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Runnymede A320 Impact and Longcross 
Garden Village Viability Study 
Executive Summary 

S1 The main objective of this report is to respond to the Inspector’s 
concern initially raised at examination (Stage 1 and 2 hearings), that 
the sites proposed in the Local Plan around the area of the A320, can 
facilitate on a viable basis, the necessary infrastructure as well as 
mitigate the on-site impacts. 

S2 The analysis revisits the High Level Testing carried out in 2017, and 
concludes as to whether generally there is scope or surplus for 
additional funding from the process of planning consent across the 
Borough generally.  It looks at the key sites in the A320 area and 
related sub markets and concludes on individual scheme viability.  
The report looks in significant detail at the Longcross Garden Village 
site which is being promoted by Crest Nicholson, which by some 
margin, is the most significant of the housing allocations proposed in 
the Local Plan. 

S3 The report finds that development generally across the Borough is 
very viable, even where a brown field land value benchmark is 
considered.  Much of the development comes from agricultural or 
green field and thus has a low existing use value. 

S4 The revised National Planning Policy Framework and associated 
guidance now favours local authorities in their policy stances by 
emphasising existing use value as the basis of viability negotiations.  
This asks the question ‘by how much will the land value be raised 
should we, as a planning authority, decide to grant planning 
permission.  This is very much different to the historic position, 
where applicants often cited land purchase price as the basis for 
negotiation and where this price sometimes did not reflect policy 
requirements. 

S5 The key sites around the A320 (and looked at in detail in Section 4) 
are viable, and deliver significant surplus to the land owners, whilst 
providing a competitive return to the developer, land owner and 
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whilst meeting the Council’s Affordable Housing and other Section 
106 requirements. 

S6 Longcross Garden Village, as a scheme (the south part of the site has 
been looked at here in detail) is viable to deliver Section 106 
requirements as anticipated by the Council.  In making my 
assessment of this site, the Council requested I liaise with the 
developer’s Crest to understand their perspective on various factors 
(such as housing mix etc.) and assumptions, before I completed my 
report. My analysis suggests the site has significant viability, though 
whilst the developer also considers that whilst the scheme is viable, it 
does not entirely agree the extent of viability posited by myself.  One 
key relates to construction costs and this remains a matter of ongoing 
discussion.  Likewise there is scope to further narrow the debate on 
the issue of land value benchmark. 

S7 The general appearance of the scheme in terms of its mix and density 
would not appear to me to be an area where there is likely to be 
significant dispute. 

1 Introduction and objectives 

1.1 This Viability Study has been undertaken following the Stage 1 and 
Stage 2 hearing sessions of the examination into the Runnymede 
Local Plan. It is intended to further inform the examination in 
relation to the deliverability of mitigation on the A320 corridor and 
what this means for the delivery and viability of development sites 
associated with this highway.   

1.2 The project brief for the Update Study advises that: ‘ahead of further 
hearing sessions the Council is gathering additional highways 
modelling advice and preparing its bid for the Housing Infrastructure 
Fund (HIF) as one mechanism to fund A320 improvements. The HIF 
ask is some £44m to cover the cost of A320 mitigation in 
Runnymede’. 

1.3 To help the Council demonstrate that funding mechanisms have a 
realistic and reasonable prospect of delivery the Council has 
commissioned this report to test the viability of development sites in 
the A320 corridor, including Longcross Garden Village, mindful of the 
funding sources available. 
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1.4 The Study tests viability in three ways.  Firstly, the Study undertakes 
a review of the High Level Testing (HLT carried out in the Viability 
Baseline report (2017).  Secondly, it reviews and updates the analysis 
of large sites taking into account updated information on 
development mix and infrastructure loading.  Thirdly the Study 
includes an in-depth analysis of the viability of the Longcross Garden 
Village site, taking into account the Council’s anticipated phasing 
programme. 

2 Approach to viability assessment 

Overview 
 
2.1 It is important to understand how viability is assessed in the 

planning and development process.  The assessment of viability is 
usually referred to as residual development appraisal approach.  Our 
understanding is illustrated in the diagram below.  This shows that 
the starting point for negotiations is the gross residual site value 
which is the difference between the scheme revenue and scheme 
costs, including a reasonable allowance for developer return. 

 
2.2 Once CIL or Section 106 contributions have been deducted from the 

gross residual value, a ‘net’ residual value results.  The question is 
then whether this net residual value is sufficient in terms of 
development value relative to the site in its current use. 
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2.3 Calculating what is likely to be the value of a site given a specific 
planning permission, is only one factor in deciding what is viable. 

 
Land owner considerations 

 
2.4 A site is extremely unlikely to proceed where the costs of a proposed 

scheme exceed the revenue.  However, simply having a positive 
residual value does not guarantee in itself, that development 
happens.  The existing use value (EUV) of the site, and a realistic 
alternative use value (AUV) for a site (e.g. commercial) will also play 
a role in the mind of the land owner in deciding whether to bring a  
site forward for new development. 

 

 
 

2.5 The diagram above shows how this operates.  The land owner will 
always be concerned to ensure that residual value clears the relevant 
land value benchmark, which is usually the existing use value for the 
site.  In the case of green field site, the EUV will be agricultural land; 
in the case of a brown field site, usually industrial land or property. 

 
The Revised NPPF (February 2019) and viability 

 
2.6 Paragraph 57 of the NPPF states that all viability assessments 

including those undertaken at the plan-making stage, should reflect 
the recommended approach in national planning guidance, including 
standardised inputs. Updated national guidance in the NPPG (July 
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2018) on viability has been published since the baseline viability 
report of 2017 which sets out the standardised approach. Table 1 
shows how this standardised approach has been followed in this 
Study.  Paragraphs 013 & 014 of the revised NPPG  are very clear that 
the land value benchmark should be based on existing use value 
(EUV).  It states: 

‘EUV is the value of the land in its existing use together with the right to 
implement any development for which there are policy compliant 
extant planning consents, including realistic deemed consents, but 
without regard to alternative uses.’  

2.7 The NPPG further states: 

‘Existing use value is not the price paid and should disregard hope 
value.’ 

This represents a key shift away from previous guidance (e.g. that of 
the RICS) which recommended a ‘market value’ approach. 

2.8 The NPPG allows for a premium over and above EUV to incentivise 
the land owner to bring the site forward.  It states in paragraph 016: 

‘The premium (or the ‘plus’ in EUV+) is the second component of 
benchmark land value.  It is the amount above existing use value (EUV) 
that goes to the landowner. The premium should provide a reasonable 
incentive for a land owner to bring forward land for development while 
allowing a sufficient contribution to comply with policy requirements.’ 

Table 1 sets out the broad parameters of the NPPF/G with respect to 
viability. 

Table 1 

NPPG 
Para 

Requirement Addressed At  

001 Proportionate assessment of viability 
that takes into account all relevant 
policies, and local and national 
standards including cost implications 
of CIL and S106. 

Para 3.8, Sections 
3, 4 & 5 and 
Appendix 2 
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003 Plan makers can use site typologies to 
determine viability at the plan making 
stage. 

In some circumstances more detailed 
assessments may be necessary for 
particular areas or key sites on which 
the delivery of the plan relies. 

Section 3 

 
 

Sections 4 & 5 

005 Important to consider the specific 
circumstances of strategic sites. 

Sections 4 & 5 

006 Plan makers should engage with 
landowners, developers and 
infrastructure and affordable housing 
providers. 

Undertaken in 
2017 

011 Gross Development Value (GDV)…For 
residential development may be total 
sales and/or capitalised net rental 
income. For commercial development 
broad assessment of value in line with 
industry practice. 

For broad-area wide or site typology 
assessment at the plan making stage 
average figures can be used. 

For specific sites or development, 
market evidence from the actual site 
or from existing developments can be 
used. 

Section 3 

 

 

 

Section 3 

 

Section 4 & 5 

012 Costs should be identified at plan 
making stage. Costs include 

Build costs 

Infrastructure costs and costs for 
external works 
Abnormal costs 
Site specific infrastructure 
Policy requirements 
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General finance costs 
Professional, project management, 
sales, marketing and legal 
Contingency where scheme specific 
assessment is necessary 

014 Benchmark land value should:  
 
Be based on EUV 
Allow for a premium 
Reflect development costs 
Be informed by market evidence 

 

Sections 3, 4 & 5 

015 EUV can be established…by assessing 
the value of the specific site or type of 
site using published sources of 
information such as agricultural or 
industrial land values or if 
appropriate capitalised rental levels at 
an appropriate yield.  

Sections 3,4 & 5 

016 Plan makers should establish a 
reasonable premium to the landowner 
for the purpose of assessing viability 

Sections 3, 4 & 5 

018 For the purpose of plan making an 
assumption of 15-20% of GDV may be 
considered a suitable return to 
developers. A lower figure may be 
more appropriate for affordable 
housing. 

Sections 3, 4 & 5 

020 An Executive Summary should be 
used to set out key findings of a 
viability assessment in a clear way. 

Section 6 

Significance of the revised NPPF for viability and planning for 
housing 

2.9 The revised NPPF and NPPG represent a watershed in the approach 
to viability.  With the revised basis now EUV, the government has 
shifted the approach squarely back to the roots of the planning 
system and to the heart of the Section 106 process itself. 
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2.10 This (the Section 106 process) was always intended to capture 
planning gain and the increase in land value that emanates from the 
grant of planning permission.  Indeed, there are numerous 
government statements and studies now attempting to re-focus the 
purpose of planning to this end. 

2.11 A recent example is from the Letwin Review: 

https://www.planningresource.co.uk/article/1496790/letwin-
review-to-recommend-land-value-capture-measures 

3 High Level Testing (HLT) 

3.1 The Baseline Viability Report (January 2017) undertook what is 
known as ‘High Level Testing’ to assess the viability of a notional one 
hectare site, across a range of sub markets in the Borough. 

3.2 The sub markets are shown in Map 1 below with the main impacts 
being felt in the Chertsey and Ottershaw areas. 

Map 1 Sub Market areas 
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3.3 The analysis set out in the Baseline Viability Report takes the 
revenue for the notional one hectare site and considers the costs of 
development to arrive at a residual value.  The approach is set out in 
full in Section 3 of the baseline report of 2017. 

3.4 This updated analysis included in this Study looks at two different 
densities of potential housebuilding on new development sites; 30 
and 40 dwellings per hectare, two medium densities reflecting family 
type housing.  It also takes into account updated indicative new build 
selling prices as well as increased construction costs, since 2017.  
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Over the period house prices across Runnymede have fallen by 
around 3%. 

3.5 The full assumptions used in the Update Study are set out in 
Appendix 1. The results are set out in the Table 2 below. 

3.6 As in the baseline report of January 2017, the residual values here 
are very significant.  At the top end (Wentworth) the residual values 
per hectare range between £16 and £23 million per hectare.  At the 
lower end (Staines border) residual values per hectare range 
between £2 and £3 million. 

Table 2 

  
RV per 

Hectare 
30 dph   
Wentworth £16,378,000 
Virginia Water £6,831,000 
Englefield Green £4,727,000 
Ottershaw £4,166,000 
Woodham £3,476,000 
Chertsey £3,190,000 
Egham £3,174,000 
Addlestone £2,475,000 
Staines £2,417,000 
    
40 dph   
Wentworth £22,590,000 
Virginia Water £9,802,000 
Englefield Green £6,526,000 
Ottershaw £5,753,000 
Woodham £4,810,000 
Chertsey £4,421,000 
Egham £4,397,000 
Addlestone £3,442,000 
Staines £3,271,000 

 

3.7 It is important to stress that the residual values shown take account 
of: 

• 35% Affordable Housing in line with the Council’s policy; 
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• A Section 106 contribution over and above Affordable Housing of 
£25,000 per dwelling reflecting the full range of the Council’s 
other policy requirements and in particular sustainable design 
and renewable energy costs at £10,000 per dwelling. 

• An allowance of 15% on construction costs for servicing of sites 
with all necessary utilities and external works. 

3.8 The question for the Study is whether there is the potential for 
development sites to contribute reasonably and proportionately 
towards the costs associated with the A320 mitigation works 
required in association with development being allocated in the Local 
Plan whilst also meeting the full range of affordable housing and 
Section 106 costs in the Council’s policies. 

3.9 Set out below in Table 3 is an indication of the surpluses that would 
be available to contribute towards the A320 mitigation works. 

3.10 Table 3 below shows the existing use value (EUV) for commercial 
land which the Council believe to be a ‘fair marker’ for the Borough 
given that many sites are being developed from brown field land. 

Table 3 Surpluses per hectare and per dwelling 
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3.11 The surpluses for both a per hectare and a per dwelling basis are 
shown in the right hand columns of the table. 

3.12 On a per dwelling basis, the surpluses range from circa £14,000 per 
dwelling to circa £480,000 per dwelling if sites are developed at 30 
dph and from circa £32,000 per dwelling to circa £515,000 per 
dwelling if sites are developed at 40 dph. 

3.13 These are all very substantial surpluses and the Study is therefore 
able to conclude that the Council could look to fund the road costs 
substantially from development.  

Key sites analysis 

3.14 In terms of assessing the potential for development to deliver 
additional infrastructure, it is important to look at the key strategic 
sites in the Plan. 

3.15 The Council’s A320 North HIF bid identifies 11 development sites 
which are principally linked with the road construction works. Two 
of these sites have already been granted permission and are not 
considered further in this Study, however the Council has requested 
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that the commercial sites at Byfleet Road and Addlestone West are 
also tested. 

These are: 

Pycroft Road, Chertsey (Policy SL6)  – 275 dwellings; 

Vets Lab Parcel B (Policy SL11)  – 150 dwellings; 

Ottershaw East (Policy SL12)   – 200 dwellings; 

Chertsey Bittams A (Policy SL14)  – 175 dwellings; 

Chertsey Bittams B (Policy SL15)  – 120 dwellings; 

Chertsey Bittams C (Policy SL16)  – 9 dwellings; 

Chertsey Bittams D (Policy SL17)  – 125 dwellings; 

Chertsey Bittams E (Policy SL18)  – 75 dwellings; 

Longcross Garden Village   - (Policy SD10) – see section 5; 

 
Viability assumptions 

3.16 The assumptions used for the site specific analysis are based 
principally on those set out in the high level testing including the 
BCIS construction costs (with related adjustments), indicative new 
build values, and site specific infrastructure loading as estimated by 
the Council in Appendices 1 & 2. 

3.17 The Council has also provided specific anticipated development 
mixes for each of the sites tested. These are also set out in Appendix 
2. 

4 Site analyses 

Pycroft Road Chertsey (Policy SL6) 

4.1 This site is located on the western side of Chertsey and is formed 
from four parcels of land at Chilsey Green Farm, Grange Farm, Grange 
Farm Retirement Home and St Ann’s Lodge.  The land is bordered to 
the north by Pycroft Road, to the south and east by existing housing 
and to the north and west by commercial development. 
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4.2 The scheme generates a residual value of circa £35 million at 35% 

Affordable Housing, and with a Section 106 requirement (over and 
above Affordable Housing) of £18,071 per dwelling. 

 
4.3 The existing use value of the land is largely garden/agricultural has 

EUV of circa £130,000.  There are also three residential properties 
within the area which will increase the EUV, probably in excess of £2 
million.  Nevertheless the uplift even including the residential 
properties is very significant and will generate very large surplus for 
local infrastructure.  

 
Vets Lab Parcel B (Policy SL11) 

4.4 This site forms part of the Veterinary Laboratory site adjacent to the 
urban area of Row Town. The site itself is owned by DEFRA and is 
undeveloped. To the east of the site lies a strip of trees protected by a 
Tree Preservation Order, and the western boundary is formed by 
open fields and houses on Old Road. The southern boundary 
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comprises open fields, which are associated with DEFRA owned land, 
and to the north are houses on Leigh Close.  

4.5 The scheme includes two traveller pitches. 

 
4.6 The scheme generates a residual value of circa £9 million at 35% 

Affordable Housing, and with a Section 106 requirement (over and 
above Affordable Housing) of £17,796 per dwelling. 

 
4.7 The current use value of this site equates to agricultural at around 

£87,000 which with a x20 premium gives a BLV of £1.74m, well 
below RLV. 

 
Ottershaw East (Policy SL12) 

4.8 This is a site located to the south east of Ottershaw.  The site is 
planned for 200 dwellings on green field land.  The site is 6.6 
hectares in total and a high quality development is proposed. 

4.9 The scheme includes two traveller pitches. 
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4.10 The scheme generates a residual value of circa £29 million at 35% 

Affordable Housing, and with a Section 106 requirement (over and 
above Affordable Housing) of £20,495 per dwelling. 

 
4.11 The current use value of this site equates to agricultural at around 

£122,000 with a x 20 premium giving a BLV of £2.44m, well below 
RLV 

 
Chertsey Bittams (Policies SL14, SL15, SL16, SL17 and SL18) 

4.12 The Bittams sites will deliver effective infill development between (to 
the south) St Peter’s Way, to the east (the M25) and to the west 
(Guildford Road).  All sites are predominantly green field and thus 
have a very low existing use value.   

Chertsey Bittams A includes five traveller pitches; 

Chertsey Bittams B includes two traveller pitches; 

Chertsey Bittams C includes 11 traveller pitches; 

Chertsey Bittams A (Policy SL14) 
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4.13 The scheme generates a residual value of circa £20 million at 35% 

Affordable Housing, and with a Section 106 requirement (over and 
above Affordable Housing) of £16,529 per dwelling. 

 
4.14 The current use value of this site equates to agricultural at around 

£129,500.  Assuming a 20 fold return this would give a LVB of £2.6 
million, again generating a very large surplus between existing use 
and residential.  

 
Chertsey Bittams B (Policy SL15) 
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4.15 The scheme generates a residual value of circa £20 million at 35% 
Affordable Housing, and with a Section 106 requirement (over and 
above Affordable Housing) of £16,283 per dwelling. 

 
4.16 The current use value of this site equates to agricultural at around 

£72,000, and at a 20 fold return to land owner, £1.4 million.  The RV 
is £13.5 million, well above the LVB. 

Chertsey Bittams C (Policy SL16) 
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4.17 The scheme generates a residual value of circa £0.6 million at 0% 

Affordable Housing, and with a Section 106 requirement (over and 
above Affordable Housing) of £19,200 per dwelling. 

 
4.18 The current use value of this site equates to agricultural at around 

£24,000, which, with a 20 fold return to land owner, generates a LVB 
of some £0.48 million. 

 

Chertsey Bittams D (Policy SL17) 
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4.19 The scheme generates a residual value of circa £14 million at 35% 

Affordable Housing, and with a Section 106 requirement (over and 
above Affordable Housing) of £16,595 per dwelling. 

 
4.20 The current use value of this site equates to agricultural at around 

£53,000.  Assuming a 20 fold return to land owner, the LVB will be 
circa £1 million. 
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Chertsey Bittams E (Policy SL18) 

 
4.21 The scheme generates a residual value of circa £9 million at 35% 

Affordable Housing, and with a Section 106 requirement (over and 
above Affordable Housing) of £14,118 per dwelling. 

 
4.22 The current use value of this site equates to agricultural at around 

£44,000, giving a LVB (20 fold agricultural) of circa £900,000.  
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Summary of results 

 

4.27 Table 4 over page summarises the results of the updated analysis for 
key sites: 
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Table 4 Results 
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4.28 The site specific analysis suggests, consistent with the high level 
testing, that significant surpluses are likely to be generated in 
association with development.   

4.29 The level of surplus generated provides considerable scope for 
development to contribute reasonably and proportionately towards 
the costs of highway mitigation works proposed for the A320. 
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5 Longcross Garden Village  

5.1 A key site in the delivery of the Council’s housing development and 
associated commercial property is the Longcross Garden Village 
(LGV) site.  This site is underway but the Council wishes to know, in 
the light of the potential additional works to the A320 whether there 
is scope for this site to make further contributions.  This report 
reflects several stages of progress towards reaching agreement on 
viability including an initial analysis by AGA, updating of policy 
requirements by RBC (as of August 2019), a meeting between the 
viability consultants for Crest, AGA and the Council, and further 
exchanges of data and information between AGA and Crest.  This 
report does not reflect a final viability outcome, but attempts to 
demonstrate at examination, the key issues affecting policy, delivery 
and competitive return. 

5.2 The site is split into two areas, North and South Longcross, separated 
by the M3 Motorway:  

 

 
 
5.3 The AECOM feasibility report (December 2017) states that the ‘north 

site covers 40.5 ha and is masterplanned for approximately 200 
homes and 79,000 sq.m of employment space plus a 36,000sq.m data 
centre.  Planning permission was granted in 2014 for the first phase 
of 108 of the 200 homes, the construction of which has already 
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begun. This initial phase of the development began prior to 
Longcross’s designation as a Garden Village. Applications for the 
second phase have now been approved  for 88 homes, 16,765sqm of 
B1a office floorspace and a focal/’Discovery’ building of 1,265 sqm 
comprising a mix of A1-A5, B1, D1 & D2 uses. 

 
5.4 The larger, southern section of the site (82.5ha adjacent to the M3 

motorway) has currently been masterplanned to the level of a site-
wide development framework, which the developer published in 
2012 (also prior to Garden Village designation). Crest, as the site 
promoter, are proposing some 1360 dwellings for this part of the site 
along with commercial units. The north and south sites will be linked 
over the motorway via two pedestrian-vehicle bridges.’ 

 
5.5 The indicative masterplan for the south part of the site is shown 

below: 
 

 
 
5.6 The Council estimates that the site yields 72.3 hectares of net 

developable area. 
 
5.7 The Council’s Locally Led Garden Villages Expression of Interest bid 

document states that the site forming the village ‘is the former 
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Defence Establishment Research Agency (DERA) site, now in use as 
film studios and which is a previously or partially previously 
developed site in the Green Belt.  There are two distinct parcels of 
land which form the former DERA site which are bisected by the M3 
motorway’. 

 
The economics of the northern part of the site are not assessed here.  
It is understood that there is additional development for the private 
rented sector, with some 240 dwellings proposed.  The precise 
viability will need to be dealt with separately.  The NPPF makes 
provision for a separate analysis of private rented versus open 
market sales approach.  However, at face value, I can’t see why these 
units would necessarily generate a significantly different outcome in 
terms of the Section 106 contribution to that on the south site.  This 
statement is of course subject to further analysis. 

 
5.8 The Council has looked at a range of options for phasing the south 

part of the site with which this section of the report is concerned.  .  
Initially two main options were considered: 

 
Option 1: 

 
Between 2023/4 to 2025/6 
Between 2026/7 to 2028/9 
Between 2029/30 and 2031/2. 

 
Option 2: 

 
Between 2023/4 to 2025/6 
Between 2026/7 to 2028/9 
2029/30. 

 
5.9 It was subsequently agreed however that the trajectory for delivery 

should reflect Crest’s expectations for the site as well as the Council’s 
Local Plan period.  The revisions ensure that all units are delivered 
within the Plan period to 2030, as follows: 
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Year Longcross 
South  

2021/2022 50 
 

2022/2023 150 
 

2023/2024 150 
 

2024/2025 170 
 

2025/2026 175 
 

2026/2027 175 
 

2027/2028 150 
 

2028/2029 150 
 

2029/2030 150 
 

Total 1320 
 

 
5.10 The planned phasing is shown below and reflects the Council’s 

updated requirements from 27th August 2019: 
 

Phase Expected 
Residential 
Completions 

Other floorspace Infrastructure Costs 

2021/22 to 
2023/24 
 

350 dwellings 
10 Travelling 
Showperson plots 
 

A1Foodstore – 500sqm 
A1-A5 Flexible – 
500sqm 
A4 (Pub) – 770sqm 
B1 – 300sqm 
C2 – 3,700sqm care 
home (60 units of extra 
care) 
C1 – 150 bed 4* hotel 
 

Off-site highway works £13.25m 
Longcross Station Improvements 
£10m 
Bus Service £0.88m 
M3 Bridge Improvements £1m 
On-site 2FE Primary School @ 
£9.3m 
Off-site secondary contribution 
@£2.09 
Health £412,655 
Community - £319k 
On-site SANG@£4.38m  
SAMM@£0.97m 
Sports/Playing Pitches - £1.91m 
Allotments - £89k 
Equipped Playspace - £1.35m 
Informal Playspace - £195k 
 

2024/25 to 
2026/27 

520 dwellings None Off-site secondary contribution 
@£1.39m 
Health £275,103 
Allotments - £89k 
Equipped Playspace - £0.89m 
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Informal Playspace - £130k 
 

2027/28 to 
2029/30 

450 dwellings None Off-site secondary contribution 
@£1.16m 
Health £229,253 
Equipped Playspace - £0.75m 
Informal Playspace - £109k 
Stewardship of Community Assets 
£1m 

 
5.11 Please note that the table above related initially to 1532 dwellings.  I 

have brought forward the dates and dwelling trajectory to within the 
Plan period whilst maintaining the infrastructure planning as 
originally envisaged under the 1532 scheme.  I don’t believe that this 
makes a significant difference to the overall conclusions on viability 
although the figures are subject to further adjustment where agreed 
by all parties.  The total contributions amount to £52.2 million. 

5.12 The phasing assumes front loading of the commercial development 
on Longcross South, as well as a significant proportion of the 
infrastructure requirements on the site.  The phasing of the dwellings 
is also highlighted. 

Approach to viability assessment of the Longcross site 

5.13 The approach to viability assessment here is in essence the same in 
principle to that for other sites.  That is to say a residual development 
appraisal where costs are deducted from values and the residual then 
compared against the land value benchmark. 

5.14 With sites that are to be phased, the NPPF allows for phasing to be 
taken into account, where ‘front’ or ‘back’ loading of development can 
be taken into account, alongside the possibility to make explicit 
assumptions about the development of values and costs over time.  It 
is agreed with the applicants that the baseline appraisal should make 
the foundation for the viability appraisal, where values and costs are 
looked at in the current climate. 

5.15 For the purposes of clarity I have used the GLA Toolkit which allows 
for both a ‘static’ or non-phased approach to be used, as well as the 
Discounting Function (DF), where the building programme is made 
explicit in the calculations. 

5.16 The DF measures the flow of income and cost on a year by year basis 
and arrives, for each year, at an annual residual value.  These 
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residuals are then discounted by a factor to reflect inflation or, for 
example the opportunity cost of money invested in a site.  The DF 
then provides a net present value for the site which is the residual 
and hence what should be paid for the site. 

5.17 If phasing is evened out on a year by year basis, and there are no cost 
or value inflation or deflation assumptions, then the DF provides the 
same residual as for the static model result. 

5.18 By comparing the static result with the phased result it is possible to 
see how front loaded costs for example are impacting on overall 
viability.  This is because the model adds finance costs where a 
particular year yields a deficit between values and costs, and adds 
interest to the finance where values exceed cost for any given year. 

5.19 It is important to stress that the DF approach is sensitive to the 
assumptions made about changes in values and costs.  Over the long 
run (since 1979), according to the Nationwide House Price index 
nationally, prices have risen at around 7% per annum, so while this is 
the historic position, this looks challenging in the current Brexit 
climate.  Costs are more predictable and a 5% increase on an annual 
basis (RICS BCIS figures) looks a fair assumption. 

5.20 The full approach using the DF is given in the GLA Toolkit Guidance 
Notes. 

Key data input assumptions for the LGV site 

Gross development value 

5.21 The selling prices for the dwellings are subject to a number of factors 
including the location, the rate of sale and competition from other 
sites.  This is difficult to assess precisely and the Council should 
monitor viability throughout the scheme.  I have adopted the 
Ottershaw sub market indicative selling prices (as for the HLT).  This 
is consistent with the AECOM approach in 2017.  The site is not too 
far away from the Virginia Water sub market, where prices are 
significantly higher.  However, this is a large site, and I can’t see that 
prices will reach those being achieved in that (Virginia Water) 
location. 

5.22 The table below summarises the prices on a per square metre basis 
from AGA’s initial review, noting points raised by the developer. 
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5.23 The information provided by Crest has been summarised by taking a 

mid-point selling price from the development in North Longcross and 
dividing that by the proposed unit sizes for the dwellings on the 
south part of the site. 

5.24 With the single exception of one bed flats, this shows a very close 
correlation between the Council’s own Local Plan analysis 
(Ottershaw as the sub market) and the sales prices achieved at 
Longcross. 

5.25 The table below sets out prices which AGA considers to reflect a fair 
position between Crest and the Council in terms of projected GDP: 

 
5.26 I have adopted these prices in my appraisal. 

Affordable Housing revenue 
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5.27 My current assessment of the value of Affordable Housing is around 
£2,420 per square metre.  This takes into account considerable value 
by a large proportion of the Affordable element being Intermediate; 
Shared Ownership Housing here is likely to be valued at a high rate. 

5.28 The information provided by Turner Morum on behalf of the 
developer suggests that Affordable Housing should be valued at 
£1,786 per square metre. 

5.29 This difference is significant but falls far short of being significant to 
the overall conclusion on viability (it amounts to some £23 million). 

5.30 It is accepted that Affordable Housing will be subject to housing 
association offers as well as to the final mix of development agreed 
upon. 

Construction costs 

5.31 The starting point for costs, in the absence of further information, 
should be BCIS.  I have followed this approach, as it is consistent with 
the HLT and the assessment of other large sites.  However in this 
case, I have adjusted costs using the BCIS Scale Factor.  As follows: 

 
5.32 This (above) allows an estimated contract sum to be adjusted for any 

given scheme.  The chart above suggests that although there are 
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economies of scale, these tend to level out at contracts of around £20 
million.   

5.33 Given that this scheme will have a contract sum of circa £200 million 
I feel that it is not unreasonable to make a deduction of 15% to take 
account of economies of scale.  The estimated (and updated to August 
2019) costs) are shown below: 

 
5.34 The calculations for the Scale Factor are shown below: 

 

Infrastructure/Abnormal costs 

5.35 The developer, via Turner Morum, have set out to AGA a list of what 
are termed ‘Infrastructure/Abnormals’; as follows: 
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5.36 I understand that the Council are prepared in principle to accept that 

these items are likely to be necessary to make the development work.  
However, many are also covered in the list of Section 106 
requirements which are itemised separately. 

5.37 I accept that there will be some enabling works for a site like this, 
although not, I believe, on the scale claimed in the Turner Morum list 
supplied on behalf of the developer. 

5.38 I am aware however, that there are some uncertainties with respect 
to what the industry standard 15% covers and with larger sites 
infrastructure connections will not fully cover the whole area. 

5.39 I have made an allowance of £10 million for this, calculated as 
follows: 

Dwellings  DPH   
      
1360 35 38.857143 
      
Infrastructure Costs per Ha   200000 
      
Cost   £7,771,429 
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Allow   £10,000,000 
 

Ground rents for flats 

5.40 There will be a ground rent on the flats included within the scheme.  
Calculated as follows: 

• 430 flats, at say £300 ground rent per annum = rental income 
of £129,000.  Capitalised at 5%, giving a capital value of 
£2,580,000. 

5.42 This assumption may need to be agreed still with Crest. 

Development mix and tenure 

5.43 The Council initially anticipated a policy compliant mix as follows: 

• 65% Market Housing 

35% Affordable Housing split as: - 

• 60% Affordable Rent;  

• 10% Social Rent; 

• 15% Shared Ownership; 

• 15% Starter Homes. 
 

5.44 The precise split which was initially anticipated is shown in the 
screenshot below - housing mix for 1,500 units: 
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5.45 The developer has also supplied AGA with its current view of a 
preferred housing mix – as set out in the left half of the table:  

 
5.46 This shows a very close fits between the two expectations.  The main 

difference is the greater percentage of two bed flats in the Crest mix 
and the greater percentage of three bed houses in the RBC mix.  The 
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differences are also affected by the inclusion of five bed dwellings in 
the Crest mix which are not included in the Council’s mix. 

5.47 Running with one or the other mix in a rigid fashion at this stage is, I 
believe, an incorrect approach.  It is more practical to see a sensible 
(mid-point) compromise which can be honed at final application 
stage.  To this end, I suggest the following mix, at the policy compliant 
Affordable Housing position and is based in the 1320 units: 

Suggested mid point mix: 

 
5.48 I have adopted the mix in the red data. 

Unit sizes 

5.49 I have adopted the unit sizes suggested by Turner Morum on behalf 
of the developer: 

  Units Unit Size 
      
1 Bed Flats 109 52.9 
2 Bed Flats 331 72.2 
3 Bed Flats 3 184.6 
      
2 Bed Houses 249 77.61 
3 Bed Houses 427 103.28 
4 Bed Houses 199 146.18 
5 Bed Houses 42 253.05 
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Commercial property element 

5.50 The applicants have confirmed the proposed areas for the south site, 
which are set out in the table below.  As previously, it should be 
stressed that this element is intrinsically difficult to project viability 
for, not least because the current mix is uncertain in terms of its 
users, operators, nature and quality.  

 
5.51 I have adopted a range of assumptions based on market reports, web 

based sources and local authority viability assessments.  I have taken 
BCIS tender prices for typical end uses assumed here. 

5.52 The table below (from the Toolkit) sets out the results 
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5.53 Critically this latest submission from Crest does not include a hotel.  
This reduces the overall viability of the commercial element 
significantly.  I agree with Turner Morum on behalf of the developer, 
that the residual values for offices and smaller retail may be 
marginal.  However I think the valuation for the convenience store 
and the care home are too low. 

5.54 My calculations for the care home are set out in the table below:  
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5.55 The calculation is probably most sensitive to the nature of the care 
home developed.  There are some 150 beds predicted and these will 
generate substantial value.  The care home will also have significant 
value, although this will depend on the manner of disposal, and in 
particular, whether it is valued as an ‘up and running’ concern or 
whether it is marketed speculatively. 

5.56 The commercial element overall is likely to have a positive impact on 
the overall scheme, although the precise timing will have an effect on 
the cash flow appraisal.  That being said, I don’t anticipate that the 
timing will be significant in the big picture of viability as the 
commercial floor space is a relatively small constituent of the overall 
scheme.   

I agree the valuations on the health centre and the nursery school.  
The residual values for these elements and the care home have been 
entered as a capital contribution in the Toolkit appraisal. 

Results 

5.57 The results are presented in a similar form to previously, using the 
static viability approach, although also here with the additional 
discounting results. 

Static approach 

5.58 The screenshot below shows the result of the static appraisal for the 
1320 units and associated commercial development. 
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5.59 The appraisal reflects: 

• 35% Affordable Housing; 

• Developer profit margin of 20% on gross development value; 

• Affordable Housing profit margin of 6%; 

• £52,168,000 of additional Section 106 contributions; 

• Commercial development including foodstore flexible A use class 
floorspace, a pub, and a care home. 

5.60 The residual value is £131,292,000 on a static basis. 

5.61 As I understand it, the AECOM study estimated a site value of circa 
£100m. 

Land value benchmark and viability 

5.62 It is understood that the development proposal relates to the area 
south of the M3.  This area is shown in the aerial picture below: 
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5.63 The area contains a mix of land and building which are mostly 

associated with the testing track and incorporate storage sheds, light 
industrial units and other ancillary buildings.  There is no full 
schedule currently available from which to draw up a full rental list 
which can then be capitalised to a land value benchmark. 

5.64 The lawful use currently is not housing, but can be gleaned from the 
Council’s officer’s report of 25th May 2005.  In this, the officer sets out 
some of the historic problems associated with the site not least 
relating to the noise created by military as well as commercial 
vehicles using the track.  The question of Crown Immunity is raised in 
relation to any nuisance emanating from the site.  The conclusions of 
the officer’s report are set out below: 
From officers report 25th May 2005 
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5.65 From this it is clear that the Council wished to permit a mix of 

activities including military vehicle testing but with some ‘leeway’ to 
exploit the site for commercial purposes, not least driver training 
courses, rally activities and some filming. 

5.66 The use is however restricted by hours, presumably to minimise the 
noise impact.  The site is therefore not fully commercial but a hybrid 
between community or military use, and commercial, although it 
should be stated that there is no military use there at the moment 
(which potentially reduces its EUV).  Without having a view of the 
relevant accounts, it is difficult to be precise about the EUV as it 
stands. 
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5.67 As the site falls between different uses, it would appropriate to 
capitalise it at a reduced commercial rate.  Based on the previous 
assumptions, a value of £1 million per hectare in relation to the 
partial hard standing area within the track would seem to be 
appropriate.  This amounts to around 59 hectares and with some 
additional value for the green area around – some 13 hectares at 
woodland/agricultural value – say £20,000 a hectare.  

5.68 A full EUV would then be arrived at, at around £60 million.  In 
response, Turner Morum have stated on behalf of Crest that they 
believe that income over the past 3 years has been on average £8.4 
million, and on this basis, a LVB of £60 million ‘looks pretty 
conservative’. 

5.69 It is not clear what the trajectory of income here is – whether it is 
diminishing in the most recent years or not.  Assuming £8 million is a 
fair figure, it would be difficult to capitalise the income at anything 
less than 10%, and between 11% and 12% probably being more 
realistic meaning that an LVB of circa £60 million is broadly robust as 
the LVB. 
Viability returns 

5.70 The chart below shows the relative returns to the land owner, the 
local authority and the developer. 
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5.71 The largest return is for the developer (£123 million). 

5.72 The return to the local authority is around the same level as that to 
the land owner significantly less – at £83 million.  This (return to the 
local authority) is the difference in residual value between 100% 
Market Housing and at 35% Affordable Housing and the other 
Section 106 contributions. 

5.73 The full static appraisal is shown at Appendix 3. 

Phased development results 

5.74 The table below shows the residual values and the relevant surpluses 
over and above the land value benchmark: 

House Prices  Build Costs  Scenarios  RV EUV Surplus 
            

7% 5% Historic  £237,287,791 £60,000,000 £177,287,791 
2% 7% Pessimistic  £88,399,391 £60,000,000 £28,399,391 

10% 4% Optimistic  £245,088,918 £60,000,000 £185,088,918 
 

5.75 These results show very significant surpluses based even on 
relatively pessimistic scenarios. 

5.76 The results demonstrate clearly how important the performance of 
the housing market will be to the viability of the site.  
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6 Conclusions  

6.1 This Viability Study has reviewed the viability of sites in the vicinity 
of the A320 highway.   

6.2 The analysis has looked at High Level Testing across the Borough, at 
key sites and specifically at the large allocation at Longcross Garden 
Village. 

6.3 Viability is dependent on the relationship between the residual value 
generated by new development and the land value benchmark of 
sites.  A key piece of guidance (NPPG, 2018), has now shifted the 
viability debate in favour of an approach which is focused on existing 
use value (EUV), rather than hope value for residential development, 
which in the past has driven plans and scheme specific negotiations. 

6.4 The sub markets involved in the A320 area are mid value for 
Runnymede Borough.  That being said, they are very high value by 
national standards, whereas build costs vary relatively little from one 
part of the country to another.  This means that very significant 
residual values are generated from development across the Borough. 

6.5 This analysis undertaken in the Viability Update Study underlines the 
findings of the 2017 Viability Report; that ambitious Section 106 
requirements are deliverable whilst still providing developers and 
land owners with very large returns. 

6.6 The scale of the potential surpluses are significant.  The conclusion is 
that in all cases, including the case of Longcross, which has a very low 
existing use value, road infrastructure could be viably delivered from 
land uplift. 

6.7 The scale of any additional contributions in the case of Longcross (or 
indeed any other large site) will depend very much on the 
performance of the housing market over time.  The analysis 
demonstrates how sensitive the residuals are to changes in prices 
and costs, and for this reason it will be important for the Council, 
wherever possible to conclude overage or similar agreements with 
the applicants. 

AJ Golland 

Dr Andrew Golland BSc (Hons) PhD MRICS 
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Appendix 1 High Level Testing assumptions 

 

Source:  HM Land Registry 
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Development mixes 

 
Source: Runnymede BC Policy SL19 



R u n n y m e d e  A 3 2 0  I m p a c t  V i a b i l i t y  S t u d y    P a g e  49 | 71 

 

 

 

 

 

Construction Costs 

 

March of 2019           
  Baseline Externals  Sub Total  Runnymede Factor Total  
            

2 Storey Houses £1,134 £170 £1,304 £196 £1,500 
Bungalows £1,267 £190 £1,457 £219 £1,676 
Low Rise Flats £1,308 £196 £1,504 £226 £1,730 

 

NB:  The costs are adjusted by location to take into account costs which are higher/lower than the national average. 

Serviced plot costs for gypsies and travellers at £100,000. 

 

Source: RICS BCIS 
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Other development costs 
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Unit Sizes 

March of 2019     
  Market Affordable  
      
1 Bed Flats 50 50 
2 Bed Flats 70 65 
2 Bed Terraces 79 75 
3 Bed Terraces 84 84 
3 Bed Semis 93 88 
3 Bed Detached 108 102 
4 Bed Detached 125 115 
5 Bed Detached 145 135 

 

Source: Runnymede BC 
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Affordable Housing revenue 
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Appendix 2 Site specific analysis assumptions 

Infrastructure requirements: 
Policy SL6 - Chilsey 
Green Farm (275 
dwellings + 5 Traveller 
Pitches) 
 
Gross Site Area – 8.95ha 
 
Net Developable Area – 
7.06ha 

£1.12m £185,089 (EY) 
 
£854,980 (P) 
 
£929,584 (S) 

£168,550 Equipped play space 
- £548,970 
 
Informal play space 
- £79,822 
 
Sports/Playing 
pitches - £350,659 
 
Allotments - 
£32,523 

£560,000 for 
SANG 
 
£176,400 for 
SAMM 

£5.06m or 
£18,071 per 
dwelling  

Policy SL11 - Vet Labs 
Parcel B (150 dwellings 
+ 2 Traveller Pitches) 
 
Gross Site Area – 4.7ha 
 
Net Developable Area – 
3.66ha 

£608,000 £102,304 (EY) 
 
£459,888 (P) 
 
£498,095 (S) 

£91,730 Equipped play space 
- £295,000 
 
Informal play space 
- £43,010 
 
Sports/Playing 
pitches - £189,483 
 
Allotments - 
£17,656 
 

£304,000 for 
SANG 
 
£95,760 for 
SAMM 

£2.7m or 
£17,796 per 
dwelling  
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Policy SL12 - Ottershaw 
East (200 units + 2 
Traveller pitches) 
 
Gross Site Area – 6.6ha 
 
Net Developable Area – 
5.97ha 

£808,000 £135,956 (EY) 
 
£615,426 (P) 
 
£669,160 (S) 

New health centre 
on 0.1ha of land. 

Equipped play space 
£394, 110 (0.113ha) 
 
Informal play space 
- £57,305 (0.25ha) 
 
Sports/Playing 
pitches - £252,459 
(0.735ha) 
 
Allotments - 
£23,231 (0.1ha) 

Provide SANG 
on-site for 
9.15ha @ 
£1.06m 
 
SAMM cost @ 
£127,260 
 
 

£4.14mm or 
£20,495 per 
dwelling  

Policy SL14 - Chertsey 
Bittams A (175 dwellings 
+ 5 Traveller Pitches) 
 
Gross Ste Area – 7ha 
 
Net Developable Area – 
4.59ha 

£720,000 £121,149 (EY) 
 
£549,257 (P) 
 
£595,934 (S) 

£108,984 Equipped play space 
- £354,960 
 
Informal play space 
- £51,612 
 
 

£360,000 for 
SANG 
 
£113,400 for 
SAMM 

£2.98m or 
£16,529 per 
dwelling  

Policy SL15 - Chertsey 
Bittams B (120 dwellings 
+ 2 Traveller pitches) 
 
Gross Site Area – 3.9ha 
 
Net Developable Area – 
3.43ha 

£440,000 £82,112 (EY) 
 
£368,597 (P) 
 
£398,600 (S) 

£72,923 Equipped play space 
- £237,510 
 
Informal play space 
- £34,535 
 
Contribution to 
community hub 
buildingvi at Parcel 
A, Chertsey Bittams 
of £31,373 

£244,000 for 
SANG 
 
£76,860 for 
SAMM 

£1.99m or 
£16,283 per 
dwelling  
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Policy SL16 - Chertsey 
Bittams C (9 dwellings + 
11 Traveller pitches) 
 
Gross Site Area – 1.31ha 
 
Net Developable Area – 
0.95ha 
 

£80,000 £13,461 (EY) 
 
£77,288 (P) 
 
£78, 189(S) 
 

£16,027 Equipped play space 
£52,200 
 
Informal play space 
£7,590 
 
Contribution to 
community hub 
buildingvi at Parcel 
A, Chertsey Bittams 
of £5,569 

£40,000 for 
SANG 
 
£13,660 for 
SAMM 

£384k or 
£19,200 per 
dwelling  

Policy SL17 - Chertsey 
Bittams D (125 
dwellings) 
 
Gross Site Area – 2.86ha 
 
Net Developable Area – 
2.64ha 
 

£500,000 £84,131 (EY) 
 
£373,127 (P) 
 
£405,219 (S) 

£74,258 Equipped play space 
- £241,860 
 
Informal play space 
- £35,167 
 
Contribution to 
community hub 
buildingvi at Parcel 
A, Chertsey Bittams 
of £31,837 
 

£250,000 for 
SANG 
 
£78,750 for 
SAMM 

£2.07m or 
£16,595 per 
dwelling  

Policy SL18 - Chertsey 
Bittams E (75 dwellings) 
 
Gross Site Area – 2.37ha 
 
Net Developable Area – 
1.76ha 
 

£300,000 £50,479 (EY) 
 
£222,943 (P) 
 
£242,635 (S) 

£45,547 Equipped play space 
- £154,860 
 
Informal play space 
- £22,517 
  
Contribution to 
community hub 
buildingvi at Parcel 
A, Chertsey Bittams 
of £17,914 
 

£150,000 for 
SANG 
 
£47,250 for 
SAMM 

£1,06m or 
£14,118 per 
dwelling  
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Policy IE1 – Byfleet 
Road, New Haw  
 
Assume 5,000sqm B1c, 
2,000sqm B2 and 
13,000sqm of B8  
 
Gross Site Area – 7.7ha 
 
Net Developable Area – 
6ha 

£634,678 
 
Based on total of 
374 workers 

N/A N/A N/A N/A £634,678 or 
£31.7 per sqm. 

Policy IE8 – Addlestone 
West 
 
Assume 70 flats, 500sqm 
A1 & replace 1,500sqm 
of D2 health/day centre. 
 
Gross Site Area – 0.8ha 
 
Net Developable Area – 
0.8ha 

£304,666 £47,114 (EY) 
 
£67, 267 (P) 
 
£57,918 (S) 
 
 

To be re-provided 
on site 

£242,473 £140,000 for 
SANG 
 
£47,810 for 
SAMM 

£907,248 or 
£12,960 per 
dwelling 

Indicative development mixes 
Site Total 

Units 
Market Affordable Total 

SR AR SO ST DM 1BF 2BF 2BH 3BH 4BH 

SL11 – Vet Labs 150 5 x 1BF 

14 x 2BF 

15 x 2BH 

44 x 3BH 

19 x 4BH 

6 x 1BF 

3 x 2BF 

3 x 2BH 

6 x 3BH 

2 x 4BH 

7 x 1BF 

3 x 2BF 

2 x 2BH 

5 x 3BH 

2 x 1BF 

2 x 2BF 

2 x 2BH 

2 x 1BF 

2 x 2BF 

1 x 2BH 

2 x 1BF 

2 x 2BF 

1 x 2BH 

24  

26 

 

 

24 

 

 

 

55 

 

 

 

 

21 
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SL12 – Ottershaw East 200 6 x 1BF 

20 x 2BF 

19 x 2BH 

59 x 3BH 

26 x 4BH 

8 x 1BF 

4 x 2BF 

3 x 2BH 

7 x 3BH 

2 x 4BH 

9 x 1BF 

5 x 2BF 

4 x 2BH 

7 x 3BH 

4 x 1BF 

2 x 2BF 

1 x 2BH 

4 x 1BF 

2 x 2BF 

1 x 2BH 

4 x 1BF 

2 x 2BF 

1 x 2BH 

35  

35 

 

 

29 

 

 

 

73 

 

 

 

 

28 

SL14 – Bittams A 175 6 x 1BF 

17 x 2BF 

17 x 2BH 

51 x 3BH 

23 x 4BH 

7 x 1BF 

3 x 2BF 

3 x 2BH 

6 x 3BH 

2 x 4BH 

8 x 1BF 

4 x 2BF 

4 x 2BH 

6 x 3BH 

3 x 1BF 

2 x 2BF 

1 x 2BH 

3 x 1BF 

2 x 2BF 

1 x 2BH 

3 x 1BF 

2 x 2BF 

1 x 2BH 

30  

30 

 

 

27 

 

 

 

63 

 

 

 

 

25 

SL15 – Bittams B 120 4 x 1BF 

12 x 2BF 

11 x 2BH 

35 x 3BH 

16 x 4BH 

5 x 1BF 

2 x 2BF 

2 x 2BH 

4 x 3BH 

1 x 4BH 

5 x 1BF 

3 x 2BF 

3 x 2BH 

4 x 3BH 

2 x 1BF 

2 x 2BF 

1 x 2BH 

2 x 1BF 

1 x 2BF 

1 x 2BH 

2 x 1BF 

1 x 2BF 

1 x 2BH 

20 

 

 

21 

 

 

19 

 

 

 

43 

 

 

 

 

17 

SL16 – Bittams C 9 3 x 2BH 

4 x 3BH 

2 x 4BH 

       3  

4 

 

 

2 

SL17 – Bittams D 125 5 x 1BF 

12 x 2BF 

12 x 2BH 

5 x 1BF 

2 x 2BF 

2 x 2BH 

6 x 1BF 

3 x 2BF 

2 x 2BH 

2 x 1BF 

2 x 2BF 

1 x 2BH 

2 x 1BF 

1 x 2BF 

1 x 2BH 

2 x 1BF 

1 x 2BF 

1 x 2BH 

22  

21 

 

 

19 
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36 x 3BH 

16 x 4BH 

5 x 3BH 

1 x 4BH 

5 x 3BH 46  

17 
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Appendix 3 Longcross Static appraisal 
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	Executive Summary


	S1 The main objective of this report is to respond to the Inspector’s

concern initially raised at examination (Stage 1 and 2 hearings), that

the sites proposed in the Local Plan around the area of the A320, can

facilitate on a viable basis, the necessary infrastructure as well as

mitigate the on-site impacts.


	S2 The analysis revisits the High Level Testing carried out in 2017, and

concludes as to whether generally there is scope or surplus for

additional funding from the process of planning consent across the

Borough generally. It looks at the key sites in the A320 area and

related sub markets and concludes on individual scheme viability.

The report looks in significant detail at the Longcross Garden Village

site which is being promoted by Crest Nicholson, which by some

margin, is the most significant of the housing allocations proposed in

the Local Plan.


	S3 The report finds that development generally across the Borough is

very viable, even where a brown field land value benchmark is

considered. Much of the development comes from agricultural or

green field and thus has a low existing use value.


	S4 The revised National Planning Policy Framework and associated

guidance now favours local authorities in their policy stances by

emphasising existing use value as the basis of viability negotiations.

This asks the question ‘by how much will the land value be raised

should we, as a planning authority, decide to grant planning

permission. This is very much different to the historic position,

where applicants often cited land purchase price as the basis for

negotiation and where this price sometimes did not reflect policy

requirements.


	S5 The key sites around the A320 (and looked at in detail in Section 4)

are viable, and deliver significant surplus to the land owners, whilst

providing a competitive return to the developer, land owner andwhilst meeting the Council’s Affordable Housing and other Section

106 requirements.


	S6 Longcross Garden Village, as a scheme (the south part of the site has

been looked at here in detail) is viable to deliver Section 106

requirements as anticipated by the Council. In making my

assessment of this site, the Council requested I liaise with the

developer’s Crest to understand their perspective on various factors

(such as housing mix etc.) and assumptions, before I completed my

report. My analysis suggests the site has significant viability, though

whilst the developer also considers that whilst the scheme is viable, it

does not entirely agree the extent of viability posited by myself. One

key relates to construction costs and this remains a matter of ongoing

discussion. Likewise there is scope to further narrow the debate on

the issue of land value benchmark.


	S7 The general appearance of the scheme in terms of its mix and density

would not appear to me to be an area where there is likely to be

significant dispute.


	1 Introduction and objectives


	1 Introduction and objectives


	1 Introduction and objectives




	1.1 This Viability Study has been undertaken following the Stage 1 and

Stage 2 hearing sessions of the examination into the Runnymede

Local Plan. It is intended to further inform the examination in

relation to the deliverability of mitigation on the A320 corridor and

what this means for the delivery and viability of development sites

associated with this highway.


	1.2 The project brief for the Update Study advises that: ‘ahead of further

hearing sessions the Council is gathering additional highways

modelling advice and preparing its bid for the Housing Infrastructure

Fund (HIF) as one mechanism to fund A320 improvements. The HIF

ask is some £44m to cover the cost of A320 mitigation in

Runnymede’.


	1.3 To help the Council demonstrate that funding mechanisms have a

realistic and reasonable prospect of delivery the Council has

commissioned this report to test the viability of development sites in

the A320 corridor, including Longcross Garden Village, mindful of the

funding sources available.
	 
	1.4 The Study tests viability in three ways. Firstly, the Study undertakes

a review of the High Level Testing (HLT carried out in the Viability

Baseline report (2017). Secondly, it reviews and updates the analysis

of large sites taking into account updated information on

development mix and infrastructure loading. Thirdly the Study

includes an in-depth analysis of the viability of the Longcross Garden

Village site, taking into account the Council’s anticipated phasing

programme.


	2 Approach to viability assessment


	Overview


	 
	2.1 It is important to understand how viability is assessed in the

planning and development process. The assessment of viability is

usually referred to as residual development appraisal approach. Our

understanding is illustrated in the diagram below. This shows that

the starting point for negotiations is the gross residual site value

which is the difference between the scheme revenue and scheme

costs, including a reasonable allowance for developer return.


	 
	2.2 Once CIL or Section 106 contributions have been deducted from the

gross residual value, a ‘net’ residual value results. The question is

then whether this net residual value is sufficient in terms of

development value relative to the site in its current use.
	 
	 
	InlineShape

	 
	2.3 Calculating what is likely to be the value of a site given a specific

planning permission, is only one factor in deciding what is viable.


	 
	Land owner considerations


	 
	2.4 A site is extremely unlikely to proceed where the costs of a proposed

scheme exceed the revenue. However, simply having a positive

residual value does not guarantee in itself, that development

happens. The existing use value (EUV) of the site, and a realistic

alternative use value (AUV) for a site (e.g. commercial) will also play

a role in the mind of the land owner in deciding whether to bring a

site forward for new development.


	 
	 
	InlineShape

	 
	2.5 The diagram above shows how this operates. The land owner will

always be concerned to ensure that residual value clears the relevant

land value benchmark, which is usually the existing use value for the

site. In the case of green field site, the EUV will be agricultural land;

in the case of a brown field site, usually industrial land or property.


	 
	The Revised NPPF (February 2019) and viability


	 
	2.6 Paragraph 57 of the NPPF states that all viability assessments

including those undertaken at the plan-making stage, should reflect

the recommended approach in national planning guidance, including

standardised inputs. Updated national guidance in the NPPG (July2018) on viability has been published since the baseline viability

report of 2017 which sets out the standardised approach. Table 1

shows how this standardised approach has been followed in this

Study. Paragraphs 013 & 014 of the revised NPPG are very clear that

the land value benchmark should be based on existing use value

(EUV). It states:


	‘EUV is the value of the land in its existing use together with the right to

implement any development for which there are policy compliant

extant planning consents, including realistic deemed consents, but

without regard to alternative uses.’


	2.7 The NPPG further states:


	‘Existing use value is not the price paid and should disregard hope

value.’


	This represents a key shift away from previous guidance (e.g. that of

the RICS) which recommended a ‘market value’ approach.


	2.8 The NPPG allows for a premium over and above EUV to incentivise

the land owner to bring the site forward. It states in paragraph 016:


	‘The premium (or the ‘plus’ in EUV+) is the second component of

benchmark land value. It is the amount above existing use value (EUV)

that goes to the landowner. The premium should provide a reasonable

incentive for a land owner to bring forward land for development while

allowing a sufficient contribution to comply with policy requirements.’


	Table 1 sets out the broad parameters of the NPPF/G with respect to

viability.


	Table 1


	NPPG

Para


	NPPG

Para


	NPPG

Para


	NPPG

Para



	Requirement 
	Requirement 

	Addressed At


	Addressed At




	001 
	001 
	001 

	Proportionate assessment of viability

that takes into account all relevant

policies, and local and national

standards including cost implications

of CIL and S106.


	Proportionate assessment of viability

that takes into account all relevant

policies, and local and national

standards including cost implications

of CIL and S106.



	Para 3.8, Sections

3, 4 & 5 and

Appendix 2
	Para 3.8, Sections

3, 4 & 5 and

Appendix 2


	003 
	003 
	003 

	Plan makers can use site typologies to

determine viability at the plan making

stage.


	Plan makers can use site typologies to

determine viability at the plan making

stage.


	In some circumstances more detailed

assessments may be necessary for

particular areas or key sites on which

the delivery of the plan relies.



	Section 3


	Section 3


	  
	Sections 4 & 5




	005 
	005 
	005 

	Important to consider the specific

circumstances of strategic sites.


	Important to consider the specific

circumstances of strategic sites.



	Sections 4 & 5


	Sections 4 & 5




	006 
	006 
	006 

	Plan makers should engage with

landowners, developers and

infrastructure and affordable housing

providers.


	Plan makers should engage with

landowners, developers and

infrastructure and affordable housing

providers.



	Undertaken in

2017


	Undertaken in

2017




	011 
	011 
	011 

	Gross Development Value (GDV)…For

residential development may be total

sales and/or capitalised net rental

income. For commercial development

broad assessment of value in line with

industry practice.


	Gross Development Value (GDV)…For

residential development may be total

sales and/or capitalised net rental

income. For commercial development

broad assessment of value in line with

industry practice.


	For broad-area wide or site typology

assessment at the plan making stage

average figures can be used.


	For specific sites or development,

market evidence from the actual site

or from existing developments can be

used.



	Section 3


	Section 3


	 
	 
	 
	Section 3


	 
	Section 4 & 5




	012 
	012 
	012 

	Costs should be identified at plan

making stage. Costs include


	Costs should be identified at plan

making stage. Costs include


	Build costs


	Infrastructure costs and costs for

external works

Abnormal costs

Site specific infrastructure

Policy requirementsGeneral finance costs

Professional, project management,

sales, marketing and legal

Contingency where scheme specific

assessment is necessary



	 
	 


	014 
	014 
	014 

	Benchmark land value should:

Be based on EUV

Allow for a premium

Reflect development costs

Be informed by market evidence


	Benchmark land value should:

Be based on EUV

Allow for a premium

Reflect development costs

Be informed by market evidence



	 
	 
	Sections 3, 4 & 5




	015 
	015 
	015 

	EUV can be established…by assessing

the value of the specific site or type of

site using published sources of

information such as agricultural or

industrial land values or if

appropriate capitalised rental levels at

an appropriate yield.


	EUV can be established…by assessing

the value of the specific site or type of

site using published sources of

information such as agricultural or

industrial land values or if

appropriate capitalised rental levels at

an appropriate yield.



	Sections 3,4 & 5


	Sections 3,4 & 5




	016 
	016 
	016 

	Plan makers should establish a

reasonable premium to the landowner

for the purpose of assessing viability


	Plan makers should establish a

reasonable premium to the landowner

for the purpose of assessing viability



	Sections 3, 4 & 5


	Sections 3, 4 & 5




	018 
	018 
	018 

	For the purpose of plan making an

assumption of 15-20% of GDV may be

considered a suitable return to

developers. A lower figure may be

more appropriate for affordable

housing.


	For the purpose of plan making an

assumption of 15-20% of GDV may be

considered a suitable return to

developers. A lower figure may be

more appropriate for affordable

housing.



	Sections 3, 4 & 5


	Sections 3, 4 & 5




	020 
	020 
	020 

	An Executive Summary should be

used to set out key findings of a

viability assessment in a clear way.


	An Executive Summary should be

used to set out key findings of a

viability assessment in a clear way.



	Section 6


	Section 6





	Significance of the revised NPPF for viability and planning for

housing


	2.9 The revised NPPF and NPPG represent a watershed in the approach

to viability. With the revised basis now EUV, the government has

shifted the approach squarely back to the roots of the planning

system and to the heart of the Section 106 process itself.
	2.10 This (the Section 106 process) was always intended to capture

planning gain and the increase in land value that emanates from the

grant of planning permission. Indeed, there are numerous

government statements and studies now attempting to re-focus the

purpose of planning to this end.


	2.11 A recent example is from the Letwin Review:


	https://www.planningresource.co.uk/article/1496790/letwin�review-to-recommend-land-value-capture-measures


	3 High Level Testing (HLT)


	3.1 The Baseline Viability Report (January 2017) undertook what is

known as ‘High Level Testing’ to assess the viability of a notional one

hectare site, across a range of sub markets in the Borough.


	3.2 The sub markets are shown in Map 1 below with the main impacts

being felt in the Chertsey and Ottershaw areas.


	Map 1 Sub Market areas
	 
	 
	InlineShape

	3.3 The analysis set out in the Baseline Viability Report takes the

revenue for the notional one hectare site and considers the costs of

development to arrive at a residual value. The approach is set out in

full in Section 3 of the baseline report of 2017.


	3.4 This updated analysis included in this Study looks at two different

densities of potential housebuilding on new development sites; 30

and 40 dwellings per hectare, two medium densities reflecting family

type housing. It also takes into account updated indicative new build

selling prices as well as increased construction costs, since 2017.Over the period house prices across Runnymede have fallen by

around 3%.


	3.5 The full assumptions used in the Update Study are set out in

Appendix 1. The results are set out in the Table 2 below.


	3.6 As in the baseline report of January 2017, the residual values here

are very significant. At the top end (Wentworth) the residual values

per hectare range between £16 and £23 million per hectare. At the

lower end (Staines border) residual values per hectare range

between £2 and £3 million.


	Table 2


	  
	  
	  
	  

	RV per

Hectare


	RV per

Hectare




	30 dph


	30 dph


	30 dph



	  
	  


	Wentworth 
	Wentworth 
	Wentworth 

	£16,378,000


	£16,378,000




	Virginia Water 
	Virginia Water 
	Virginia Water 

	£6,831,000


	£6,831,000




	Englefield Green 
	Englefield Green 
	Englefield Green 

	£4,727,000


	£4,727,000




	Ottershaw 
	Ottershaw 
	Ottershaw 

	£4,166,000


	£4,166,000




	Woodham 
	Woodham 
	Woodham 

	£3,476,000


	£3,476,000




	Chertsey 
	Chertsey 
	Chertsey 

	£3,190,000


	£3,190,000




	Egham 
	Egham 
	Egham 

	£3,174,000


	£3,174,000




	Addlestone 
	Addlestone 
	Addlestone 

	£2,475,000


	£2,475,000




	Staines 
	Staines 
	Staines 

	£2,417,000


	£2,417,000




	  
	  
	  

	  
	  


	40 dph


	40 dph


	40 dph



	  
	  


	Wentworth 
	Wentworth 
	Wentworth 

	£22,590,000


	£22,590,000




	Virginia Water 
	Virginia Water 
	Virginia Water 

	£9,802,000


	£9,802,000




	Englefield Green 
	Englefield Green 
	Englefield Green 

	£6,526,000


	£6,526,000




	Ottershaw 
	Ottershaw 
	Ottershaw 

	£5,753,000


	£5,753,000




	Woodham 
	Woodham 
	Woodham 

	£4,810,000


	£4,810,000




	Chertsey 
	Chertsey 
	Chertsey 

	£4,421,000


	£4,421,000




	Egham 
	Egham 
	Egham 

	£4,397,000


	£4,397,000




	Addlestone 
	Addlestone 
	Addlestone 

	£3,442,000


	£3,442,000




	Staines 
	Staines 
	Staines 

	£3,271,000


	£3,271,000





	 
	3.7 It is important to stress that the residual values shown take account

of:


	• 35% Affordable Housing in line with the Council’s policy;• A Section 106 contribution over and above Affordable Housing of

£25,000 per dwelling reflecting the full range of the Council’s

other policy requirements and in particular sustainable design

and renewable energy costs at £10,000 per dwelling.


	• 35% Affordable Housing in line with the Council’s policy;• A Section 106 contribution over and above Affordable Housing of

£25,000 per dwelling reflecting the full range of the Council’s

other policy requirements and in particular sustainable design

and renewable energy costs at £10,000 per dwelling.


	• 35% Affordable Housing in line with the Council’s policy;• A Section 106 contribution over and above Affordable Housing of

£25,000 per dwelling reflecting the full range of the Council’s

other policy requirements and in particular sustainable design

and renewable energy costs at £10,000 per dwelling.



	• An allowance of 15% on construction costs for servicing of sites

with all necessary utilities and external works.


	• An allowance of 15% on construction costs for servicing of sites

with all necessary utilities and external works.




	3.8 The question for the Study is whether there is the potential for

development sites to contribute reasonably and proportionately

towards the costs associated with the A320 mitigation works

required in association with development being allocated in the Local

Plan whilst also meeting the full range of affordable housing and

Section 106 costs in the Council’s policies.


	3.9 Set out below in Table 3 is an indication of the surpluses that would

be available to contribute towards the A320 mitigation works.


	3.10 Table 3 below shows the existing use value (EUV) for commercial

land which the Council believe to be a ‘fair marker’ for the Borough

given that many sites are being developed from brown field land.


	Table 3 Surpluses per hectare and per dwelling
	 
	 
	InlineShape

	3.11 The surpluses for both a per hectare and a per dwelling basis are

shown in the right hand columns of the table.


	3.12 On a per dwelling basis, the surpluses range from circa £14,000 per

dwelling to circa £480,000 per dwelling if sites are developed at 30

dph and from circa £32,000 per dwelling to circa £515,000 per

dwelling if sites are developed at 40 dph.


	3.13 These are all very substantial surpluses and the Study is therefore

able to conclude that the Council could look to fund the road costs

substantially from development.


	Key sites analysis


	3.14 In terms of assessing the potential for development to deliver

additional infrastructure, it is important to look at the key strategic

sites in the Plan.


	3.15 The Council’s A320 North HIF bid identifies 11 development sites

which are principally linked with the road construction works. Two

of these sites have already been granted permission and are not

considered further in this Study, however the Council has requestedthat the commercial sites at Byfleet Road and Addlestone West are

also tested.


	These are:


	Pycroft Road, Chertsey (Policy SL6) – 275 dwellings;


	Vets Lab Parcel B (Policy SL11) – 150 dwellings;


	Ottershaw East (Policy SL12) – 200 dwellings;


	Chertsey Bittams A (Policy SL14) – 175 dwellings;


	Chertsey Bittams B (Policy SL15) – 120 dwellings;


	Chertsey Bittams C (Policy SL16) – 9 dwellings;


	Chertsey Bittams D (Policy SL17) – 125 dwellings;


	Chertsey Bittams E (Policy SL18) – 75 dwellings;


	Longcross Garden Village - (Policy SD10) – see section 5;


	Viability assumptions


	3.16 The assumptions used for the site specific analysis are based

principally on those set out in the high level testing including the

BCIS construction costs (with related adjustments), indicative new

build values, and site specific infrastructure loading as estimated by

the Council in Appendices 1 & 2.


	3.17 The Council has also provided specific anticipated development

mixes for each of the sites tested. These are also set out in Appendix

2.


	4 Site analyses


	Pycroft Road Chertsey (Policy SL6)


	4.1 This site is located on the western side of Chertsey and is formed

from four parcels of land at Chilsey Green Farm, Grange Farm, Grange

Farm Retirement Home and St Ann’s Lodge. The land is bordered to

the north by Pycroft Road, to the south and east by existing housing

and to the north and west by commercial development.
	 
	InlineShape

	4.2 The scheme generates a residual value of circa £35 million at 35%

Affordable Housing, and with a Section 106 requirement (over and

above Affordable Housing) of £18,071 per dwelling.


	 
	4.3 The existing use value of the land is largely garden/agricultural has

EUV of circa £130,000. There are also three residential properties

within the area which will increase the EUV, probably in excess of £2

million. Nevertheless the uplift even including the residential

properties is very significant and will generate very large surplus for

local infrastructure.


	 
	Vets Lab Parcel B (Policy SL11)


	4.4 This site forms part of the Veterinary Laboratory site adjacent to the

urban area of Row Town. The site itself is owned by DEFRA and is

undeveloped. To the east of the site lies a strip of trees protected by a

Tree Preservation Order, and the western boundary is formed by

open fields and houses on Old Road. The southern boundarycomprises open fields, which are associated with DEFRA owned land,

and to the north are houses on Leigh Close.


	4.5 The scheme includes two traveller pitches.


	 
	InlineShape

	4.6 The scheme generates a residual value of circa £9 million at 35%

Affordable Housing, and with a Section 106 requirement (over and

above Affordable Housing) of £17,796 per dwelling.


	 
	4.7 The current use value of this site equates to agricultural at around

£87,000 which with a x20 premium gives a BLV of £1.74m, well

below RLV.


	 
	Ottershaw East (Policy SL12)


	4.8 This is a site located to the south east of Ottershaw. The site is

planned for 200 dwellings on green field land. The site is 6.6

hectares in total and a high quality development is proposed.


	4.9 The scheme includes two traveller pitches.
	 
	InlineShape

	4.10 The scheme generates a residual value of circa £29 million at 35%

Affordable Housing, and with a Section 106 requirement (over and

above Affordable Housing) of £20,495 per dwelling.


	 
	4.11 The current use value of this site equates to agricultural at around

£122,000 with a x 20 premium giving a BLV of £2.44m, well below

RLV


	 
	Chertsey Bittams (Policies SL14, SL15, SL16, SL17 and SL18)


	4.12 The Bittams sites will deliver effective infill development between (to

the south) St Peter’s Way, to the east (the M25) and to the west

(Guildford Road). All sites are predominantly green field and thus

have a very low existing use value.


	Chertsey Bittams A includes five traveller pitches;


	Chertsey Bittams B includes two traveller pitches;


	Chertsey Bittams C includes 11 traveller pitches;


	Chertsey Bittams A (Policy SL14)
	 
	InlineShape

	4.13 The scheme generates a residual value of circa £20 million at 35%

Affordable Housing, and with a Section 106 requirement (over and

above Affordable Housing) of £16,529 per dwelling.


	 
	4.14 The current use value of this site equates to agricultural at around

£129,500. Assuming a 20 fold return this would give a LVB of £2.6

million, again generating a very large surplus between existing use

and residential.


	 
	Chertsey Bittams B (Policy SL15)
	 
	 
	InlineShape

	 
	4.15 The scheme generates a residual value of circa £20 million at 35%

Affordable Housing, and with a Section 106 requirement (over and

above Affordable Housing) of £16,283 per dwelling.


	 
	4.16 The current use value of this site equates to agricultural at around

£72,000, and at a 20 fold return to land owner, £1.4 million. The RV

is £13.5 million, well above the LVB.


	Chertsey Bittams C (Policy SL16)
	 
	InlineShape

	4.17 The scheme generates a residual value of circa £0.6 million at 0%

Affordable Housing, and with a Section 106 requirement (over and

above Affordable Housing) of £19,200 per dwelling.


	 
	4.18 The current use value of this site equates to agricultural at around

£24,000, which, with a 20 fold return to land owner, generates a LVB

of some £0.48 million.


	 
	Chertsey Bittams D (Policy SL17)
	 
	InlineShape

	4.19 The scheme generates a residual value of circa £14 million at 35%

Affordable Housing, and with a Section 106 requirement (over and

above Affordable Housing) of £16,595 per dwelling.


	 
	4.20 The current use value of this site equates to agricultural at around

£53,000. Assuming a 20 fold return to land owner, the LVB will be

circa £1 million.
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Chertsey Bittams E (Policy SL18)


	 
	InlineShape

	4.21 The scheme generates a residual value of circa £9 million at 35%

Affordable Housing, and with a Section 106 requirement (over and

above Affordable Housing) of £14,118 per dwelling.


	 
	4.22 The current use value of this site equates to agricultural at around

£44,000, giving a LVB (20 fold agricultural) of circa £900,000.
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Summary of results


	 
	4.27 Table 4 over page summarises the results of the updated analysis for

key sites:
	Table 4 Results
	 
	InlineShape

	   
	4.28 The site specific analysis suggests, consistent with the high level

testing, that significant surpluses are likely to be generated in

association with development.


	4.29 The level of surplus generated provides considerable scope for

development to contribute reasonably and proportionately towards

the costs of highway mitigation works proposed for the A320.
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	5 Longcross Garden Village


	5.1 A key site in the delivery of the Council’s housing development and

associated commercial property is the Longcross Garden Village

(LGV) site. This site is underway but the Council wishes to know, in

the light of the potential additional works to the A320 whether there

is scope for this site to make further contributions. This report

reflects several stages of progress towards reaching agreement on

viability including an initial analysis by AGA, updating of policy

requirements by RBC (as of August 2019), a meeting between the

viability consultants for Crest, AGA and the Council, and further

exchanges of data and information between AGA and Crest. This

report does not reflect a final viability outcome, but attempts to

demonstrate at examination, the key issues affecting policy, delivery

and competitive return.


	5.2 The site is split into two areas, North and South Longcross, separated

by the M3 Motorway:


	 
	 
	InlineShape

	 
	5.3 The AECOM feasibility report (December 2017) states that the ‘north

site covers 40.5 ha and is masterplanned for approximately 200

homes and 79,000 sq.m of employment space plus a 36,000sq.m data

centre. Planning permission was granted in 2014 for the first phase

of 108 of the 200 homes, the construction of which has already
	begun. This initial phase of the development began prior to

Longcross’s designation as a Garden Village. Applications for the

second phase have now been approved for 88 homes, 16,765sqm of

B1a office floorspace and a focal/’Discovery’ building of 1,265 sqm

comprising a mix of A1-A5, B1, D1 & D2 uses.


	 
	5.4 The larger, southern section of the site (82.5ha adjacent to the M3

motorway) has currently been masterplanned to the level of a site�wide development framework, which the developer published in

2012 (also prior to Garden Village designation). Crest, as the site

promoter, are proposing some 1360 dwellings for this part of the site

along with commercial units. The north and south sites will be linked

over the motorway via two pedestrian-vehicle bridges.’


	 
	5.5 The indicative masterplan for the south part of the site is shown

below:


	 
	 
	InlineShape

	 
	5.6 The Council estimates that the site yields 72.3 hectares of net

developable area.


	 
	5.7 The Council’s Locally Led Garden Villages Expression of Interest bid

document states that the site forming the village ‘is the former
	Defence Establishment Research Agency (DERA) site, now in use as

film studios and which is a previously or partially previously

developed site in the Green Belt. There are two distinct parcels of

land which form the former DERA site which are bisected by the M3

motorway’.


	 
	The economics of the northern part of the site are not assessed here.

It is understood that there is additional development for the private

rented sector, with some 240 dwellings proposed. The precise

viability will need to be dealt with separately. The NPPF makes

provision for a separate analysis of private rented versus open

market sales approach. However, at face value, I can’t see why these

units would necessarily generate a significantly different outcome in

terms of the Section 106 contribution to that on the south site. This

statement is of course subject to further analysis.


	 
	5.8 The Council has looked at a range of options for phasing the south

part of the site with which this section of the report is concerned. .

Initially two main options were considered:


	 
	Option 1:


	 
	Between 2023/4 to 2025/6


	Between 2026/7 to 2028/9


	Between 2029/30 and 2031/2.


	 
	Option 2:


	 
	Between 2023/4 to 2025/6


	Between 2026/7 to 2028/9


	2029/30.


	 
	5.9 It was subsequently agreed however that the trajectory for delivery

should reflect Crest’s expectations for the site as well as the Council’s

Local Plan period. The revisions ensure that all units are delivered

within the Plan period to 2030, as follows:
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 


	 
	 
	 


	Year 
	Year 
	Year 

	Longcross

South


	Longcross

South



	 
	 


	2021/2022 
	2021/2022 
	2021/2022 

	50


	50



	 
	 


	2022/2023 
	2022/2023 
	2022/2023 

	150


	150



	 
	 


	2023/2024 
	2023/2024 
	2023/2024 

	150


	150



	 
	 


	2024/2025 
	2024/2025 
	2024/2025 

	170


	170



	 
	 


	2025/2026 
	2025/2026 
	2025/2026 

	175


	175



	 
	 


	2026/2027 
	2026/2027 
	2026/2027 

	175


	175



	 
	 


	2027/2028 
	2027/2028 
	2027/2028 

	150


	150



	 
	 


	2028/2029 
	2028/2029 
	2028/2029 

	150


	150



	 
	 


	2029/2030 
	2029/2030 
	2029/2030 

	150


	150



	 
	 


	Total 
	Total 
	Total 

	1320


	1320



	 
	 



	 
	5.10 The planned phasing is shown below and reflects the Council’s

updated requirements from 27th August 2019:


	 
	Phase 
	Phase 
	Phase 
	Phase 

	Expected

Residential

Completions


	Expected

Residential

Completions



	Other floorspace 
	Other floorspace 

	Infrastructure Costs


	Infrastructure Costs




	2021/22 to

2023/24


	2021/22 to

2023/24


	2021/22 to

2023/24


	 

	350 dwellings


	350 dwellings


	10 Travelling

Showperson plots


	 

	A1Foodstore – 500sqm


	A1Foodstore – 500sqm


	A1-A5 Flexible –

500sqm


	A4 (Pub) – 770sqm


	B1 – 300sqm


	C2 – 3,700sqm care

home (60 units of extra

care)


	C1 – 150 bed 4* hotel


	 

	Off-site highway works £13.25m


	Off-site highway works £13.25m


	Longcross Station Improvements

£10m


	Bus Service £0.88m


	M3 Bridge Improvements £1m


	On-site 2FE Primary School @

£9.3m


	Off-site secondary contribution

@£2.09


	Health £412,655


	Community - £319k


	On-site SANG@£4.38m


	SAMM@£0.97m


	Sports/Playing Pitches - £1.91m


	Allotments - £89k


	Equipped Playspace - £1.35m


	Informal Playspace - £195k


	 


	2024/25 to

2026/27


	2024/25 to

2026/27


	2024/25 to

2026/27



	520 dwellings 
	520 dwellings 

	None 
	None 

	Off-site secondary contribution

@£1.39m


	Off-site secondary contribution

@£1.39m


	Health £275,103


	Allotments - £89k


	Equipped Playspace - £0.89mInformal Playspace - £130k


	 


	2027/28 to

2029/30


	2027/28 to

2029/30


	2027/28 to

2029/30



	450 dwellings 
	450 dwellings 

	None 
	None 

	Off-site secondary contribution

@£1.16m


	Off-site secondary contribution

@£1.16m


	Health £229,253


	Equipped Playspace - £0.75m


	Informal Playspace - £109k


	Stewardship of Community Assets

£1m





	 
	5.11 Please note that the table above related initially to 1532 dwellings. I

have brought forward the dates and dwelling trajectory to within the

Plan period whilst maintaining the infrastructure planning as

originally envisaged under the 1532 scheme. I don’t believe that this

makes a significant difference to the overall conclusions on viability

although the figures are subject to further adjustment where agreed

by all parties. The total contributions amount to £52.2 million.


	5.12 The phasing assumes front loading of the commercial development

on Longcross South, as well as a significant proportion of the

infrastructure requirements on the site. The phasing of the dwellings

is also highlighted.


	Approach to viability assessment of the Longcross site


	5.13 The approach to viability assessment here is in essence the same in

principle to that for other sites. That is to say a residual development

appraisal where costs are deducted from values and the residual then

compared against the land value benchmark.


	5.14 With sites that are to be phased, the NPPF allows for phasing to be

taken into account, where ‘front’ or ‘back’ loading of development can

be taken into account, alongside the possibility to make explicit

assumptions about the development of values and costs over time. It

is agreed with the applicants that the baseline appraisal should make

the foundation for the viability appraisal, where values and costs are

looked at in the current climate.


	5.15 For the purposes of clarity I have used the GLA Toolkit which allows

for both a ‘static’ or non-phased approach to be used, as well as the

Discounting Function (DF), where the building programme is made

explicit in the calculations.


	5.16 The DF measures the flow of income and cost on a year by year basis

and arrives, for each year, at an annual residual value. Theseresiduals are then discounted by a factor to reflect inflation or, for

example the opportunity cost of money invested in a site. The DF

then provides a net present value for the site which is the residual

and hence what should be paid for the site.


	5.17 If phasing is evened out on a year by year basis, and there are no cost

or value inflation or deflation assumptions, then the DF provides the

same residual as for the static model result.


	5.18 By comparing the static result with the phased result it is possible to

see how front loaded costs for example are impacting on overall

viability. This is because the model adds finance costs where a

particular year yields a deficit between values and costs, and adds

interest to the finance where values exceed cost for any given year.


	5.19 It is important to stress that the DF approach is sensitive to the

assumptions made about changes in values and costs. Over the long

run (since 1979), according to the Nationwide House Price index

nationally, prices have risen at around 7% per annum, so while this is

the historic position, this looks challenging in the current Brexit

climate. Costs are more predictable and a 5% increase on an annual

basis (RICS BCIS figures) looks a fair assumption.


	5.20 The full approach using the DF is given in the GLA Toolkit Guidance

Notes.


	Key data input assumptions for the LGV site


	Gross development value


	5.21 The selling prices for the dwellings are subject to a number of factors

including the location, the rate of sale and competition from other

sites. This is difficult to assess precisely and the Council should

monitor viability throughout the scheme. I have adopted the

Ottershaw sub market indicative selling prices (as for the HLT). This

is consistent with the AECOM approach in 2017. The site is not too

far away from the Virginia Water sub market, where prices are

significantly higher. However, this is a large site, and I can’t see that

prices will reach those being achieved in that (Virginia Water)

location.


	5.22 The table below summarises the prices on a per square metre basis

from AGA’s initial review, noting points raised by the developer.
	 
	 
	InlineShape

	5.23 The information provided by Crest has been summarised by taking a

mid-point selling price from the development in North Longcross and

dividing that by the proposed unit sizes for the dwellings on the

south part of the site.


	5.24 With the single exception of one bed flats, this shows a very close

correlation between the Council’s own Local Plan analysis

(Ottershaw as the sub market) and the sales prices achieved at

Longcross.


	5.25 The table below sets out prices which AGA considers to reflect a fair

position between Crest and the Council in terms of projected GDP:


	 
	InlineShape

	5.26 I have adopted these prices in my appraisal.


	Affordable Housing revenue
	5.27 My current assessment of the value of Affordable Housing is around

£2,420 per square metre. This takes into account considerable value

by a large proportion of the Affordable element being Intermediate;

Shared Ownership Housing here is likely to be valued at a high rate.


	5.28 The information provided by Turner Morum on behalf of the

developer suggests that Affordable Housing should be valued at

£1,786 per square metre.


	5.29 This difference is significant but falls far short of being significant to

the overall conclusion on viability (it amounts to some £23 million).


	5.30 It is accepted that Affordable Housing will be subject to housing

association offers as well as to the final mix of development agreed

upon.


	Construction costs


	5.31 The starting point for costs, in the absence of further information,

should be BCIS. I have followed this approach, as it is consistent with

the HLT and the assessment of other large sites. However in this

case, I have adjusted costs using the BCIS Scale Factor. As follows:


	 
	InlineShape

	5.32 This (above) allows an estimated contract sum to be adjusted for any

given scheme. The chart above suggests that although there areeconomies of scale, these tend to level out at contracts of around £20

million.


	5.33 Given that this scheme will have a contract sum of circa £200 million

I feel that it is not unreasonable to make a deduction of 15% to take

account of economies of scale. The estimated (and updated to August

2019) costs) are shown below:


	 
	InlineShape

	5.34 The calculations for the Scale Factor are shown below:


	 
	InlineShape

	Infrastructure/Abnormal costs


	5.35 The developer, via Turner Morum, have set out to AGA a list of what

are termed ‘Infrastructure/Abnormals’; as follows:
	 
	InlineShape

	5.36 I understand that the Council are prepared in principle to accept that

these items are likely to be necessary to make the development work.

However, many are also covered in the list of Section 106

requirements which are itemised separately.


	5.37 I accept that there will be some enabling works for a site like this,

although not, I believe, on the scale claimed in the Turner Morum list

supplied on behalf of the developer.


	5.38 I am aware however, that there are some uncertainties with respect

to what the industry standard 15% covers and with larger sites

infrastructure connections will not fully cover the whole area.


	5.39 I have made an allowance of £10 million for this, calculated as

follows:


	Dwellings 
	Dwellings 
	Dwellings 
	Dwellings 

	DPH


	DPH



	  
	  


	  
	  
	  

	  
	  

	  
	  


	1360 
	1360 
	1360 

	35 
	35 

	38.857143


	38.857143




	  
	  
	  

	  
	  

	  
	  


	Infrastructure Costs per Ha 
	Infrastructure Costs per Ha 
	Infrastructure Costs per Ha 

	  
	  

	200000


	200000




	  
	  
	  

	  
	  

	  
	  


	Cost 
	Cost 
	Cost 

	  
	  

	£7,771,429
	£7,771,429


	  
	  
	  

	  
	  

	  
	  


	Allow 
	Allow 
	Allow 

	  
	  

	£10,000,000


	£10,000,000





	 
	Ground rents for flats


	5.40 There will be a ground rent on the flats included within the scheme.

Calculated as follows:


	• 430 flats, at say £300 ground rent per annum = rental income

of £129,000. Capitalised at 5%, giving a capital value of

£2,580,000.


	• 430 flats, at say £300 ground rent per annum = rental income

of £129,000. Capitalised at 5%, giving a capital value of

£2,580,000.


	• 430 flats, at say £300 ground rent per annum = rental income

of £129,000. Capitalised at 5%, giving a capital value of

£2,580,000.




	5.42 This assumption may need to be agreed still with Crest.


	Development mix and tenure


	5.43 The Council initially anticipated a policy compliant mix as follows:


	• 65% Market Housing


	• 65% Market Housing


	• 65% Market Housing




	35% Affordable Housing split as: -


	• 60% Affordable Rent;


	• 60% Affordable Rent;


	• 60% Affordable Rent;



	• 10% Social Rent;


	• 10% Social Rent;



	• 15% Shared Ownership;


	• 15% Shared Ownership;



	• 15% Starter Homes.


	• 15% Starter Homes.




	5.44 The precise split which was initially anticipated is shown in the

screenshot below - housing mix for 1,500 units:
	 
	InlineShape

	5.45 The developer has also supplied AGA with its current view of a

preferred housing mix – as set out in the left half of the table:


	 
	InlineShape

	5.46 This shows a very close fits between the two expectations. The main

difference is the greater percentage of two bed flats in the Crest mix

and the greater percentage of three bed houses in the RBC mix. Thedifferences are also affected by the inclusion of five bed dwellings in

the Crest mix which are not included in the Council’s mix.


	5.47 Running with one or the other mix in a rigid fashion at this stage is, I

believe, an incorrect approach. It is more practical to see a sensible

(mid-point) compromise which can be honed at final application

stage. To this end, I suggest the following mix, at the policy compliant

Affordable Housing position and is based in the 1320 units:


	Suggested mid point mix:


	 
	InlineShape

	5.48 I have adopted the mix in the red data.


	Unit sizes


	5.49 I have adopted the unit sizes suggested by Turner Morum on behalf

of the developer:


	  
	  
	  
	  

	Units 
	Units 

	Unit Size


	Unit Size




	  
	  
	  

	  
	  

	  
	  


	1 Bed Flats 
	1 Bed Flats 
	1 Bed Flats 

	109 
	109 

	52.9


	52.9




	2 Bed Flats 
	2 Bed Flats 
	2 Bed Flats 

	331 
	331 

	72.2


	72.2




	3 Bed Flats 
	3 Bed Flats 
	3 Bed Flats 

	3 
	3 

	184.6


	184.6




	  
	  
	  

	  
	  

	  
	  


	2 Bed Houses 
	2 Bed Houses 
	2 Bed Houses 

	249 
	249 

	77.61


	77.61




	3 Bed Houses 
	3 Bed Houses 
	3 Bed Houses 

	427 
	427 

	103.28


	103.28




	4 Bed Houses 
	4 Bed Houses 
	4 Bed Houses 

	199 
	199 

	146.18


	146.18




	5 Bed Houses 
	5 Bed Houses 
	5 Bed Houses 

	42 
	42 

	253.05
	253.05



	 
	Commercial property element


	5.50 The applicants have confirmed the proposed areas for the south site,

which are set out in the table below. As previously, it should be

stressed that this element is intrinsically difficult to project viability

for, not least because the current mix is uncertain in terms of its

users, operators, nature and quality.


	 
	InlineShape

	5.51 I have adopted a range of assumptions based on market reports, web

based sources and local authority viability assessments. I have taken

BCIS tender prices for typical end uses assumed here.


	5.52 The table below (from the Toolkit) sets out the results
	 
	InlineShape

	5.53 Critically this latest submission from Crest does not include a hotel.

This reduces the overall viability of the commercial element

significantly. I agree with Turner Morum on behalf of the developer,

that the residual values for offices and smaller retail may be

marginal. However I think the valuation for the convenience store

and the care home are too low.


	5.54 My calculations for the care home are set out in the table below:
	 
	InlineShape

	5.55 The calculation is probably most sensitive to the nature of the care

home developed. There are some 150 beds predicted and these will

generate substantial value. The care home will also have significant

value, although this will depend on the manner of disposal, and in

particular, whether it is valued as an ‘up and running’ concern or

whether it is marketed speculatively.


	5.56 The commercial element overall is likely to have a positive impact on

the overall scheme, although the precise timing will have an effect on

the cash flow appraisal. That being said, I don’t anticipate that the

timing will be significant in the big picture of viability as the

commercial floor space is a relatively small constituent of the overall

scheme.


	I agree the valuations on the health centre and the nursery school.

The residual values for these elements and the care home have been

entered as a capital contribution in the Toolkit appraisal.


	Results


	5.57 The results are presented in a similar form to previously, using the

static viability approach, although also here with the additional

discounting results.


	Static approach


	5.58 The screenshot below shows the result of the static appraisal for the

1320 units and associated commercial development.
	 
	InlineShape

	5.59 The appraisal reflects:


	• 35% Affordable Housing;


	• 35% Affordable Housing;


	• 35% Affordable Housing;



	• Developer profit margin of 20% on gross development value;


	• Developer profit margin of 20% on gross development value;



	• Affordable Housing profit margin of 6%;


	• Affordable Housing profit margin of 6%;



	• £52,168,000 of additional Section 106 contributions;


	• £52,168,000 of additional Section 106 contributions;



	• Commercial development including foodstore flexible A use class

floorspace, a pub, and a care home.


	• Commercial development including foodstore flexible A use class

floorspace, a pub, and a care home.




	5.60 The residual value is £131,292,000 on a static basis.


	5.61 As I understand it, the AECOM study estimated a site value of circa

£100m.


	Land value benchmark and viability


	5.62 It is understood that the development proposal relates to the area

south of the M3. This area is shown in the aerial picture below:
	 
	InlineShape

	5.63 The area contains a mix of land and building which are mostly

associated with the testing track and incorporate storage sheds, light

industrial units and other ancillary buildings. There is no full

schedule currently available from which to draw up a full rental list

which can then be capitalised to a land value benchmark.


	5.64 The lawful use currently is not housing, but can be gleaned from the

Council’s officer’s report of 25th May 2005. In this, the officer sets out

some of the historic problems associated with the site not least

relating to the noise created by military as well as commercial

vehicles using the track. The question of Crown Immunity is raised in

relation to any nuisance emanating from the site. The conclusions of

the officer’s report are set out below:


	From officers report 25th May 2005
	 
	InlineShape

	5.65 From this it is clear that the Council wished to permit a mix of

activities including military vehicle testing but with some ‘leeway’ to

exploit the site for commercial purposes, not least driver training

courses, rally activities and some filming.


	5.66 The use is however restricted by hours, presumably to minimise the

noise impact. The site is therefore not fully commercial but a hybrid

between community or military use, and commercial, although it

should be stated that there is no military use there at the moment

(which potentially reduces its EUV). Without having a view of the

relevant accounts, it is difficult to be precise about the EUV as it

stands.
	5.67 As the site falls between different uses, it would appropriate to

capitalise it at a reduced commercial rate. Based on the previous

assumptions, a value of £1 million per hectare in relation to the

partial hard standing area within the track would seem to be

appropriate. This amounts to around 59 hectares and with some

additional value for the green area around – some 13 hectares at

woodland/agricultural value – say £20,000 a hectare.


	5.68 A full EUV would then be arrived at, at around £60 million. In

response, Turner Morum have stated on behalf of Crest that they

believe that income over the past 3 years has been on average £8.4

million, and on this basis, a LVB of £60 million ‘looks pretty

conservative’.


	5.69 It is not clear what the trajectory of income here is – whether it is

diminishing in the most recent years or not. Assuming £8 million is a

fair figure, it would be difficult to capitalise the income at anything

less than 10%, and between 11% and 12% probably being more

realistic meaning that an LVB of circa £60 million is broadly robust as

the LVB.


	Viability returns


	5.70 The chart below shows the relative returns to the land owner, the

local authority and the developer.
	 
	InlineShape

	 
	 
	5.71 The largest return is for the developer (£123 million).


	5.72 The return to the local authority is around the same level as that to

the land owner significantly less – at £83 million. This (return to the

local authority) is the difference in residual value between 100%

Market Housing and at 35% Affordable Housing and the other

Section 106 contributions.


	5.73 The full static appraisal is shown at Appendix 3.


	Phased development results


	5.74 The table below shows the residual values and the relevant surpluses

over and above the land value benchmark:


	House Prices 
	House Prices 
	House Prices 
	House Prices 

	Build Costs 
	Build Costs 

	Scenarios 
	Scenarios 

	RV 
	RV 

	EUV 
	EUV 

	Surplus


	Surplus




	  
	  
	  

	  
	  

	  
	  

	  
	  

	  
	  

	  
	  


	7% 
	7% 
	7% 

	5% 
	5% 

	Historic 
	Historic 

	£237,287,791 
	£237,287,791 

	£60,000,000 
	£60,000,000 

	£177,287,791


	£177,287,791




	2% 
	2% 
	2% 

	7% 
	7% 

	Pessimistic 
	Pessimistic 

	£88,399,391 
	£88,399,391 

	£60,000,000 
	£60,000,000 

	£28,399,391


	£28,399,391




	10% 
	10% 
	10% 

	4% 
	4% 

	Optimistic 
	Optimistic 

	£245,088,918 
	£245,088,918 

	£60,000,000 
	£60,000,000 

	£185,088,918


	£185,088,918





	 
	5.75 These results show very significant surpluses based even on

relatively pessimistic scenarios.


	5.76 The results demonstrate clearly how important the performance of

the housing market will be to the viability of the site.
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	6 Conclusions


	6.1 This Viability Study has reviewed the viability of sites in the vicinity

of the A320 highway.


	6.2 The analysis has looked at High Level Testing across the Borough, at

key sites and specifically at the large allocation at Longcross Garden

Village.


	6.3 Viability is dependent on the relationship between the residual value

generated by new development and the land value benchmark of

sites. A key piece of guidance (NPPG, 2018), has now shifted the

viability debate in favour of an approach which is focused on existing

use value (EUV), rather than hope value for residential development,

which in the past has driven plans and scheme specific negotiations.


	6.4 The sub markets involved in the A320 area are mid value for

Runnymede Borough. That being said, they are very high value by

national standards, whereas build costs vary relatively little from one

part of the country to another. This means that very significant

residual values are generated from development across the Borough.


	6.5 This analysis undertaken in the Viability Update Study underlines the

findings of the 2017 Viability Report; that ambitious Section 106

requirements are deliverable whilst still providing developers and

land owners with very large returns.


	6.6 The scale of the potential surpluses are significant. The conclusion is

that in all cases, including the case of Longcross, which has a very low

existing use value, road infrastructure could be viably delivered from

land uplift.


	6.7 The scale of any additional contributions in the case of Longcross (or

indeed any other large site) will depend very much on the

performance of the housing market over time. The analysis

demonstrates how sensitive the residuals are to changes in prices

and costs, and for this reason it will be important for the Council,

wherever possible to conclude overage or similar agreements with

the applicants.


	AJ Golland


	Dr Andrew Golland BSc (Hons) PhD MRICS
	 
	 
	Appendix 1 High Level Testing assumptions


	 
	InlineShape

	Source: HM Land Registry
	 
	 
	 
	Development mixes


	 
	InlineShape

	Source: Runnymede BC Policy SL19
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Construction Costs


	 
	March of 2019


	March of 2019


	March of 2019


	March of 2019



	  
	  

	  
	  

	  
	  

	  
	  

	  
	  


	  
	  
	  

	Baseline 
	Baseline 

	Externals 
	Externals 

	Sub Total 
	Sub Total 

	Runnymede Factor 
	Runnymede Factor 

	Total


	Total




	  
	  
	  

	  
	  

	  
	  

	  
	  

	  
	  

	  
	  


	2 Storey Houses 
	2 Storey Houses 
	2 Storey Houses 

	£1,134 
	£1,134 

	£170 
	£170 

	£1,304 
	£1,304 

	£196 
	£196 

	£1,500


	£1,500




	Bungalows 
	Bungalows 
	Bungalows 

	£1,267 
	£1,267 

	£190 
	£190 

	£1,457 
	£1,457 

	£219 
	£219 

	£1,676


	£1,676




	Low Rise Flats 
	Low Rise Flats 
	Low Rise Flats 

	£1,308 
	£1,308 

	£196 
	£196 

	£1,504 
	£1,504 

	£226 
	£226 

	£1,730


	£1,730





	 
	NB: The costs are adjusted by location to take into account costs which are higher/lower than the national average.


	Serviced plot costs for gypsies and travellers at £100,000.


	 
	Source: RICS BCIS
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Other development costs
	 
	InlineShape

	 
	 
	 
	 
	Unit Sizes


	March of 2019


	March of 2019


	March of 2019


	March of 2019



	  
	  

	  
	  


	  
	  
	  

	Market 
	Market 

	Affordable


	Affordable




	  
	  
	  

	  
	  

	  
	  


	1 Bed Flats 
	1 Bed Flats 
	1 Bed Flats 

	50 
	50 

	50


	50




	2 Bed Flats 
	2 Bed Flats 
	2 Bed Flats 

	70 
	70 

	65


	65




	2 Bed Terraces 
	2 Bed Terraces 
	2 Bed Terraces 

	79 
	79 

	75


	75




	3 Bed Terraces 
	3 Bed Terraces 
	3 Bed Terraces 

	84 
	84 

	84


	84




	3 Bed Semis 
	3 Bed Semis 
	3 Bed Semis 

	93 
	93 

	88


	88




	3 Bed Detached 
	3 Bed Detached 
	3 Bed Detached 

	108 
	108 

	102


	102




	4 Bed Detached 
	4 Bed Detached 
	4 Bed Detached 

	125 
	125 

	115


	115




	5 Bed Detached 
	5 Bed Detached 
	5 Bed Detached 

	145 
	145 

	135


	135





	 
	Source: Runnymede BC
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Affordable Housing revenue
	 
	InlineShape

	 
	Appendix 2 Site specific analysis assumptions


	Infrastructure requirements:


	Policy SL6 - Chilsey

Green Farm (275

dwellings + 5 Traveller

Pitches)


	Policy SL6 - Chilsey

Green Farm (275

dwellings + 5 Traveller

Pitches)


	Policy SL6 - Chilsey

Green Farm (275

dwellings + 5 Traveller

Pitches)


	Policy SL6 - Chilsey

Green Farm (275

dwellings + 5 Traveller

Pitches)


	 
	Gross Site Area – 8.95ha


	 
	Net Developable Area –

7.06ha



	£1.12m 
	£1.12m 

	£185,089 (EY)


	£185,089 (EY)


	 
	£854,980 (P)


	 
	£929,584 (S)



	£168,550 
	£168,550 

	Equipped play space

- £548,970


	Equipped play space

- £548,970


	 
	Informal play space

- £79,822


	 
	Sports/Playing

pitches - £350,659


	 
	Allotments -

£32,523



	£560,000 for

SANG


	£560,000 for

SANG


	 
	£176,400 for

SAMM



	£5.06m or

£18,071 per

dwelling


	£5.06m or

£18,071 per

dwelling




	Policy SL11 - Vet Labs

Parcel B (150 dwellings

+ 2 Traveller Pitches)


	Policy SL11 - Vet Labs

Parcel B (150 dwellings

+ 2 Traveller Pitches)


	Policy SL11 - Vet Labs

Parcel B (150 dwellings

+ 2 Traveller Pitches)


	 
	Gross Site Area – 4.7ha


	 
	Net Developable Area –

3.66ha



	£608,000 
	£608,000 

	£102,304 (EY)


	£102,304 (EY)


	 
	£459,888 (P)


	 
	£498,095 (S)



	£91,730 
	£91,730 

	Equipped play space

- £295,000


	Equipped play space

- £295,000


	 
	Informal play space

- £43,010


	 
	Sports/Playing

pitches - £189,483


	 
	Allotments -

£17,656


	 

	£304,000 for

SANG


	£304,000 for

SANG


	 
	£95,760 for

SAMM



	£2.7m or

£17,796 per

dwelling
	£2.7m or

£17,796 per

dwelling


	Policy SL12 - Ottershaw

East (200 units + 2

Traveller pitches)


	Policy SL12 - Ottershaw

East (200 units + 2

Traveller pitches)


	Policy SL12 - Ottershaw

East (200 units + 2

Traveller pitches)


	 
	Gross Site Area – 6.6ha


	 
	Net Developable Area –

5.97ha



	£808,000 
	£808,000 

	£135,956 (EY)


	£135,956 (EY)


	 
	£615,426 (P)


	 
	£669,160 (S)



	New health centre

on 0.1ha of land.


	New health centre

on 0.1ha of land.



	Equipped play space

£394, 110 (0.113ha)


	Equipped play space

£394, 110 (0.113ha)


	 
	Informal play space

- £57,305 (0.25ha)


	 
	Sports/Playing

pitches - £252,459

(0.735ha)


	 
	Allotments -

£23,231 (0.1ha)



	Provide SANG

on-site for

9.15ha @


	Provide SANG

on-site for

9.15ha @


	£1.06m


	 
	SAMM cost @

£127,260


	 
	 

	£4.14mm or

£20,495 per

dwelling


	£4.14mm or

£20,495 per

dwelling




	Policy SL14 - Chertsey

Bittams A (175 dwellings

+ 5 Traveller Pitches)


	Policy SL14 - Chertsey

Bittams A (175 dwellings

+ 5 Traveller Pitches)


	Policy SL14 - Chertsey

Bittams A (175 dwellings

+ 5 Traveller Pitches)


	 
	Gross Ste Area – 7ha


	 
	Net Developable Area –

4.59ha



	£720,000 
	£720,000 

	£121,149 (EY)


	£121,149 (EY)


	 
	£549,257 (P)


	 
	£595,934 (S)



	£108,984 
	£108,984 

	Equipped play space

- £354,960


	Equipped play space

- £354,960


	 
	Informal play space

- £51,612


	 
	 

	£360,000 for

SANG


	£360,000 for

SANG


	 
	£113,400 for

SAMM



	£2.98m or

£16,529 per

dwelling


	£2.98m or

£16,529 per

dwelling




	Policy SL15 - Chertsey

Bittams B (120 dwellings

+ 2 Traveller pitches)


	Policy SL15 - Chertsey

Bittams B (120 dwellings

+ 2 Traveller pitches)


	Policy SL15 - Chertsey

Bittams B (120 dwellings

+ 2 Traveller pitches)


	 
	Gross Site Area – 3.9ha


	 
	Net Developable Area –

3.43ha



	£440,000 
	£440,000 

	£82,112 (EY)


	£82,112 (EY)


	 
	£368,597 (P)


	 
	£398,600 (S)



	£72,923 
	£72,923 

	Equipped play space

- £237,510


	Equipped play space

- £237,510


	 
	Informal play space

- £34,535


	 
	Contribution to

community hub

buildingvi at Parcel

A, Chertsey Bittams

of £31,373



	£244,000 for

SANG


	£244,000 for

SANG


	 
	£76,860 for

SAMM



	£1.99m or

£16,283 per

dwelling
	£1.99m or

£16,283 per

dwelling


	Policy SL16 - Chertsey

Bittams C (9 dwellings +

11 Traveller pitches)


	Policy SL16 - Chertsey

Bittams C (9 dwellings +

11 Traveller pitches)


	Policy SL16 - Chertsey

Bittams C (9 dwellings +

11 Traveller pitches)


	 
	Gross Site Area – 1.31ha


	 
	Net Developable Area –

0.95ha


	 

	£80,000 
	£80,000 

	£13,461 (EY)


	£13,461 (EY)


	 
	£77,288 (P)


	 
	£78, 189(S)


	 

	£16,027 
	£16,027 

	Equipped play space

£52,200


	Equipped play space

£52,200


	 
	Informal play space

£7,590


	 
	Contribution to

community hub

buildingvi at Parcel

A, Chertsey Bittams

of £5,569



	£40,000 for

SANG


	£40,000 for

SANG


	 
	£13,660 for

SAMM



	£384k or

£19,200 per

dwelling


	£384k or

£19,200 per

dwelling




	Policy SL17 - Chertsey

Bittams D (125

dwellings)


	Policy SL17 - Chertsey

Bittams D (125

dwellings)


	Policy SL17 - Chertsey

Bittams D (125

dwellings)


	 
	Gross Site Area – 2.86ha


	 
	Net Developable Area –

2.64ha


	 

	£500,000 
	£500,000 

	£84,131 (EY)


	£84,131 (EY)


	 
	£373,127 (P)


	 
	£405,219 (S)



	£74,258 
	£74,258 

	Equipped play space

- £241,860


	Equipped play space

- £241,860


	 
	Informal play space

- £35,167


	 
	Contribution to

community hub

buildingvi at Parcel

A, Chertsey Bittams

of £31,837


	 

	£250,000 for

SANG


	£250,000 for

SANG


	 
	£78,750 for

SAMM



	£2.07m or

£16,595 per

dwelling


	£2.07m or

£16,595 per

dwelling




	Policy SL18 - Chertsey

Bittams E (75 dwellings)


	Policy SL18 - Chertsey

Bittams E (75 dwellings)


	Policy SL18 - Chertsey

Bittams E (75 dwellings)


	 
	Gross Site Area – 2.37ha


	 
	Net Developable Area –

1.76ha


	 

	£300,000 
	£300,000 

	£50,479 (EY)


	£50,479 (EY)


	 
	£222,943 (P)


	 
	£242,635 (S)



	£45,547 
	£45,547 

	Equipped play space

- £154,860


	Equipped play space

- £154,860


	 
	Informal play space

- £22,517


	  
	Contribution to

community hub

buildingvi at Parcel

A, Chertsey Bittams

of £17,914


	 

	£150,000 for

SANG


	£150,000 for

SANG


	 
	£47,250 for

SAMM



	£1,06m or

£14,118 per

dwelling
	£1,06m or

£14,118 per

dwelling


	Policy IE1 – Byfleet

Road, New Haw


	Policy IE1 – Byfleet

Road, New Haw


	Policy IE1 – Byfleet

Road, New Haw


	 
	Assume 5,000sqm B1c,

2,000sqm B2 and

13,000sqm of B8


	 
	Gross Site Area – 7.7ha


	 
	Net Developable Area –

6ha



	£634,678


	£634,678


	 
	Based on total of

374 workers



	N/A 
	N/A 

	N/A 
	N/A 

	N/A 
	N/A 

	N/A 
	N/A 

	£634,678 or

£31.7 per sqm.


	£634,678 or

£31.7 per sqm.




	Policy IE8 – Addlestone

West


	Policy IE8 – Addlestone

West


	Policy IE8 – Addlestone

West


	 
	Assume 70 flats, 500sqm

A1 & replace 1,500sqm

of D2 health/day centre.


	 
	Gross Site Area – 0.8ha


	 
	Net Developable Area –

0.8ha



	£304,666 
	£304,666 

	£47,114 (EY)


	£47,114 (EY)


	 
	£67, 267 (P)


	 
	£57,918 (S)


	 
	 

	To be re-provided

on site


	To be re-provided

on site



	£242,473 
	£242,473 

	£140,000 for

SANG


	£140,000 for

SANG


	 
	£47,810 for

SAMM



	£907,248 or

£12,960 per

dwelling


	£907,248 or

£12,960 per

dwelling





	Indicative development mixes


	Site 
	Site 
	Site 
	Site 

	Total

Units


	Total

Units



	Market 
	Market 

	Affordable 
	Affordable 

	Total


	Total




	SR 
	SR 
	SR 

	AR 
	AR 

	SO 
	SO 

	ST 
	ST 

	DM 
	DM 

	1BF 
	1BF 

	2BF 
	2BF 

	2BH 
	2BH 

	3BH 
	3BH 

	4BH


	4BH




	SL11 – Vet Labs 
	SL11 – Vet Labs 
	SL11 – Vet Labs 

	150 
	150 

	5 x 1BF


	5 x 1BF


	14 x 2BF


	15 x 2BH


	44 x 3BH


	19 x 4BH



	6 x 1BF


	6 x 1BF


	3 x 2BF


	3 x 2BH


	6 x 3BH


	2 x 4BH



	7 x 1BF


	7 x 1BF


	3 x 2BF


	2 x 2BH


	5 x 3BH



	2 x 1BF


	2 x 1BF


	2 x 2BF


	2 x 2BH



	2 x 1BF


	2 x 1BF


	2 x 2BF


	1 x 2BH



	2 x 1BF


	2 x 1BF


	2 x 2BF


	1 x 2BH



	24


	24



	 
	 
	26



	 
	 
	 
	24



	 
	 
	 
	 
	55



	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	21


	SL12 – Ottershaw East 
	SL12 – Ottershaw East 
	SL12 – Ottershaw East 

	200 
	200 

	6 x 1BF


	6 x 1BF


	20 x 2BF


	19 x 2BH


	59 x 3BH


	26 x 4BH



	8 x 1BF


	8 x 1BF


	4 x 2BF


	3 x 2BH


	7 x 3BH


	2 x 4BH



	9 x 1BF


	9 x 1BF


	5 x 2BF


	4 x 2BH


	7 x 3BH



	4 x 1BF


	4 x 1BF


	2 x 2BF


	1 x 2BH



	4 x 1BF


	4 x 1BF


	2 x 2BF


	1 x 2BH



	4 x 1BF


	4 x 1BF


	2 x 2BF


	1 x 2BH



	35


	35



	 
	 
	35



	 
	 
	 
	29



	 
	 
	 
	 
	73



	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	28




	SL14 – Bittams A 
	SL14 – Bittams A 
	SL14 – Bittams A 

	175 
	175 

	6 x 1BF


	6 x 1BF


	17 x 2BF


	17 x 2BH


	51 x 3BH


	23 x 4BH



	7 x 1BF


	7 x 1BF


	3 x 2BF


	3 x 2BH


	6 x 3BH


	2 x 4BH



	8 x 1BF


	8 x 1BF


	4 x 2BF


	4 x 2BH


	6 x 3BH



	3 x 1BF


	3 x 1BF


	2 x 2BF


	1 x 2BH



	3 x 1BF


	3 x 1BF


	2 x 2BF


	1 x 2BH



	3 x 1BF


	3 x 1BF


	2 x 2BF


	1 x 2BH



	30


	30



	 
	 
	30



	 
	 
	 
	27



	 
	 
	 
	 
	63



	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	25




	SL15 – Bittams B 
	SL15 – Bittams B 
	SL15 – Bittams B 

	120 
	120 

	4 x 1BF


	4 x 1BF


	12 x 2BF


	11 x 2BH


	35 x 3BH


	16 x 4BH



	5 x 1BF


	5 x 1BF


	2 x 2BF


	2 x 2BH


	4 x 3BH


	1 x 4BH



	5 x 1BF


	5 x 1BF


	3 x 2BF


	3 x 2BH


	4 x 3BH



	2 x 1BF


	2 x 1BF


	2 x 2BF


	1 x 2BH



	2 x 1BF


	2 x 1BF


	1 x 2BF


	1 x 2BH



	2 x 1BF


	2 x 1BF


	1 x 2BF


	1 x 2BH



	20


	20


	 

	 
	 
	21



	 
	 
	 
	19



	 
	 
	 
	 
	43



	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	17




	SL16 – Bittams C 
	SL16 – Bittams C 
	SL16 – Bittams C 

	9 
	9 

	3 x 2BH


	3 x 2BH


	4 x 3BH


	2 x 4BH



	 
	 

	 
	 

	 
	 

	 
	 

	 
	 

	 
	 

	 
	 

	3


	3



	 
	 
	4



	 
	 
	 
	2




	SL17 – Bittams D 
	SL17 – Bittams D 
	SL17 – Bittams D 

	125 
	125 

	5 x 1BF


	5 x 1BF


	12 x 2BF


	12 x 2BH



	5 x 1BF


	5 x 1BF


	2 x 2BF


	2 x 2BH



	6 x 1BF


	6 x 1BF


	3 x 2BF


	2 x 2BH



	2 x 1BF


	2 x 1BF


	2 x 2BF


	1 x 2BH



	2 x 1BF


	2 x 1BF


	1 x 2BF


	1 x 2BH



	2 x 1BF


	2 x 1BF


	1 x 2BF


	1 x 2BH



	22


	22



	 
	 
	21



	 
	 
	 
	19

	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 


	36 x 3BH


	36 x 3BH


	36 x 3BH


	16 x 4BH



	5 x 3BH


	5 x 3BH


	1 x 4BH



	5 x 3BH 
	5 x 3BH 

	46


	46



	 
	 
	17



	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Appendix 3 Longcross Static appraisal
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