67,590 67,590 675,895
56 This will be phased throughout the development.
Green Infrastructure :
57
Gl - All provision on site. To include amenity, play
space, parks and rec, allotments and orchards, natural - g\~ / £qhos / Arup 5,764,554 576,455 576,455 576,455 576,455 576,455 576,455 576,455 576,455 576,455 576,455 5,764,554
green space (Carrant Valley Park) and tree buffers.
58 (see IDP for detail)
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B I C D G H J K L M N O P Q S T

Additional Gl to preserve setting/character and long and g\~ / £4nos / Arup 107,602 17,934 17,934 17,934 17,934 17,934 17,934

short range views
59
60 Sub-Total Infrastructure Costs 21,809,551 2,379,590 1,031,045 3,144,045 3,769,045 3,144,045 4,130,729 1,161,979 1,130,729 661,979 661,979 594,389 - 21,809,551
61 Per unit 21,810 59,490 12,888 31,440 37,690 31,440 41,307 11,620 11,307 6,620 6,620 7,430 257,853
62 -
63 ’
64 Total 41,643,832 4,658,377 2,436,223 5,343,876 5,392,464 4,955,972 7,165,145 3,393,217 2,556,559 2,314,217 2,087,809 1,339,972 41,643,832
65 Total per unit 41,644 116,459 30,453 53,439 53,925 49,560 71,651 33,932 25,566 23,142 20,878 16,750 495,754
66 i

Notes -
67 —
68 * These are social infrastructure costs and other S106 contributions required e.g. Health centres, Schools etc. -
60 ** These are infrastructure costs which are over and above 'normal' BCIS build costs and 'normal' 15% externals allowance e.g. Spine Roads, Electricity Substation reinforcements etc. -

Inclusion is subject to further discussion with the Trust to verify whether requirement is associated with growth not existing R
70 need.

2Inclusion is subject to further discussion with the Trust to verify whether requirement is associated with growth not existing .
71 need
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South Worcestershire Development Plan (SWDP) Strategic Site Viability Assessment
Worcester City Council, Malvern Hills District Council, Wychavon District Council
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Appendix 2 — 1-2-1 engagement at Plan Viability Stage
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Verdi—-

SWC Strategic Sites:

Second round 1-2-1 engagement
at Plan Viability Stage

June 2022

House-keeping

*  We would like this to be interactive

+ Ask questions - Raise Hand / use Chat
* Mute microphone when not speaking
Slides will be circulated

(epye
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Overview - Objectives ng(yiw"

To:

» Common objective to ensure SWC Local Plan is found Sound
and Adopted

+ Strategic Sites have to be Viable and Deliverable
* Viability Appraisal — that we can all ‘sign up to’
» Deliverability — control of land at policy compliant RLV

Work To Date fspipal

* February 2019 — Land Market Paper / Residential Market
Paper

* March 2019 — Initial Viability Report

» December 2019 — Stakeholder Workshop

+ May 2021 - Land Market / Residential Market Update

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

* April 2022 - Residential Market Update

» May 2022 — Strategic Site IDP Costs

* June 2022 — Strategic Site Appraisals [DRAFT]

21/06/2022



Next Steps

gspinal

» April 2022 — Retail / Commercial Report (for CIL)
» June 2022 — Stakeholder Workshop

» Typologies Appraisals
* Finalise WPV Report

Common Objectives

Landowners

Maximise land value
/ profit £

Legacy; Affordable
housing for children;
good schools; climate
change

P = Positions

No infrastructure = no
housing

©

RICS

fyspinall

Council

Maximise public
benefit £

Deliver Affordable

Housing & Infrastructure;

climate change

I=Interest N =Needs

Accredited
Mediator

No housing = no
infrastructure

21/06/2022



Viability Appraisal (1) fspinal

« ‘High Level’
» Based on:
— Residential Values from Market Report
— IDP Cost Plan / Phasing
» Explicitly sets out:
— Assumptions
GDV calcs
Costs (inc. Profit)
RLV (policy compliant)
- BLV
Surplus / Deficit
Senstivities

Viability Appraisal (2) {spinal

» Appraisal will change over time

* More detailed design development becomes available
+ Sophisticated Delivery mechanism

* Funding - Public sector funding?

» Tenures — e.g. PRS, SFH

» Typologies — Older Persons Housing

* Land drawdown etc

See appraisal PDF
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Delivery OgP(iJiwll

SWC / PINs need confirmation from:

Landowners - that they will release their land for the policy
compliant RLV — understanding this is probably going to be
much more depending on timing / drawdown / certainty / de-
risking created by Plan Adoption

Developers / Site Promotors — that they can secure the land

for at least the policy compliant RLV and make satisfactory
profit

Need you to return the Word Proforma — particularly questions
22-23 (land owners); 39-42 (promotors/developers)

Common Pit-falls at EIP nggiwll

10

Landowner sets BLV too high (no evidence)

Lack of Transparency with Promotion Agreements / Options
Profit requirements too high

PPG requires a ‘balance to be struck’

21/06/2022



Summary OgPCiFGII

» Government trying to put ‘viability genie’ back into the bottle
with NPPF / PPG

+ Engage Developers/landowners at Plan making stage
» Local Plans should provide certainty
» Promotors/landowners should reciprocate with transparency

» Developers can therefore formulate a policy compliant land
bid

= delivery at pace!

11

Any Questions OEPCWGH

* Please complete the Word Proforma — deadline 30 June 2022

12
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Worcester City Council, Malvern Hills District Council, Wychavon District Council
July 2022

Appendix 3 — Rushwick Proformas [removed from redacted version]
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South Worcestershire Development Plan (SWDP) Strategic Site Viability Assessment
Worcester City Council, Malvern Hills District Council, Wychavon District Council
July 2022

Appendix 4 — Throckmorton Airfield Proformas [removed from redacted
version]
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Worcester City Council, Malvern Hills District Council, Wychavon District Council
July 2022

Appendix 5 — Worcestershire Parkway Proformas [removed from redacted
version]
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Appendix 6 — Mitton SUE Proforma [removed from redacted version]
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Appendix 7 — Strategic Site Appraisals
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Appraisal Ref:

AAC

(see Typologies Matrix)

Scheme Typology: Houses & Flats No Units: 1000
Site Typology: Location / Value Zone: Higher Greenfield/Brownfield: Greenfield
Notes: Rushwick Strategic Site
ASSUMPTIONS - RESIDENTIAL USES
Total number of units in scheme 1,000 Units
AH Policy requirement (% Target) 40%
Open Market Sale (OMS) housing Open Market Sale (OMS) 60%
AH tenure split % Affordable Rent: 0.0%
Social Rent: 69.0% 69.0% % Rented
First Homes: 25.0%
Intermediate (Affordable Home Ownership): 6.0% 12.4% % of total (>10% First Homes PPG 023)
100% 100.0%
CIL Rate (£ psm) 0.00 £ psm
Unit mix - OMS Unit mix% MV # units AH mix% AH # units Overall mix% Total # units
1 bed House 5.0% 30.0 10.0% 40.0 7% 70.0
2 bed House 20.0% 120.0 22.0% 88.0 21% 208.0
3 bed House 40.0% 240.0 30.0% 120.0 36% 360.0
4 bed House 20.0% 120.0 10.0% 40.0 16% 160.0
5 bed House 5.0% 30.0 0.0% 0.0 3% 30.0
1 bed Flat 4.0% 24.0 13.0% 52.0 8% 76.0
2 bed Flat 6.0% 36.0 15.0% 60.0 10% 96.0
Total number of units 100.0% 600.0 100.0% 400.0 100% 1,000.0
Net area per unit Net to Gross % Gross (GIA) per unit
OMS Unit Floor areas - (sgqm) (sqft) % (sgqm) (sqft)
1 bed House 69.0 743 69.0 743
2 bed House 75.0 807 75.0 807
3 bed House 90.0 969 90.0 969
4 bed House 112.0 1,206 112.0 1,206
5 bed House 128.0 1,378 128.0 1,378
1 bed Flat 50.0 538 85.0% 58.8 633
2 bed Flat 65.0 700 85.0% 76.5 823
Net area per unit Net to Gross % Gross (GIA) per unit
AH Unit Floor areas - (sgqm) (sqft) % (sqm) (sqft)
1 bed House 69.0 743 69.0 743
2 bed House 75.0 807 75.0 807
3 bed House 90.0 969 90.0 969
4 bed House 112.0 1,206 112.0 1,206
5 bed House 128.0 1,378 128.0 1,378
1 bed Flat 50.0 538 85.0% 58.8 633
2 bed Flat 65.0 700 85.0% 76.5 823
OMS Units GIA AH units GIA Total GIA (all units)
Total Gross Floor areas - (sgqm) (sqft) (sgqm) (sqft) (sqm) (sqft)
1 bed House 2,070 22,281 2,760 29,708 4,830 51,990
2 bed House 9,000 96,875 6,600 71,042 15,600 167,917
3 bed House 21,600 232,500 10,800 116,250 32,400 348,751
4 bed House 13,440 144,667 4,480 48,222 17,920 192,889
5 bed House 3,840 41,333 0 0 3,840 41,333
1 bed Flat 1,412 15,196 3,059 32,925 4,471 48,121
2 bed Flat 2,753 29,632 4,588 49,387 7,341 79,020
54,115 582,486 32,287 347,535 86,402 930,021
AH % by floor area: 37.37% AH % by floor area (difference due to mix)
Open Market Sales values (£) - £ OMS (per unit) £ psm £ psf total MV £ (no AH)
1 bed House 255,200 3,699 344 17,864,000
2 bed House 301,600 4,021 374 62,732,800
3 bed House 371,200 4,124 383 133,632,000
4 bed House 481,500 4,299 399 77,040,000
5 bed House 556,400 4,347 404 16,692,000
1 bed Flat 197,200 3,944 366 14,987,200
2 bed Flat 249,400 3,837 356 23,942,400
346,890,400
Affordable Housing values (£) - Aff. Rent £ % of MV Social Rent £ % of MV First Homes £* % of MV Inter. £ % of MV
1 bed House 95,700 37.5% 95,700 37.5% 178,640 70% 178,640 70%
2 bed House 113,100 37.5% 113,100 37.5% 211,120 70% 211,120 70%
3 bed House 139,200 37.5% 139,200 37.5% 250,000 70% 259,840 70%
4 bed House 180,563 37.5% 180,563 37.5% 250,000 70% 337,050 70%
5 bed House 208,650 37.5% 208,650 37.5% 250,000 70% 389,480 70%
1 bed Flat 73,950 37.5% 73,950 37.5% 138,040 70% 138,040 70%
2 bed Flat 93,525 37.5% 93,525 37.5% 174,580 70% 174,580 70%
* capped @£250K
Page 2/30
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Scheme Typology: Houses & Flats
Site Typology: Location / Value Zone: Higher
Notes: Rushwick Strategic Site

No Units: 1000

Greenfield/Brownfield: Greenfield

GROSS DEVELOPMENT VALUE
OMS GDV - (part houses due to % mix)
1 bed House 30.0 @ 255,200 7,656,000
2 bed House 120.0 @ 301,600 36,192,000
3 bed House 240.0 @ 371,200 89,088,000
4 bed House 120.0 @ 481,500 57,780,000
5 bed House 30.0 @ 556,400 16,692,000
1 bed Flat 24.0 @ 197,200 4,732,800
2 bed Flat 36.0 @ 249,400 8,978,400
600.0 221,119,200
Affordable Rent GDV -
1 bed House 0.0 @ 95,700 -
2 bed House 0.0 @ 113,100 -
3 bed House 0.0 @ 139,200 -
4 bed House 0.0 @ 180,563 -
5 bed House 0.0 @ 208,650 -
1 bed Flat 0.0 @ 73,950 -
2 bed Flat 0.0 @ 93,525 -
0.0 -
Social Rent GDV -
1 bed House 276 @ 95,700 2,641,320
2 bed House 60.7 @ 113,100 6,867,432
3 bed House 82.8 @ 139,200 11,525,760
4 bed House 276 @ 180,563 4,983,525
5 bed House 0.0 @ 208,650 -
1 bed Flat 35.9 @ 73,950 2,653,326
2 bed Flat 414 @ 93,525 3,871,935
276.0 32,543,298
First Homes GDV -
1 bed House 10.0 @ 178,640 1,786,400
2 bed House 220 @ 211,120 4,644,640
3 bed House 30.0 @ 250,000 7,500,000
4 bed House 10.0 @ 250,000 2,500,000
5 bed House 0.0 @ 250,000 -
1 bed Flat 13.0 @ 138,040 1,794,520
2 bed Flat 15.0 @ 174,580 2,618,700
100.0 20,844,260
Intermediate GDV -
1 bed House 24 @ 178,640 428,736
2 bed House 53 @ 211,120 1,114,714
3 bed House 72 @ 259,840 1,870,848
4 bed House 24 @ 337,050 808,920
5 bed House 0.0 @ 389,480 -
1 bed Flat 3.1 @ 138,040 430,685
2 bed Flat 3.6 @ 174,580 628,488
24.0 400.0 5,282,390
Sub-total GDV Residential 1,000 279,789,148
AH on-site cost analysis: £MV (no AH) less £GDV (inc. AH) 67,101,252
777 £ psm (total GIA sqm) 67,101 £ per unit (total units)
Grant 400 AH units @ 0 per unit -
Total GDV 279,789,148
DEVELOPMENT COSTS
Initial Payments -
Statutory Planning Fees (Residential) (153,959)
Planning Application Professional Fees, Surveys and reports (460,000)
CIL 54,115 sqm (Market only 0.00 £ psm -
CIL analysis: 0.00% % of GDV 0 £ per unit (total units)
Site Specific S106 Contributions Year 1 (assumes 1 yr lead-in from first land drawdown) 0 -
Year 2 1,319,072 (1,319,072)
Year 3 1,174,122 (1,174,122)
Year 4 2,452,011 (2,452,011)
Year 5 7,451,963 (7,451,963)
Year 6 8,418,469 (8,418,469)
Year 7 3,225,786 (3,225,786)
Year 8 3,584,920 (3,584,920)
Year 9 2,504,228 (2,504,228)
Year 10 1,676,014 (1,676,014)
Year 11 1,439,712 (1,439,712)
Year 12 1,446,076 (1,446,076)
Year 13 863,886 (863,886)
Year 14 1,878,342 (1,878,342)
Year 15+ 3,429,076 (3,429,076)
Years 1-15 1,000 units @ 0 per unit -
Sub-total (40,863,678)
S$106 analysis: 1,430,229 £ per ha 14.61% % of GDV 40,864 £ per unit (total units)
AH Commuted Sum 86,402 sqm (total) 0 £ psm -
Comm. Sum analysis: 0.00% % of GDV
cont./
Page 3/30
Printed: 26/08/2022 15:54
$:\_Client Projects\1812 South Worcestershire Plan Viability and CIL Review_SWC\__ ppraisals-Strat SWC_Whole Plan+CIL Viability Appraisals_v10_Strat Sites\AAC Rushwick HV Green

© Copyright As




220826 SWC_Whole Plan+CIL Viability Appraisals_v10_Strat Sites

Scheme Typology:
Site Typology:
Notes:

Construction Costs -

Houses & Flats
Location / Value Zone:
Rushwick Strategic Site

Site Clearance, Demolition & Remediation

No Units
Higher

2857 ha @

Greenfield/Brownfield:

1000
Greenfield

0 £ per ha (if brownfield) -

Site Infrastructure costs - Year 1 -
Year 2 (4,717,752)
Year 3 -
Year 4 (67,752)
Year 5 -
Year 6 (67,752)
Year 7 (850,000)
Year 8 (917,752)
Year 9 -
Year 10 (67,752)
Year 11 -
Year 12 (67,752)
Year 13 -
Year 14 (67,752)
Year 15+ (67,752)
Years 1-15 1,000 units @ _ per unit -
Sub-total (6,892,018)
Infra. Costs analysis: 241,221 £ per ha 2.46% % of GDV 6,892 £ per unit (total units)
1 bed House 4,830 sqm @ (5,235,720)
2 bed House 15,600 sqm @ (16,910,400)
3 bed House 32,400 sqm @ (35,121,600)
4 bed House 17,920 sqm @ (19,425,280)
5 bed House 3,840 sqm @ (4,162,560)
1 bed Flat 4,471 sqm @ (5,463,059)
2 bed Flat 86,402 7,341 sqm @ (8,970,918)
Garages for 3 bed House (OMS only) 240 units @ 50% @ 8,500 £ per garage (1,020,000)
Garages for 4 bed House (OMS only) 120 units @ 100% @ 8,500 £ per garage (1,020,000)
Garages for 5 bed House (OMS only) 30 units @ 100% @ 8,500 £ per garage (255,000)
External works 97,584,536 @ 15.0% (14,637,680)
Ext. Works analysis: 14,638 £ per unit (total units)
Policy Costs on design -
Net Biodiversity costs 1,000 units @ 1,003 £ per unit (1,003,000)
M4(2) Category 2 Housing Aff units 400 units @ 95% @ 521 £ per unit (197,980)
M4(3) Category 3 Housing Aff units (>20 uni 400 units @ 5% @ 10,111 £ per unit (202,220)
M4(2) Category 2 Housing OMS units 600 units @ 95% @ 521 £ per unit (296,970)
M4(3) Category 3 Housing OMS units (>20 t - units @ 5% @ 10,111 £ per unit -
Part L/IFHS (houses) 828 units @ 4,847 £ per unit (4,013,316)
Part LIFHS (flats) 172 units @ 2,260 £ per unit (388,720)
Additional Low Carbon/Energy Reduction (houses) 828 units @ 2,000 £ per unit (1,656,000)
Additional Low Carbon/Energy Reduction (flats) 172 units @ 1,000 £ per unit (172,000)
EV Charging Points - Houses 828 units @ 976 £ per unit (808,128)
EV Charging Points - Flats 172 units @ 976 £ per unit (167,872)
Water Efficiency (houses) 828 units @ 2,683 £ per unit (2,221,524)
Water Efficiency (flats) 172 units @ 909 £ per unit (156,348)
Broadband infrastructure (< 20 units only) units @ 747 £ per unit -
Sub-total (11,284,078)
Policy Costs analysis: (design costs only) 11,284 £ per unit (total units)
Contingency (on construction) 130,398,313 @ 7.5% (9,779,873)
Professional Fees 130,398,313 @ 6.5% (8,475,890)
Disposal Costs -
OMS Marketing and Promotion 221,119,200 OMS @ 3.00% 6,634 £ per unit (6,633,576)
Residential Sales Agent Costs 221,119,200 OMS @ 1.00% 2,211 £ per unit (2,211,192)
Residential Sales Legal Costs 221,119,200 OMS @ 0.50% 1,106 £ per unit (1,105,596)
Affordable Sale Legal Costs 58,669,948 AH @ 0.25% 147 £ per unit (146,675)
Disposal Cost analysis: 10,097 £ per unit
Interest (on Development Costs) - 6.25% APR 0.506% pcm (1,146,666)
Developers Profit -
Profit on OMS 221,119,200 (44,223,840)
Margin on AH 58,669,948 6.00% on AH values (3,520,197)
Profit analysis: 279,789,148 17.06% blended GDV (47,744,037)
201,375,419 23.71% on costs (47,744,037)
TOTAL COSTS (249,119,455)
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Scheme Typology: Houses & Flats No Units: 1000
Site Typology: Location / Value Zone: Higher Greenfield/Brownfield: Greenfield
Notes: Rushwick Strategic Site
RESIDUAL LAND VALUE (RLV)
Residual Land Value (gross) 30,669,693
SDLT 30,669,693 @ HMRC formula (1,522,985)
Acquisition Agent fees 30,669,693 @ 1.0% (306,697)
Acquisition Legal fees 30,669,693 @ 0.5% (153,348)
Interest on Land 30,669,693 @ 6.25% (1,916,856)
Residual Land Value 26,769,807

RLV analysis: 26,770 £ per plot 936,943 £ per ha (net) 379,176 £ per acre (net)

318,688 £ per ha (gross) 128,971 £ per acre (gross)

9.57% % RLV / GDV

BENCHMARK LAND VALUE (BLV)

Residential Density 35.0 | dph (net)
Site Area (net) 28.57 ha (net) 70.60 acres (net)
Net to Gross ratio 34%
Site Area (gross) 84.00 ha (gross) 207.56 acres (gross)
Benchmark Land Value (net) 21,180 £ per plot 741,300 £ per ha (net) 300,000 £ per acre (net) 21,180,000
BLV analysis: Density 3,024 sgm/ha (net) 13,173 sgft/ac (net)
12 dph (gross)
252,143 £ per ha (gross) 102,041 £ per acre (gross)
BALANCE
Surplus/(Deficit) [RLV - BLV] 195,643 £ per ha (net) 79,176 £ per acre (net) 5,589,807
SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS

The following sensitivity tables show the balance of the appraisal (RLV-BLV £ per acre) 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 40%

Balance (RLV - BLV £ per acre (n)) 79,176 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40%
0.00 540,871 464,059 387,210 310,312 233,354 156,324 79,176

10.00 530,764 454,505 378,210 301,866 225,463 148,985 72375

CIL£psm 20.00 520,656 444,951 369,210 203,421 217,573 141,643 65,570
0.00 30.00 510,545 435,308 360,210 284,976 209,680 134,301 58,758
40.00 500,429 425,843 351,210 276,530 201,782 126,959 51,939

50.00 490,314 416,280 342,205 268,076 193,884 119,617 45,112

60.00 480,198 406,718 333,196 259,623 185,986 112,269 38,276

70.00 470,082 397,155 324,188 251,169 178,087 104,919 31,431

80.00 459,966 387,593 315,180 242,715 170,188 97,560 24,576

90.00 449,850 378,030 306,171 234,262 162,281 90,197 17,710

100.00 439,726 368,467 297,163 225,802 154,374 82,829 10,831

110.00 429,601 358,896 288,146 217,340 146,468 75,451 3,938

120.00 419,476 349,325 279,129 208,878 138,561 68,067 (2,989)

130.00 409,351 339,753 270,112 200,415 130,651 60,675 (9,968)

140.00 399,226 330,182 261,094 191,953 122,735 53,274 (17,015)

150.00 389,100 320,610 252,077 183,484 114,813 45,863 (24,085)

160.00 378,966 311,034 243,053 175,013 106,885 38,442 (31,167)

170.00 368,831 301,453 234,026 166,541 98,951 31,009 (38,257)

180.00 358,697 291,872 225,000 158,070 91,008 23,562 (45,359)

190.00 348,562 282,291 215,973 149,598 83,058 16,102 (52,475)

200.00 338,428 272,710 206,947 141,116 75,100 8,619 (59,601)

210.00 328,285 263,124 197,911 132,631 67,132 1,092 (66,738)

220.00 318,141 253,533 188,874 124,140 59,154 (6.493) (73,892)

230.00 307,997 243,943 179,838 115,639 51,165 (14,143) (81,060)

240.00 297,852 234,352 170,802 107,132 43,163 (21,804) (88,240)
250.00 287,708 224,761 161,760 98,617 35,147 (20480) (95436)
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Scheme Typology:
Site Typology:

Notes:

TABLE 2

Balance (RLV - BLV)

Site Specifc S106
100%

(where 105% is a 5% increase,
and 95% is a 5% decrease etc.)

TABLE 3

Houses & Flats No Units: 1000
Location / Value Zone: Higher Greenfield/Brownfield: Greenfield
Rushwick Strategic Site

Affordable Housing - % on site 40%
79,176 15% 20%

258,204
232,744

207,275 130,194
181,799 104,696
156,324 79,176
130,835 53,618
259,420 105,343 27,998

233,964 79,846 2,253

208,503 131,473 54,317
260,017 183,043 105,984 28,719

Profit (on OMS) 20%

Balance (RLV - BLV) 79,176 15% 1 21%
51,849
45,048
38,243
31,431
24,613
CIL £psm 17,785
0.00 10,949
4,104
(2,751)
(9,617)
(16,496)
(23,389)
51,664
44,685
37,638 10,312
30,569
50,813 23,487
43,723 16,397
36,621 9,294
29,505
22,379
15,242
8,088
55,574 921
240 48,393 21,066 (6,260)
250 41,198 13,871 (13,456)
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Scheme Typology: Houses & Flats No Units: 1000
Site Typology: Location / Value Zone: Higher Greenfield/Brownfield: Greenfield
Notes: Rushwick Strategic Site
TABLE 4 BLV (per acre) 300,000
Balance (RLV - BLV) 79,176 150,000 200,000 250,000 300,000 400,000 450,000
0 (20,824)
10 (27,625)
20 (34,430)
30
40
CIL £psm 50
0.00 60
70
80
90
68,940
61,760
54,564
TABLE 5 Density (dph) 35
Balance (RLV - BLV) 79,176 25 30
0 (29,160) 25,008
10 (34,018) 19,179
(38,879) 13,345
7,507
1,662
CIL £psm (4,190)
0.00 (10,049)
(15,916)
(21,792)
(27,677)
(33,573)
(39,482)
(17,015)
(24,085)
(31,167)
(38,257) (865) 36,527
(8,982) 27,395
(17,114) 18,247 88,968
(25,258) 9,085 43,428 77,770
(33,414) (©@1) 33,232 66,555
(9,290) 23,011 55,312
(18,505) 12,772 44,049
(27,738) 2514 32,765
(36,989) (7,765) 21,458
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Scheme Typology: Houses & Flats No Units: 1000

Site Typology: Location / Value Zone: Higher Greenfield/Brownfield: Greenfield

Notes: Rushwick Strategic Site

TABLE 6 Build cost 100% (where 105% is a 5% increase, and 95% is a 5% decrease etc.)

90%

Balance (RLV - BLV) 79,176
0

10

20

30

40

CIL £psm 50
0.00 60

70
80
90

95% 100%
79,176
72,375
65,570
58,758
51,939
45,112
38,276
31,431
24,576
17,710
10,831

3,938
(2,989)
(9,968)

(17,015)

(24,085)

(31,167)

(38,257)

(45,359)

(52,475)

105%
(66)
(7,041)
(14,082)
(21,151)
(28,231)
(35,319)
(42,421)

110% 115%

(59,601)
(66,738)
(73,892)
(81,060)
240 73,304 (5,912)
250 66,508 (12,895)
TABLE 7 Market Values 100% (where 105% is a 5% increase, and 95% is a 5% decrease etc.)
Balance (RLV - BLV) 79,176 90% 95% 105% 110% 115%
(26,476)
(33,558)
(40,648)
(47,750)
(54,866)
CIL £psm (61,993)
0.00 (69,131)
(76,286)
(17,015)
(24,085)
(31,167)
(38,257)
(45,359)
(52,475)
(59,601)
(66,738)
(73,892)
(81,060)
(88,240)
(95,436) 13,263
NOTES

Cells highlighted in yellow are input cells

Figures in brackets, thus (00,000.00), are negative values / costs
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AAD
Houses & Flats
Location / Value Zone:

Appraisal Ref:
Scheme Typology:

Site Typology: Higher

No Units:

Greenfield/Brownfield:

(see Typologies Matrix)

5000
Greenfield / Brownfield

Notes: Throckmorton Airfield
ASSUMPTIONS - RESIDENTIAL USES
Total number of units in scheme 5,000 Units
AH Policy requirement (% Target) 40%
Open Market Sale (OMS) housing Open Market Sale (OMS) 60%
AH tenure split % Affordable Rent: 0.0%
Social Rent: 69.0% 69.0% % Rented
First Homes: 25.0%
Intermediate (Affordable Home Ownership): 6.0% 12.4% % of total (>10% First Homes PPG 023)
100% 100.0%
CIL Rate (£ psm) 0.00 £ psm
Unit mix - OMS Unit mix% MV # units AH mix% AH # units Overall mix% Total # units
1 bed House 5.0% 150.0 10.0% 200.0 7% 350.0
2 bed House 20.0% 600.0 22.0% 440.0 21% 1,040.0
3 bed House 40.0% 1,200.0 30.0% 600.0 36% 1,800.0
4 bed House 20.0% 600.0 10.0% 200.0 16% 800.0
5 bed House 5.0% 150.0 0.0% 0.0 3% 150.0
1 bed Flat 4.0% 120.0 13.0% 260.0 8% 380.0
2 bed Flat 6.0% 180.0 15.0% 300.0 10% 480.0
Total number of units 100.0% 3,000.0 100.0% 2,000.0 100% 5,000.0
Net area per unit Net to Gross % Gross (GIA) per unit
OMS Unit Floor areas - (sqm) (sqft) % (sqm) (sqft)
1 bed House 69.0 743 69.0 743
2 bed House 75.0 807 75.0 807
3 bed House 90.0 969 90.0 969
4 bed House 112.0 1,206 112.0 1,206
5 bed House 128.0 1,378 128.0 1,378
1 bed Flat 50.0 538 85.0% 58.8 633
2 bed Flat 65.0 700 85.0% 76.5 823
Net area per unit Net to Gross % Gross (GIA) per unit
AH Unit Floor areas - (sqm) (sqft) % (sqm) (sqft)
1 bed House 69.0 743 69.0 743
2 bed House 75.0 807 75.0 807
3 bed House 90.0 969 90.0 969
4 bed House 112.0 1,206 112.0 1,206
5 bed House 128.0 1,378 128.0 1,378
1 bed Flat 50.0 538 85.0% 58.8 633
2 bed Flat 65.0 700 85.0% 76.5 823
OMS Units GIA AH units GIA Total GIA (all units)
Total Gross Floor areas - (sqm) (sqft) (sqm) (sqft) (sgm) (sqft)
1 bed House 10,350 111,406 13,800 148,542 24,150 259,948
2 bed House 45,000 484,376 33,000 355,209 78,000 839,585
3 bed House 108,000 1,162,502 54,000 581,251 162,000 1,743,753
4 bed House 67,200 723,335 22,400 241,112 89,600 964,446
5 bed House 19,200 206,667 0 0 19,200 206,667
1 bed Flat 7,059 75,981 15,294 164,625 22,353 240,605
2 bed Flat 13,765 148,162 22,941 246,937 36,706 395,099
270,574 2,912,429 161,435 1,737,675 432,009 4,650,104
AH % by floor area: 37.37% AH % by floor area (difference due to mix)
Open Market Sales values (£) - £ OMS (per unit) £ psm £ psf total MV £ (no AH)
1 bed House 255,200 3,699 344 89,320,000
2 bed House 301,600 4,021 374 313,664,000
3 bed House 371,200 4,124 383 668,160,000
4 bed House 481,500 4,299 399 385,200,000
5 bed House 556,400 4,347 404 83,460,000
1 bed Flat 197,200 3,944 366 74,936,000
2 bed Flat 249,400 3,837 356 119,712,000
1,734,452,000
Affordable Housing values (£) - Aff. Rent £ % of MV Social Rent £ % of MV First Homes £* % of MV Inter. £ % of MV
1 bed House 95,700 37.5% 95,700 37.5% 178,640 70% 178,640 70%
2 bed House 113,100 37.5% 113,100 37.5% 211,120 70% 211,120 70%
3 bed House 139,200 37.5% 139,200 37.5% 250,000 70% 259,840 70%
4 bed House 180,563 37.5% 180,563 37.5% 250,000 70% 337,050 70%
5 bed House 208,650 37.5% 208,650 37.5% 250,000 70% 389,480 70%
1 bed Flat 73,950 37.5% 73,950 37.5% 138,040 70% 138,040 70%
2 bed Flat 93,525 37.5% 93,525 37.5% 174,580 70% 174,580 70%
* capped @£250K
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Scheme Typology: Houses & Flats No Units: 5000
Site Typology: Location / Value Zone: Higher Greenfield/Brownfield: Greenfield / Brownfield
Notes: Throckmorton Airfield
GROSS DEVELOPMENT VALUE
OMS GDV - (part houses due to % mix)
1 bed House 150.0 @ 255,200 38,280,000
2 bed House 600.0 @ 301,600 180,960,000
3 bed House 1,200.0 @ 371,200 445,440,000
4 bed House 600.0 @ 481,500 288,900,000
5 bed House 150.0 @ 556,400 83,460,000
1 bed Flat 120.0 @ 197,200 23,664,000
2 bed Flat 180.0 @ 249,400 44,892,000
3,000.0 1,105,596,000
Affordable Rent GDV -
1 bed House 0.0 @ 95,700 -
2 bed House 0.0 @ 113,100 -
3 bed House 0.0 @ 139,200 -
4 bed House 0.0 @ 180,563 -
5 bed House 0.0 @ 208,650 -
1 bed Flat 0.0 @ 73,950 -
2 bed Flat 0.0 @ 93,525 -
0.0 -
Social Rent GDV -
1 bed House 138.0 @ 95,700 13,206,600
2 bed House 303.6 @ 113,100 34,337,160
3 bed House 414.0 @ 139,200 57,628,800
4 bed House 138.0 @ 180,563 24,917,625
5 bed House 0.0 @ 208,650 -
1 bed Flat 179.4 @ 73,950 13,266,630
2 bed Flat 207.0 @ 93,525 19,359,675
1,380.0 162,716,490
First Homes GDV -
1 bed House 50.0 @ 178,640 8,932,000
2 bed House 110.0 @ 211,120 23,223,200
3 bed House 150.0 @ 250,000 37,500,000
4 bed House 50.0 @ 250,000 12,500,000
5 bed House 0.0 @ 250,000 -
1 bed Flat 65.0 @ 138,040 8,972,600
2 bed Flat 75.0 @ 174,580 13,093,500
500.0 104,221,300
Intermediate GDV -
1 bed House 12.0 @ 178,640 2,143,680
2 bed House 26.4 @ 211,120 5,573,568
3 bed House 36.0 @ 259,840 9,354,240
4 bed House 12.0 @ 337,050 4,044,600
5 bed House 0.0 @ 389,480 -
1 bed Flat 15.6 @ 138,040 2,153,424
2 bed Flat 18.0 @ 174,580 3,142,440
120.0 2,000.0 26,411,952
Sub-total GDV Residential 5,000 1,398,945,742

AH on-site cost analysis:

Employment Land

777 £ psm (total GIA sqm)

66.9 ha @

£MV (no AH) less £GDV (inc. AH)

1,482,600 per unit

67,101 £ per unit (total units)

335,506,258

99,185,940

Total GDV

1,498,131,682

DEVELOPMENT COSTS

Initial Payments -
Statutory Planning Fees (Residential)
Planning Application Professional Fees, Surveys and reports
CIL
CIL analysis

Year 2
Year 3
Year 4
Year 5
Year 6
Year 7
Year 8
Year 9
Year 10
Year 11
Year 12
Year 13
Year 14
Year 15+
Years 1-15
Sub-total
S106 analysis: 1,526,633 £ per ha
AH Commuted Sum
Comm. Sum analysis:

cont./
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270,574 sqm (Market only
0.00% % of GDV

Site Specific $106 Contributions Year 1 (assumes 1 yr lead-in from first land drawdown)

5,000 units @

13.64% % of GDV
432,009 sqm (total)
0.00% % of GDV
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Scheme Typology: Houses & Flats No Units: 5000
Site Typology: Location / Value Zone: Higher Greenfield/Brownfield: Greenfield / Brownfield
Notes: Throckmorton Airfield
Construction Costs -
Site Cl Demolition & (apportioned) 125.00 ha @ 85,250 £ per ha (if brownfield) (10,656,250)
Site Infrastructure costs - Year 1 -
Year 2 (3,024,000)
Year 3 (3,734,654)
Year 4 (3,264,654)
Year 5 (6,607,703)
Year 6 (1,988,404)
Year 7 (1,815,203)
Year 8 (1,988,404)
Year 9 (1,708,404)
Year 10 (2,095,203)
Year 11 (1,708,404)
Year 12 (5,988,404)
Year 13 (1,982,286)
Year 14 (5,168,987)
Year 15+ (19,310,277)
Years 1-15 5,000 units @ _ per unit -
Sub-total (60,384,986)
Infra. Costs analysis: 483,080 £ per ha 4.32% % of GDV 12,077 £ per unit (total units)
1 bed House 24,150 sqm @ (26,178,600)
2 bed House 78,000 sqm @ (84,552,000)
3 bed House 162,000 sqm @ (175,608,000)
4 bed House 89,600 sqm @ (97,126,400)
5 bed House 19,200 sqm @ (20,812,800)
1 bed Flat 22,353 sqm @ (27,315,294)
2 bed Flat 432,009 36,706 sqm @ (44,854,588)
Garages for 3 bed House (OMS only) 1,200 units @ 50% @ 8,500 £ per garage (5,100,000)
Garages for 4 bed House (OMS only) 600 units @ 100% @ 8,500 £ per garage (5,100,000)
Garages for 5 bed House (OMS only) 150 units @ 100% @ 8,500 £ per garage (1,275,000)
External works 487,922,682 @ 15.0% (73,188,402)
Ext. Works analysis: 14,638 £ per unit (total units)
Policy Costs on design -
Net Biodiversity costs 5,000 units @ 1,003 £ per unit (5,015,000)
M4(2) Category 2 Housing Aff units 2,000 units @ 95% @ 521 £ per unit (989,900)
M4(3) Category 3 Housing AFf units (>20 uni 2,000 units @ 5% @ 10,111 £ per unit (1,011,100)
M4(2) Category 2 Housing OMS units 3,000 units @ 95% @ 521 £ per unit (1,484,850)
M4(3) Category 3 Housing OMS units (>20 t - units @ 5% @ 10,111 £ per unit -
Part L/FHS (houses) 4,140 units @ 4,847 £ per unit (20,066,580)
Part LIFHS (flats) 860 units @ 2,260 £ per unit (1,943,600)
Additional Low Carbon/Energy Reduction (houses) 4,140 units @ 2,000 £ per unit (8,280,000)
Additional Low Carbon/Energy Reduction (flats) 860 units @ 1,000 £ per unit (860,000)
EV Charging Points - Houses 4,140 units @ 976 £ per unit (4,040,640)
EV Charging Points - Flats 860 units @ 976 £ per unit (839,360)
Water Efficiency (houses) 4,140 units @ 2,683 £ per unit (11,107,620)
Water Efficiency (flats) 860 units @ 909 £ per unit (781,740)
Broadband infrastructure (< 20 units only) units @ 747 £ per unit -
Sub-total (56,420,390)
Policy Costs analysis: (design costs only) 11,284 £ per unit (total units)
Contingency (on construction) 688,572,711 @ 7.5% (51,642,953)
Professional Fees 688,572,711 @ 6.5% (44,757,226)
Disposal Costs -
OMS Marketing and Promotion 1,105,596,000 OMS @ 3.00% 6,634 £ per unit (33,167,880)
Residential Sales Agent Costs 1,105,596,000 OMS @ 1.00% 2,211 £ per unit (11,055,960)
Residential Sales Legal Costs 1,105,596,000 OMS @ 0.50% 1,106 £ per unit (5,527,980)
Affordable Sale Legal Costs 293,349,742 AH@ 0.25% 147 £ per unit (733,374)
Disposal Cost analysis: 10,097 £ per unit
Interest (on Development Costs) - 6.25% APR 0.506% pcm (2,661,981)
Developers Profit -
Profit on OMS 1,105,596,000 (221,119,200)
Margin on AH 293,349,742 6.00% on AH values (17,600,985)
Profit analysis: 1,398,945,742 17.06% blended GDV (238,720,185)
1,031,775,110 23.14% on costs (238,720,185)
TOTAL COSTS (1,270,495,294)
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Scheme Typology: Houses & Flats No Units: 5000
Site Typology: Location / Value Zone: Higher Greenfield/Brownfield: Greenfield / Brownfield
Notes: Throckmorton Airfield

RESIDUAL LAND VALUE (RLV)
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Residual Land Value (gross) 227,636,388
SDLT 227,636,388 @ HMRC formula (11,371,319)
Acquisition Agent fees 227,636,388 @ 1.0% (2,276,364)
Acquisition Legal fees 227,636,388 @ 0.5% (1,138,182)
Interest on Land 227,636,388 @ 6.25% (14,227,274)
Residual Land Value 198,623,248
RLV analysis: 39,725 £ per plot 1,588,986 £ per ha (net) 643,054 £ per acre (net)
277,795 £ per ha (gross) 112,422 £ per acre (gross)
14.20% % RLV/GDV
BENCHMARK LAND VALUE (BLV)
Residential Density 40.0'| dph (net)
Site Area (net) 125.0 ha (net) 308.88 acres (net)
Net to Gross ratio 17%
Site Area (gross) 715.00 ha (gross) 1,766.76 acres (gross)
Benchmark Land Value (net) 29,772 £ per plot 1,190,896 £ per ha (net) 481,949 £ per acre (net) 148,862,059
BLV analysis: Density 3,456 sgm/ha (net) 15,055 sgft/ac (net)
7 dph (gross)
208,199 £ per ha (gross) 84,257 £ per acre (gross)
BALANCE
Surplus/(Deficit) [RLV - BLV] 398,090 £ per ha (net) 161,105 £ per acre (net) 49,761,189
SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS
The following sensitivity tables show the balance of the appraisal (RLV-BLV £ per acre) 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 40%
Balance (RLV - BLV £ per acre (n)) 161,105 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40%
0.00 688,822 601,135 513,427 425,693 337,879 249,867 161,105
10.00 677,319 590,267 503,195 416,097 328,907 241,508 153,303
CIL £ psm 20.00 665,816 579,399 492,963 406,500 319,933 233,144 145,501
0.00 30.00 654,313 568,532 482,731 396,900 310,956 224,773 137,696
40.00 642,810 557,664 472,498 387,299 301,977 216,389 129,887
50.00 631,303 546,797 462,266 377,696 292,996 207,990 122,079
60.00 619,796 535,928 452,034 368,091 284,010 199,572 114,270
70.00 608,289 525,056 441,802 358,484 275,022 191,132 106,455
80.00 596,782 514,185 431,566 348,876 266,031 182,688 98,639
90.00 585,275 503,313 421,330 339,264 257,035 174,244 90,823
100.00 573,768 492,441 411,091 329,651 248,036 165,799 83,004
110.00 562,261 481,570 400,851 320,034 239,032 157,349 75,181
120.00 550,755 470,698 390,610 310,416 230,024 148,897 67,358
130.00 539,244 459,826 380,365 300,794 221,007 140,445 59,534
140.00 527,733 448,954 370,120 291,169 211,977 131,991 51,703
150.00 516,222 438,078 359,871 281,541 202,930 123,531 43,872
160.00 504,710 427,202 349,622 271,909 193,864 115,072 36,041
170.00 493,199 416,323 339,368 262,273 184,776 106,612 28,204
180.00 481,688 405,442 329,113 252,634 175,682 98,146 20,365
190.00 470,177 394,560 318,853 242,990 166,588 89,678 12,527
200.00 458,665 383,675 308,592 233,340 157,493 81,211 4,682
210.00 447,149 372,788 298,328 223,685 148,391 72,738 (3,164)
220.00 435,633 361,898 288,059 214,017 139,289 64,263 (11,010)
230.00 424,114 351,007 277,787 204,335 130,188 55,788 (18,863)
240.00 412,594 340,112 267,511 194,634 121,079 47,308 (26,718)
250.00 401,071 329,214 257,230 184,913 111,969 38824 (34,572)
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Scheme Typology:
Site Typology:

Notes:

TABLE 2

Balance (RLV - BLV)

Site Specifc S106
100%

(where 105% is a 5% increase,
and 95% is a 5% decrease etc.)

TABLE 3
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Balance (RLV - BLV)

CIL £psm
0.00

Houses & Flats No Units: 5000
Location / Value Zone: Higher Greenfield/Brownfield: Greenfield / Brownfield
Throckmorton Airfield

Affordable Housing - % on site 40%
161,105 15% 20%

277,002
249,867

222,595 133,385

283,702 194,939 105,580

256,439 167,211 77,685

228,774 139,404 49,696

290,279 201,038 111,507 21,604

Profit (on OMS) 20%
161,105 15%

67,408
59,592
51,774
43,950
36,127
28,303
20,472
12,642

4,811
(3,027)
(10,865)

66,974
59,119
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Scheme Typology: Houses & Flats No Units: 5000
Site Typology: Location / Value Zone: Greenfield/Brownfield: Greenfield / Brownfield
Notes: Throckmorton Airfield
TABLE 4 BLV (per acre) 481,949
Balance (RLV - BLV) 161,105 150,000 250,000 300,000 350,000 400,000 450,000
0
10
20
30
40
CIL £psm 50
0.00 60
128,785
120,939
113,086 63,086 13,086
105,232 55,232 5,232
97,377 47,377 [ (21623))
TABLE 5 Density (dph) 40
Balance (RLV - BLV) 161, 25 30
(10,260)
(16,124)
(21,991)
(27,859)
(33,726)
CIL £psm (39,598)
0.00 (45,472)
(13,529)
(20,387)
(27,246)
(34,108)
(40,973)
(47,839)
(11,010)
(18,863)
(26,718)
(34,572) 26,799
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Scheme Typology: Houses & Flats

Site Typology: Location / Value Zone: Higher
Notes: Throckmorton Airfield

TABLE 6 Build cost 100%

No Units: 5000

Greenfield/Brownfield: Greenfield / Brownfield

(where 105% is a 5% increase, and 95% is a 5% decrease etc.)

161,105 90%
0
10
20
30
40
CIL £psm 50
0.00 60

Balance (RLV - BLV)

TABLE 7 Market Values 100%

95% 100% 105% 110%
70,775 (19,880)
62,952 (27,735)
55,121 (35,596)
47,290
39,459
31,622
23,783
15,945
8,101

115%
(110,940)

103,037
95,221

87,405 (3,164)
79,586 (11,010)
71,763 (18,863)

63,940 (26,718)
56,116 (34,572)

(where 105% is a 5% increase, and 95% is a 5% decrease etc.)

Balance (RLV - BLV) 90%

CIL £psm
0.00

100% 105% 110% 115%
161,105
153,303
145,501
137,696
129,887
122,079

28,204
20,365
12,527

4,682

(3,164)
(11,010)
(18,863)
(26,718)
(34,572)

ighted in yellow are input cells

Figures in brackets, thus (00,000.00), are negative values / costs
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Appraisal Ref:
Scheme Typology:
Site Typology:
Notes:

AAE

Houses & Flats
Location / Value Zone:
Worcestershire Parkway Garden Village

Higher

No Units:

Greenfield/Brownfield:

(see Typologies Matrix)

10000
Greenfield

ASSUMPTIONS - RESIDENTIAL USES

capped @£250K

Total number of units in scheme 10,000 Units
AH Policy requirement (% Target) 40%
Open Market Sale (OMS) housing Open Market Sale (OMS) 60%
AH tenure split % Affordable Rent: 0.0%
Social Rent: 69.0% 69.0% % Rented
First Homes: 25.0%
Intermediate (Affordable Home Ownership): 6.0% 12.4% % of total (>10% First Homes PPG 023)
100% 100.0%
CIL Rate (£ psm) 0.00 £ psm
Unit mix - OMS Unit mix% MV # units AH mix% AH # units Overall mix% Total # units
1 bed House 5.0% 300.0 10.0% 400.0 7% 700.0
2 bed House 20.0% 1,200.0 22.0% 880.0 21% 2,080.0
3 bed House 40.0% 2,400.0 30.0% 1,200.0 36% 3,600.0
4 bed House 20.0% 1,200.0 10.0% 400.0 16% 1,600.0
5 bed House 5.0% 300.0 0.0% 0.0 3% 300.0
1 bed Flat 4.0% 240.0 13.0% 520.0 8% 760.0
2 bed Flat 6.0% 360.0 15.0% 600.0 10% 960.0
Total number of units 100.0% 6,000.0 100.0% 4,000.0 100% 10,000.0
Net area per unit Net to Gross % Gross (GIA) per unit
OMS Unit Floor areas - (sgqm) (sqft) % (sgqm) (sqft)
1 bed House 69.0 743 69.0 743
2 bed House 75.0 807 75.0 807
3 bed House 90.0 969 90.0 969
4 bed House 112.0 1,206 112.0 1,206
5 bed House 128.0 1,378 128.0 1,378
1 bed Flat 50.0 538 85.0% 58.8 633
2 bed Flat 65.0 700 85.0% 76.5 823
Net area per unit Net to Gross % Gross (GIA) per unit
AH Unit Floor areas - (sgqm) (sqft) % (sqm) (sqft)
1 bed House 69.0 743 69.0 743
2 bed House 75.0 807 75.0 807
3 bed House 90.0 969 90.0 969
4 bed House 112.0 1,206 112.0 1,206
5 bed House 128.0 1,378 128.0 1,378
1 bed Flat 50.0 538 85.0% 58.8 633
2 bed Flat 65.0 700 85.0% 76.5 823
OMS Units GIA AH units GIA Total GIA (all units)
Total Gross Floor areas - (sgqm) (sqft) (sgqm) (sqft) (sqm) (sqft)
1 bed House 20,700 222,813 27,600 297,084 48,300 519,897
2 bed House 90,000 968,752 66,000 710,418 156,000 1,679,170
3 bed House 216,000 2,325,005 108,000 1,162,502 324,000 3,487,507
4 bed House 134,400 1,446,670 44,800 482,223 179,200 1,928,893
5 bed House 38,400 413,334 0 0 38,400 413,334
1 bed Flat 14,118 151,961 30,588 329,249 44,706 481,210
2 bed Flat 27,529 296,324 45,882 493,874 73,412 790,198
541,147 5,824,858 322,871 3,475,350 864,018 9,300,208
AH % by floor area: 37.37% AH % by floor area (difference due to mix)
Open Market Sales values (£) - £ OMS (per unit) £ psm £ psf total MV £ (no AH)
1 bed House 255,200 3,699 344 178,640,000
2 bed House 301,600 4,021 374 627,328,000
3 bed House 371,200 4,124 383 1,336,320,000
4 bed House 481,500 4,299 399 770,400,000
5 bed House 556,400 4,347 404 166,920,000
1 bed Flat 197,200 3,944 366 149,872,000
2 bed Flat 249,400 3,837 356 239,424,000
3,468,904,000
Affordable Housing values (£) - Aff. Rent £ % of MV Social Rent £ % of MV First Homes £* % of MV Inter. £ % of MV
1 bed House 95,700 37.5% 95,700 37.5% 178,640 70% 178,640 70%
2 bed House 113,100 37.5% 113,100 37.5% 211,120 70% 211,120 70%
3 bed House 139,200 37.5% 139,200 37.5% 250,000 70% 259,840 70%
4 bed House 180,563 37.5% 180,563 37.5% 250,000 70% 337,050 70%
5 bed House 208,650 37.5% 208,650 37.5% 250,000 70% 389,480 70%
1 bed Flat 73,950 37.5% 73,950 37.5% 138,040 70% 138,040 70%
2 bed Flat 93,525 37.5% 93,525 37.5% 174,580 70% 174,580 70%
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Scheme Typology:
Site Typology:
Notes:

Houses & Flats
Location / Value Zone:
Worcestershire Parkway Garden Village

No Units:
Higher

10000

Greenfield/Brownfield:

Greenfield

GROSS DEVELOPMENT VALUE

OMS GDV - (part houses due to % mix)
1 bed House 300.0 @ 255,200 76,560,000
2 bed House 1,200.0 @ 301,600 361,920,000
3 bed House 2,400.0 @ 371,200 890,880,000
4 bed House 1,200.0 @ 481,500 577,800,000
5 bed House 300.0 @ 556,400 166,920,000
1 bed Flat 240.0 @ 197,200 47,328,000
2 bed Flat 360.0 @ 249,400 89,784,000
6,000.0 2,211,192,000
Affordable Rent GDV -
1 bed House 0.0 @ 95,700 -
2 bed House 0.0 @ 113,100 -
3 bed House 0.0 @ 139,200 -
4 bed House 0.0 @ 180,563 -
5 bed House 0.0 @ 208,650 -
1 bed Flat 0.0 @ 73,950 -
2 bed Flat 0.0 @ 93,525 -
0.0 -
Social Rent GDV -
1 bed House 276.0 @ 95,700 26,413,200
2 bed House 607.2 @ 113,100 68,674,320
3 bed House 828.0 @ 139,200 115,257,600
4 bed House 276.0 @ 180,563 49,835,250
5 bed House 0.0 @ 208,650 -
1 bed Flat 358.8 @ 73,950 26,533,260
2 bed Flat 414.0 @ 93,525 38,719,350
2,760.0 325,432,980
First Homes GDV -
1 bed House 100.0 @ 178,640 17,864,000
2 bed House 220.0 @ 211,120 46,446,400
3 bed House 300.0 @ 250,000 75,000,000
4 bed House 100.0 @ 250,000 25,000,000
5 bed House 0.0 @ 250,000 -
1 bed Flat 130.0 @ 138,040 17,945,200
2 bed Flat 150.0 @ 174,580 26,187,000
1,000.0 208,442,600
Intermediate GDV -
1 bed House 24.0 @ 178,640 4,287,360
2 bed House 52.8 @ 211,120 11,147,136
3 bed House 72.0 @ 259,840 18,708,480
4 bed House 24.0 @ 337,050 8,089,200
5 bed House 0.0 @ 389,480 -
1 bed Flat 31.2 @ 138,040 4,306,848
2 bed Flat 36.0 @ 174,580 6,284,880
240.0 4,000.0 52,823,904
Sub-total GDV Residential 10,000 2,797,891,484
AH on-site cost analysis: £MV (no AH) less £GDV (inc. AH) 671,012,516
777 £ psm (total GIA sqm) 67,101 £ per unit (total units)
Employment Land 50.0 ha @ 1,482,600 per unit 74,130,000
Total GDV 2,872,021,484
DEVELOPMENT COSTS
Initial Payments -
Statutory Planning Fees (Residential) (1,395,959)
Planning Application Professional Fees, Surveys and reports (4,190,000)
CIL 541,147 sqm (Market only 0.00 £ psm -
CIL analysis: 0.00% % of GDV 0 £ per unit (total units)
Site Specific S106 Contributions Year 1 (assumes 1 yr lead-in from first land drawdown) 0 -
Year 2 0 -
Year 3 37,210,348 (37,210,348)
Year 4 31,845,191 (31,845,191)
Year 5 23,186,937 (23,186,937)
Year 6 10,224,202 (10,224,202)
Year 7 9,944,801 (9,944,801)
Year 8 11,096,551 (11,096,551)
Year 9 10,914,894 (10,914,894)
Year 10 10,432,862 (10,432,862)
Year 11 11,256,184 (11,256,184)
Year 12 10,566,184 (10,566,184)
Year 13 10,039,715 (10,039,715)
Year 14 5,499,227 (5,499,227)
Year 15+ 180,241,306 (180,241,306)
Years 1-15 10,000 units @ per unit -
Sub-total (362,458,405)
S$106 analysis: 1,449,834 £ per ha 12.95% % of GDV 36,246 £ per unit (total units)
AH Commuted Sum 864,018 sqm (total) 0 £ psm -
Comm. Sum analysis: 0.00% % of GDV
cont./
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Scheme Typology: Houses & Flats
Site Typology: Location / Value Zone:
Notes:

Construction Costs -
Site Clearance, Demolition & Remediation

Site Infrastructure costs - Year 1
Year 2
Year 3
Year 4
Year 5
Year 6
Year 7
Year 8
Year 9
Year 10
Year 11
Year 12
Year 13
Year 14
Year 15+
Years 1-15
Sub-total

Infra. Costs analysis:

1 bed House

2 bed House

3 bed House

4 bed House

5 bed House

1 bed Flat

2 bed Flat

Garages for 3 bed House (OMS only)

Garages for 4 bed House (OMS only)

Garages for 5 bed House (OMS only)

External works

Ext. Works analysis:

Policy Costs on design -

Net Biodiversity costs

M4(2) Category 2 Housing Aff units

M4(3) Category 3 Housing Aff units (>20 uni

M4(2) Category 2 Housing OMS units

M4(3) Category 3 Housing
Part L/IFHS (houses)

Part L/FHS (flats)
Additional Low Carbon/Energy Reduction (houses)
Additional Low Carbon/Energy Reduction (flats)
EV Charging Points - Houses
EV Charging Points - Flats
Water Efficiency (houses)
Water Efficiency (flats)
Broadband infrastructure

OMS units (>20 L

(< 20 units only)
Sub-total
Policy Costs analysis: (design costs only)

Contingency (on construction)

Professional Fees

Disposal Costs -
OMS Marketing and Promotion
Residential Sales Agent Costs
Residential Sales Legal Costs
Affordable Sale Legal Costs

Disposal Cost analysis:

Interest (on Development Costs) -

Developers Profit -
Profit on OMS

625,706 £ per ha

864,018

2,400
1,200
300

4,000
4,000
6,000

8,280
1,720
8,280
1,720
8,280
1,720
8,280
1,720

Higher

Worcestershire Parkway Garden Village

250.00

10,000

5.59%

48,300

156,000

324,000

179,200

38,400

44,706

73,412
units @
units @
units @

975,845,365

10,000
units @
units @
units @
units @
units @
units @
units @
units @
units @
units @
units @
units @
units @

1,391,489,408

1,391,489,408

2,211,192,000
2,211,192,000
2,211,192,000

586,699,484

6.25%

2,211,192,000

No Units: 10000

Greenfield/Brownfield: Greenfield

ha @

0 £ per ha (if brownfield) -

(16,177,423)
(12,428,955)
(11,237 454)
(11,244,918)
(11,252,382)
(11,252,382)
(4,052,382)
(4,052,382)
(2,916,177)
(2,916,177)
(2,919,909)
(2,919,909)
(2,919,909)
(60,136,099)

units @ _ per unit -
(156,426,459)

% of GDV 15,643 £ per unit (total units)
sqm @ (52,357,200)
sqm @ (169,104,000)
sqm @ (351,216,000)
sqm @ (194,252,800)
sqm @ (41,625,600)
sqm @ (54,630,588)
sqm @ (89,709,176)
50% @ 8,500 £ per garage (10,200,000)
100% @ 8,500 £ per garage (10,200,000)
100% @ 8,500 £ per garage (2,550,000)
@ 15.0% (146,376,805)

14,638 £ per unit (total units)
units @ 1,003 £ per unit (10,030,000)
95% @ 521 £ per unit (1,979,800)
5% @ 10,111 £ per unit (2,022,200)
95% @ 521 £ per unit (2,969,700)
5% @ 10,111 £ per unit -
4,847 £ per unit (40,133,160)
2,260 £ per unit (3,887,200)
2,000 £ per unit (16,560,000)
1,000 £ per unit (1,720,000)
976 £ per unit (8,081,280)
976 £ per unit (1,678,720)
2,683 £ per unit (22,215,240)
909 £ per unit (1,563,480)
747 £ per unit -

(112,840,780)

11,284 £ per unit (total units)
@ 7.5% (104,361,706)
@ 6.5% (90,446,812)
oMs @ 3.00% 6,634 £ per unit (66,335,760)
oMs @ 1.00% 2,211 £ per unit (22,111,920)
OoMS @ 0.50% 1,106 £ per unit (11,055,960)
AH@ 0.25% 147 £ per unit (1,466,749)

10,097 £ per unit

APR 0.506% pcm (16,879,525)
(442,238,400)

Margin on AH 586,699,484 6.00% on AH values (35,201,969)
Profit analysis: 2,797,891,484 17.06% blended GDV (477,440,369)
2,072,192,203 23.04% on costs (477,440,369)

TOTAL COSTS (2,549,632,572)
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Scheme Typology: Houses & Flats No Units: 10000
Site Typology: Location / Value Zone: Higher Greenfield/Brownfield: Greenfield
Notes: Worcestershire Parkway Garden Village
RESIDUAL LAND VALUE (RLV)
Residual Land Value (gross) 322,388,912
SDLT 322,388,912 @ HMRC formula (16,108,946)
Acquisition Agent fees 322,388,912 @ 1.0% (3,223,889)
Acquisition Legal fees 322,388,912 @ 0.5% (1,611,945)
Interest on Land 322,388,912 @ 6.25% (20,149,307)
Residual Land Value 281,294,826

RLV analysis: 28,129 £ per plot 1,125,179 £ per ha (net) 455,354 £ per acre (net)

247,539 £ per ha (gross) 100,178 £ per acre (gross)

10.05% % RLV / GDV

BENCHMARK LAND VALUE (BLV)

Residential Density 40.0'| dph (net)
Site Area (net) 250.00 ha (net) 617.75 acres (net)
Net to Gross ratio 22%
Site Area (gross) 1,136.36 ha (gross) 2,807.95 acres (gross)
Benchmark Land Value (net) 16,988 £ per plot 679,525 £ per ha (net) 275,000 £ per acre (net) 169,881,250
BLV analysis: Density 3,456 sgm/ha (net) 15,055 sgft/ac (net)
9 dph (gross)
149,496 £ per ha (gross) 60,500 £ per acre (gross)
BALANCE
Surplus/(Deficit) [RLV - BLV] 445,654 £ per ha (net) 180,354 £ per acre (net) 111,413,576

SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS
The following sensitivity tables show the balance of the appraisal (RLV-BLV £ per acre) 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 40%
Balance (RLV - BLV £ per acre (n)) 180,354 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40%
0.00 721,195 632,333 543,165 453,574 363,377 272,381 180,354
10.00 709,551 621,306 532,748 443,756 354,144 263,733 172,274
CIL£psm 20.00 697,905 610,274 522,324 433,931 344,905 255,079 164,185
0.00 30.00 686,254 599,238 511,896 424,101 335,658 246,417 156,085
40.00 674,600 588,198 501,462 414,264 326,407 237,747 147,974
50.00 662,942 577,153 491,022 404,418 317,148 229,068 139,854
60.00 651,280 566,104 480,578 394,567 307,881 220,380 131,723
70.00 639,614 555,048 470,125 384,709 298,609 211,685 123,580
80.00 627,942 543,989 459,668 374,842 289,328 202,981 115,426
90.00 616,267 532,922 449,205 364,966 280,038 194,265 107,260
100.00 604,587 521,851 438,733 355,083 270,743 185,541 99,082
110.00 592,902 510,774 428,256 345,191 261,439 176,806 90,892
120.00 581,212 499,691 417,773 335,292 252,125 168,061 82,690
130.00 569,516 488,603 407,280 325,385 242,803 159,306 74,475
140.00 557,817 477,507 396,779 315,471 233,472 150,540 66,246
150.00 546,109 466,404 386,272 305,550 224,133 141,762 58,004
160.00 534,397 455,207 375,756 295,619 214,784 132,972 49,747
170.00 522,679 444,180 365,231 285,681 205,423 124,169 41,476
180.00 510,954 433,056 354,696 275,735 196,052 115,354 33,189
190.00 499,224 421,926 344,152 265,780 186,671 106,525 24,887
200.00 487,485 410,788 333,599 255,814 177,279 97,682 16,568
210.00 475,741 399,640 323,039 245,840 167,876 88,825 8,231
220.00 463,990 388,484 312,468 235,856 158,461 79,955 (125)
230.00 452,230 377,319 301,890 225,863 149,034 71,070 (8,500)
240.00 440,463 366,146 291,303 215,858 139,594 62,170 (16,894)
250.00 428,688 354,962 280,708 205,842 130,141 53255 (25311)|
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Scheme Typology: Houses & Flats No Units: 10000
Site Typology: Location / Value Zone: Higher Greenfield/Brownfield: Greenfield
Notes: Worcestershire Parkway Garden Village
TABLE 2 Affordable Housing - % on site 40%
Balance (RLV - BLV) 180,354 15% 20%

Site Specifc S106

100%

(where 105% is a 5% increase,
and 95% is a 5% decrease etc.)

327,358

CIL £psm
0.00

79,029
70,692
62,336
53,961
76,797 45,567
68,380 37,150
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299,953

272,381 180,354

244,619 152,038

308,488 216,651 123,436

280,792 188,453 94,532

252,906 160,001 65,292

316,941 224,810 131,266 35,664

TABLE 3 Profit (on OMS) 20%
Balance (RLV - BLV) 15%
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Scheme Typology:
Site Typology:

Notes:

TABLE 4

TABLE 5
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Balance (RLV - BLV)

CIL £psm
0.00

Balance (RLV - BLV)

CIL £psm
0.00

Houses & Flats No Units: 10000
Location / Value Zone: Higher Greenfield/Brownfield:
Worcestershire Parkway Garden Village

BLV (per acre) 275,000

Greenfield

150,000 200,000 250,000 300,000

Density (dph) 40

350,000

400,000
55,354
47,274
39,185
31,085
22,974
14,854
6,723
(1,420)
(9,574)
(17,740)
(25,918)
(34,108)

450,000
5,354
(2,726)
(10,815)
(18,915)
(27,026)
(35,146)
(43,277)
(51,420)

180,354 25

0 9,59
10 4,546
20 (509)
30 (5572)
40 (10,641)
50 (15,716)
60 (20,798)

(25,887)
(30,984)

(5,335)
(12,599) 24,887
(19,878)
(27,173)

(25,311)

37,111
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102,953
91,438
79,895
68,322
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Scheme Typology:
Site Typology:

Notes:

TABLE 6

TABLE 7

Balance (RLV - BLV)

CIL £psm
0.00

Balance (RLV - BLV)

CIL £psm
0.00

Houses & Flats
Location / Value Zone: Higher
Worcestershire Parkway Garden Village

Build cost 100%

No Units:

10000

Greenfield/Brownfield:

Greenfield

(where 105% is a 5% increase, and 95% is a 5% decrease etc.)

180,354
0
10
20
30
40
50
60
70
80
90

90%

120,105
111,948
103,779
95,599
87,406

79,201
70,983

Market Values 100%

95%

100%

115,426
107,260
99,082
90,892
82,690
74,475
66,246
58,004
49,747
41,476
33,189
24,887
16,568
8,231
(125)
(8,500)
(16,894)
(25,311)

105%
86,179
77,966
69,741
61,501
53,248
44,979
36,696
28,307
20,081
11,749

3,308
(4,972)
(13,362)

110% 115%
(9,831) (108,713)
(18,236) (117,432)

(26,663)
(35,113)
(43,585)
(52,084)
(60,605)
(69,154)
(77,729)

(126,186)

(where 105% is a 5% increase, and 95% is a 5% decrease etc.)

180,354 90% 95%
0 (76,533) 54,161
(85,195) 45,880

37,583
29,270
20,941
12,594
4,225
(4,163)
(12,570)
(21,001)
(29,454)
(37,931)
(46,433)
(54,961)
(63,514)
(72,096)
(80,705)

(25,311)

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:

AAF

(see Typologies Matrix)

Scheme Typology: Houses & Flats No Units: 1000
Site Typology: Location / Value Zone: Higher Greenfield/Brownfield: Greenfield
Notes: Mitton SUE
ASSUMPTIONS - RESIDENTIAL USES
Total number of units in scheme 1,000 Units
AH Policy requirement (% Target) 40%
Open Market Sale (OMS) housing Open Market Sale (OMS) 60%
AH tenure split % Affordable Rent: 0.0%
Social Rent: 69.0% 69.0% % Rented
First Homes: 25.0%
Intermediate (Affordable Home Ownership): 6.0% 12.4% % of total (>10% First Homes PPG 023)
100% 100.0%
CIL Rate (£ psm) 0.00 £ psm
Unit mix - OMS Unit mix% MV # units AH mix% AH # units Overall mix% Total # units
1 bed House 5.0% 30.0 10.0% 40.0 7% 70.0
2 bed House 20.0% 120.0 22.0% 88.0 21% 208.0
3 bed House 40.0% 240.0 30.0% 120.0 36% 360.0
4 bed House 20.0% 120.0 10.0% 40.0 16% 160.0
5 bed House 5.0% 30.0 0.0% 0.0 3% 30.0
1 bed Flat 4.0% 24.0 13.0% 52.0 8% 76.0
2 bed Flat 6.0% 36.0 15.0% 60.0 10% 96.0
Total number of units 100.0% 600.0 100.0% 400.0 100% 1,000.0
Net area per unit Net to Gross % Gross (GIA) per unit
OMS Unit Floor areas - (sgqm) (sqft) % (sgqm) (sqft)
1 bed House 69.0 743 69.0 743
2 bed House 75.0 807 75.0 807
3 bed House 90.0 969 90.0 969
4 bed House 112.0 1,206 112.0 1,206
5 bed House 128.0 1,378 128.0 1,378
1 bed Flat 50.0 538 85.0% 58.8 633
2 bed Flat 65.0 700 85.0% 76.5 823
Net area per unit Net to Gross % Gross (GIA) per unit
AH Unit Floor areas - (sgqm) (sqft) % (sqm) (sqft)
1 bed House 69.0 743 69.0 743
2 bed House 75.0 807 75.0 807
3 bed House 90.0 969 90.0 969
4 bed House 112.0 1,206 112.0 1,206
5 bed House 128.0 1,378 128.0 1,378
1 bed Flat 50.0 538 85.0% 58.8 633
2 bed Flat 65.0 700 85.0% 76.5 823
OMS Units GIA AH units GIA Total GIA (all units)
Total Gross Floor areas - (sgqm) (sqft) (sgqm) (sqft) (sqm) (sqft)
1 bed House 2,070 22,281 2,760 29,708 4,830 51,990
2 bed House 9,000 96,875 6,600 71,042 15,600 167,917
3 bed House 21,600 232,500 10,800 116,250 32,400 348,751
4 bed House 13,440 144,667 4,480 48,222 17,920 192,889
5 bed House 3,840 41,333 0 0 3,840 41,333
1 bed Flat 1,412 15,196 3,059 32,925 4,471 48,121
2 bed Flat 2,753 29,632 4,588 49,387 7,341 79,020
54,115 582,486 32,287 347,535 86,402 930,021
AH % by floor area: 37.37% AH % by floor area (difference due to mix)
Open Market Sales values (£) - £ OMS (per unit) £ psm £ psf total MV £ (no AH)
1 bed House 255,200 3,699 344 17,864,000
2 bed House 301,600 4,021 374 62,732,800
3 bed House 371,200 4,124 383 133,632,000
4 bed House 481,500 4,299 399 77,040,000
5 bed House 556,400 4,347 404 16,692,000
1 bed Flat 197,200 3,944 366 14,987,200
2 bed Flat 249,400 3,837 356 23,942,400
346,890,400
Affordable Housing values (£) - Aff. Rent £ % of MV Social Rent £ % of MV First Homes £* % of MV Inter. £ % of MV
1 bed House 95,700 37.5% 95,700 37.5% 178,640 70% 178,640 70%
2 bed House 113,100 37.5% 113,100 37.5% 211,120 70% 211,120 70%
3 bed House 139,200 37.5% 139,200 37.5% 250,000 70% 259,840 70%
4 bed House 180,563 37.5% 180,563 37.5% 250,000 70% 337,050 70%
5 bed House 208,650 37.5% 208,650 37.5% 250,000 70% 389,480 70%
1 bed Flat 73,950 37.5% 73,950 37.5% 138,040 70% 138,040 70%
2 bed Flat 93,525 37.5% 93,525 37.5% 174,580 70% 174,580 70%
* capped @£250K
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Scheme Typology: Houses & Flats
Site Typology: Location / Value Zone: Higher
Notes: Mitton SUE

No Units: 1000

Greenfield/Brownfield: Greenfield

GROSS DEVELOPMENT VALUE
OMS GDV - (part houses due to % mix)
1 bed House 30.0 @ 255,200 7,656,000
2 bed House 120.0 @ 301,600 36,192,000
3 bed House 240.0 @ 371,200 89,088,000
4 bed House 120.0 @ 481,500 57,780,000
5 bed House 30.0 @ 556,400 16,692,000
1 bed Flat 24.0 @ 197,200 4,732,800
2 bed Flat 36.0 @ 249,400 8,978,400
600.0 221,119,200
Affordable Rent GDV -
1 bed House 0.0 @ 95,700 -
2 bed House 0.0 @ 113,100 -
3 bed House 0.0 @ 139,200 -
4 bed House 0.0 @ 180,563 -
5 bed House 0.0 @ 208,650 -
1 bed Flat 0.0 @ 73,950 -
2 bed Flat 0.0 @ 93,525 -
0.0 -
Social Rent GDV -
1 bed House 276 @ 95,700 2,641,320
2 bed House 60.7 @ 113,100 6,867,432
3 bed House 82.8 @ 139,200 11,525,760
4 bed House 276 @ 180,563 4,983,525
5 bed House 0.0 @ 208,650 -
1 bed Flat 35.9 @ 73,950 2,653,326
2 bed Flat 414 @ 93,525 3,871,935
276.0 32,543,298
First Homes GDV -
1 bed House 10.0 @ 178,640 1,786,400
2 bed House 220 @ 211,120 4,644,640
3 bed House 30.0 @ 250,000 7,500,000
4 bed House 10.0 @ 250,000 2,500,000
5 bed House 0.0 @ 250,000 -
1 bed Flat 13.0 @ 138,040 1,794,520
2 bed Flat 15.0 @ 174,580 2,618,700
100.0 20,844,260
Intermediate GDV -
1 bed House 24 @ 178,640 428,736
2 bed House 53 @ 211,120 1,114,714
3 bed House 72 @ 259,840 1,870,848
4 bed House 24 @ 337,050 808,920
5 bed House 0.0 @ 389,480 -
1 bed Flat 3.1 @ 138,040 430,685
2 bed Flat 3.6 @ 174,580 628,488
24.0 400.0 5,282,390
Sub-total GDV Residential 1,000 279,789,148
AH on-site cost analysis: £MV (no AH) less £GDV (inc. AH) 67,101,252
777 £ psm (total GIA sqm) 67,101 £ per unit (total units)
Grant 400 AH units @ 0 per unit -
Total GDV 279,789,148
DEVELOPMENT COSTS
Initial Payments -
Statutory Planning Fees (Residential) (153,959)
Planning Application Professional Fees, Surveys and reports (460,000)
CIL 54,115 sqm (Market only 0.00 £ psm -
CIL analysis: 0.00% % of GDV 0 £ per unit (total units)
Site Specific S106 Contributions Year 1 (assumes 1 yr lead-in from first land drawdown) 0 -
Year 2 2,278,788 (2,278,788)
Year 3 1,405,178 (1,405,178)
Year 4 2,199,831 (2,199,831)
Year 5 1,623,419 (1,623,419)
Year 6 1,811,927 (1,811,927)
Year 7 3,034,416 (3,034,416)
Year 8 2,231,238 (2,231,238)
Year 9 1,425,830 (1,425,830)
Year 10 1,652,238 (1,652,238)
Year 11 1,425,830 (1,425,830)
Year 12 745,583 (745,583)
Year 13 0 -
Year 14 0 -
Year 15 0 -
Years 1-15 1,000 units @ 0 per unit -
Sub-total (19,834,281)
S$106 analysis: 793,371 £ per ha 7.09% % of GDV 19,834 £ per unit (total units)
AH Commuted Sum 86,402 sqm (total) 0 £ psm -
Comm. Sum analysis: 0.00% % of GDV
cont./
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Scheme Typology: Houses & Flats
Site Typology: Location / Value Zone:
Notes: Mitton SUE

Construction Costs -

No Units
Higher

Greenfield/Brownfield:

1000
Greenfield

Site Clearance, Demolition & Remediation 25.00 ha @ 0 £ per ha (if brownfield) -
Site Infrastructure costs - Year 1 -
Year 2 (2,379,590)
Year 3 (1,031,045)
Year 4 (3,144,045)
Year 5 (3,769,045)
Year 6 (3,144,045)
Year 7 (4,130,729)
Year 8 (1,161,979)
Year 9 (1,130,729)
Year 10 (661,979)
Year 11 (661,979)
Year 12 (594,389)
Year 13 -
Year 14 -
Year 15 -
Years 1-15 1,000 units @ _ per unit -
Sub-total (21,809,551)
Infra. Costs analysis: 872,382 £ perha 7.79% % of GDV 21,810 £ per unit (total units)
1 bed House 4,830 sqm @ (5,235,720)
2 bed House 15,600 sqm @ (16,910,400)
3 bed House 32,400 sqm @ (35,121,600)
4 bed House 17,920 sqm @ (19,425,280)
5 bed House 3,840 sqm @ (4,162,560)
1 bed Flat 4,471 sqm @ (5,463,059)
2 bed Flat 86,402 7,341 sqm @ (8,970,918)
Garages for 3 bed House (OMS only) 240 units @ 50% @ 8,500 £ per garage (1,020,000)
Garages for 4 bed House (OMS only) 120 units @ 100% @ 8,500 £ per garage (1,020,000)
Garages for 5 bed House (OMS only) 30 units @ 100% @ 8,500 £ per garage (255,000)
External works 97,584,536 @ 15.0% (14,637,680)
Ext. Works analysis: 14,638 £ per unit (total units)
Policy Costs on design -
Net Biodiversity costs 1,000 units @ 1,003 £ per unit (1,003,000)
M4(2) Category 2 Housing Aff units 400 units @ 95% @ 521 £ per unit (197,980)
M4(3) Category 3 Housing Aff units (>20 uni 400 units @ 5% @ 10,111 £ per unit (202,220)
M4(2) Category 2 Housing OMS units 600 units @ 95% @ 521 £ per unit (296,970)
M4(3) Category 3 Housing OMS units (>20 t - units @ 5% @ 10,111 £ per unit -
Part L/IFHS (houses) 828 units @ 4,847 £ per unit (4,013,316)
Part LIFHS (flats) 172 units @ 2,260 £ per unit (388,720)
Additional Low Carbon/Energy Reduction (houses) 828 units @ 2,000 £ per unit (1,656,000)
Additional Low Carbon/Energy Reduction (flats) 172 units @ 1,000 £ per unit (172,000)
EV Charging Points - Houses 828 units @ 976 £ per unit (808,128)
EV Charging Points - Flats 172 units @ 976 £ per unit (167,872)
Water Efficiency (houses) 828 units @ 2,683 £ per unit (2,221,524)
Water Efficiency (flats) 172 units @ 909 £ per unit (156,348)
Broadband infrastructure (< 20 units only) units @ 747 £ per unit -
Sub-total (11,284,078)
Policy Costs analysis: (design costs only) 11,284 £ per unit (total units)
Contingency (on construction) 145,315,846 @ 7.5% (10,898,688)
Professional Fees 145,315,846 @ 6.5% (9,445,530)
Disposal Costs -
OMS Marketing and Promotion 221,119,200 OMS @ 3.00% 6,634 £ per unit (6,633,576)
Residential Sales Agent Costs 221,119,200 OMS @ 1.00% 2,211 £ per unit (2,211,192)
Residential Sales Legal Costs 221,119,200 OMS @ 0.50% 1,106 £ per unit (1,105,596)
Affordable Sale Legal Costs 58,669,948 AH @ 0.25% 147 £ per unit (146,675)
Disposal Cost analysis: 10,097 £ per unit
Interest (on Development Costs) - 6.25% APR 0.506% pcm (528,572)
Developers Profit -
Profit on OMS 221,119,200 (44,223,840)
Margin on AH 58,669,948 6.00% on AH values (3,520,197)
Profit analysis: 279,789,148 17.06% blended GDV (47,744,037)
196,733,916 24.27% on costs (47,744,037)
TOTAL COSTS (244,477,952)
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Scheme Typology: Houses & Flats No Units: 1000
Site Typology: Location / Value Zone: Higher Greenfield/Brownfield: Greenfield
Notes: Mitton SUE
RESIDUAL LAND VALUE (RLV)
Residual Land Value (gross) 35,311,196
SDLT 35,311,196 @ HMRC formula (1,755,060)
Acquisition Agent fees 35,311,196 @ 1.0% (353,112)
Acquisition Legal fees 35,311,196 @ 0.5% (176,556)
Interest on Land 35,311,196 @ 6.25% (2,206,950)
Residual Land Value 30,819,519
RLV analysis: 30,820 £ per plot 1,232,781 £ per ha (net) 498,900 £ per acre (net)
350,219 £ per ha (gross) 141,732 £ per acre (gross)
11.02% % RLV/GDV
BENCHMARK LAND VALUE (BLV)
Residential Density 40.0'| dph (net)
Site Area (net) 25.00 ha (net) 61.78 acres (net)
Net to Gross ratio 28%
Site Area (gross) 88.00 ha (gross) 217.45 acres (gross)
Benchmark Land Value (net) 15,444 £ per plot 617,750 £ per ha (net) 250,000 £ per acre (net) 15,443,750
BLV analysis: Density 3,456 sgm/ha (net) 15,055 sgft/ac (net)
11 dph (gross)
175,496 £ per ha (gross) 71,022 £ per acre (gross)
BALANCE
Surplus/(Deficit) [RLV - BLV] 615,031 £ per ha (net) 248,900 £ per acre (net) 15,375,769
SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS
The following sensitivity tables show the balance of the appraisal (RLV-BLV £ per acre) 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 40%
Balance (RLV - BLV £ per acre (n)) 248,900 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40%
0.00 775,359 687,706 600,038 512,334 424,602 336,801 248,900
10.00 763,867 676,847 589,816 502,748 415,649 328,478 241,205
CIL £ psm 20.00 752,375 665,988 579,590 493,161 406,694 320,154 233,510
0.00 30.00 740,881 655,129 569,365 483,575 397,736 311,830 225,810
40.00 729,383 644,270 559,139 473,985 388,778 303,502 218,109
50.00 717,886 633,411 548,914 464,393 379,820 295,172 210,408
60.00 706,388 622,553 538,688 454,801 370,862 286,843 202,706
70.00 694,890 611,694 528,463 445,209 361,904 278,513 194,999
80.00 683,393 600,832 518,237 435,617 352,941 270,182 187,291
90.00 671,895 589,967 508,012 426,026 343,977 261,846 179,584
100.00 660,397 579,102 497,786 416,431 335,013 253,510 171,871
110.00 648,900 568,238 487,559 406,833 326,049 245,174 164,157
120.00 637,402 557,373 477,327 397,235 317,085 236,836 156,443
130.00 625,904 546,509 467,096 387,637 308,114 228,494 148,723
140.00 614,404 535,644 456,864 378,039 299,144 220,151 141,002
150.00 602,900 524,779 446,633 368,440 290,174 211,809 133,280
160.00 591,396 513,915 436,402 358,836 281,203 203,461 125,551
170.00 579,893 503,050 426,167 349,232 272,227 195,111 117,822
180.00 568,389 492,179 415,929 339,628 263,250 186,762 110,090
190.00 556,885 481,309 405,692 330,023 254,273 178,408 102,353
200.00 545,382 470,438 395,454 320,415 245,296 170,051 94,615
210.00 533,878 459,567 385,216 310,804 236,312 161,694 86,870
220.00 522,374 448,696 374,976 301,193 227,327 153,332 79,125
230.00 510,868 437,823 364,731 291,582 218,343 144,967 71,371
240.00 499,358 426,945 354,487 281,968 209,354 136,602 63,617
250.00 487,848 416,068 344,242 272,349 200,362 128,229 55,854
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Scheme Typology:
Site Typology:

Notes:

TABLE 2

Balance (RLV - BLV)

Site Specifc S106
100%

(where 105% is a 5% increase,
and 95% is a 5% decrease etc.)

TABLE 3
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Balance (RLV - BLV)

CIL £psm
0.00

Houses & Flats
Location / Value Zone: Higher

Mitton SUE

248,900

No Units: 1000
Greenfield/Brownfield: Greenfield

Affordable Housing - % on site 40%

Profit (on OMS) 20%

15% 20%

265,550

15%

110,355
102,602
94,848 63,617
87,085 55,854

SWC_Whole Plan+CIL Viability Appraisals_v10_Strat Sites\AAF Mitton HV Green

117,493
109,771
102,050
94,321
86,592
78,860
71,122
63,385
55,639
47,894
40,141
32,387
24,624
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Scheme Typology: Houses & Flats No Units: 1000
Site Typology: Location / Value Zone: Higher Greenfield/Brownfield: Greenfield
Notes: Mitton SUE
TABLE 4 BLV (per acre) 250,000
Balance (RLV - BLV) 248,900 150,000 200,000 250,000 300,000 350,000 400,000 450,000
0 48,900
10 41,205
20 33,510
30 25,810
40 18,109
CIL £psm 50 10,408
0.00 60 2,706
70 (5,001)
80 (12,709)
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90

(20,416)
(28,129)

TABLE 5 Density (dph) 40
Balance (RLV - BLV) 248,900 25
0 61,812
10 57,003
20 52,194
30 47,381
40 42,568
CIL £psm 50 37,755
0.00 60 32,941
70 28,124
80 23,307
90 18,490
100 13,669
110 8,848
120 4,027
130 (798)
140 (5,624)

(3,157)

(8972) 31,200 71,371
24,415 63,617
17,622 55,854
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Scheme Typology: Houses & Flats No Units: 1000

Site Typology: Location / Value Zone: Higher Greenfield/Brownfield: Greenfield

Notes: Mitton SUE

TABLE 6 Build cost 100% (where 105% is a 5% increase, and 95% is a 5% decrease etc.)
Balance (RLV - BLV) 248,900 90% 95% 100% 105% 110%

0 70,328
10 62,564
20 54,795
30 47,022
40 39,240
CIL £psm 50 31,454

0.00 60 23,662
70 15,860
80 8,053
90 237

141,002

133,280

125,551

117,822

110,090

102,353

94,615

86,870

79,125

71,371

63,617

55,854

TABLE 7 Market Values 100% (where 105% is a 5% increase, and 95% is a 5% decrease etc.)
Balance (RLV - BLV) 248,900 90% 100% 105% 110% 115%

0 10,347
10 2,534
20 (5,288)
30 (13,119)
40 (20,961)
CIL £psm 50 (28,815)
0.00 60 (36,681)

(44,562)
(52,455)

(49,059)

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: AAC AAD| AAE AAF|
Scheme Typology: Houses & Flats Houses & Flats Houses & Flats Houses & Flats,
No Units: 1000 5000 10000 1000
Location / Value Zone: Higher| Higher| Higher| Higher|
Greenfield/Brownfield: Greenfield Greenfield / Brownfield Greenfield Greenfield
Notes: Rushwick Strategic Site Throckmorton Airfield Worcestershire Parkway Garden Village Mitton SUE
Total GDV (£) 279,789,148 1,498,131,682 2,872,021,484 279,789,148
Policy Assumptions - - - -
AH Target % (& mix): 40% 40% 40% 40%
Affordable Rent: 0% 0% 0% 0%

Social Rent: 69% 69% 69% 69%

First Homes: 25% 25% 25% 25%

Intermediate (Affordable Home Ownership): 6% 6% 6% 6%

CIL (£ psm) - - - -
CIL (£ per unit) - - - -
Site Specific S106 (£ per unit) 40,864 38,166 36,246 19,834
Sub-total CIL+S106 (£ per unit) 40,864 38,166 36,246 19,834
Site Infrastructure (£ per unit) 6,892 12,077 15,643 21,810
Sub-total CIL+S106+Infrastructure (£ per unit) 47,756 50,243 51,888 41,644
Profit KPI's - - - -
Developers Profit (% on OMS) 20.0% 20.0% 20.0% 20.0%
Developers Profit (% on AH) 6.0% 6.0% 6.0% 6.0%
Developers Profit (% blended) 17.06% 17.06% 17.06% 17.06%
Developers Profit (% on costs) 23.71% 23.14% 23.04% 24.27%
Developers Profit Total (£) 47,744,037 238,720,185 477,440,369 47,744,037
Land Value KPI's - - - -
RLV (£/acre (net)) 379,176 643,054 455,354 498,900
RLV (£/ha (net)) 936,943 1,588,986 1,125,179 1,232,781
RLV (% of GDV) 9.57% 14.20% 10.05% 11.02%
RLV Total (£) 26,769,807 198,623,248 281,294,826 30,819,519
BLV (£/acre (net)) 300,000 481,949 275,000 250,000
BLV (£/ha (net)) 741,300 1,190,896 679,525 617,750
BLV Total (£) 21,180,000 148,862,059 169,881,250 15,443,750
Surplus/Deficit (£/acre) [RLV-BLV] 79,176 161,105 180,354 248,900
Surplus/Deficit (£/ha) 195,643 398,090 445,654 615,031
Surplus/Deficit Total (£) 5,589,807 49,761,189 111,413,576 15,375,769
Plan Viability comments Viable Viable Viable Viable
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