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1.1

1.2

1.3

1.4

1.5

INTRODUCTION

Overview and objectives

Andrew Golland Associates (AGA) were appointed in 2016 to carry
out Whole Plan Testing (WPT) of the emerging Local Plan.

The draft Local Plan is under preparation. It recognises the specific
nature of Runnymede, as a relatively small Borough in the context of
other Surrey authorities, with almost 80% of the area lying within
the metropolitan Green Belt.

The Borough is relatively thriving and has a buoyant housing market
with high house prices which generate in turn, high land values. The
‘flip side’ of the ‘coin’ of course is that this creates affordability
challenges and hence the requirement to deliver Affordable Housing
products to meet local needs.

The Draft Local Plan states with respect to the Spatial Strategy:

‘The spatial strategy for Runnymede is to continue to focus
development in the Borough'’s existing urban areas over the period of
the Local Plan. Given however the significant level of housing need
which exists in the Borough, as evidenced through the Runnymede-
Spelthorne Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA), it is
evident that there needs to be a step change in housing delivery in
Runnymede. This step change can only be achieved through the
release of a number of sites from the Green Belt on adoption of the
Local Plan’.

It is this geo-political framework that sets the scene for the viability
testing. The study relates to Whole Plan Testing (WPT). This is not
specifically defined although viability testing should cover all aspects
of policy.
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1.6

1.7

The Planning Inspectorate have set out the following principles for
WPT?L. PINS have stated that:

‘Evidence for viability can be gathered from a variety of sources
including local agents, mystery shopping exercises, the internet,
previous planning applications (it can be helpful to record this
information over time), and Inspectors’ reports on plans and CIL.
However, if you are relying on more than one set of viability evidence
(perhaps commissioned for different purposes CIL or affordable
housing and or by different consultancies). This can result in
inconsistencies in methodology and assumptions. It is important to
understand and to be able to reconcile these differences, through
discussion with the consultants, to enable them to use the evidence in
relation to whole-plan viability’.

Set out below is the approach adopted in this study, which involves
High Level Testing (HLT), testing major and strategic sites and
testing small sites.

1

http: //www.pas.gov.uk/documents /332612 /6363137 /Pages+from+FINA

L+PAS+Good+Plan+Making+-10.pdf/06519013-bb1d-4676-a005

6832ab6253f8)
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High Level Testing:
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Research undertaken for this study

1.8 There were four main strands to the research undertaken to
complete this study:

Discussions with a project group of officers from the Council to
help inform the structure of the research approach;

Analysis of information held by the authority, including that
which described the types of sites coming forward;

Use of the Development Appraisal Toolkit to carry out High Level
Testing and to analyse scheme viability;

A workshop held earlier in the year with developers and land
owners;

Reporting on the viability of the Plan and its various policy
impacts.
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2 APPROACH TO VIABILITY DEFINITION

2.1 We use a residual development appraisal model to assess
development viability. This mimics the approach of virtually all
developers when purchasing land. This model assumes that the value
of the site will be the difference between what the scheme generates
(scheme revenue) and what it costs to develop (build costs and
developer margin). The model can take into account the impact on
scheme residual value of affordable housing and other Section 106
contributions or CIL where this is being tested.

2.2 Figure 2.1 below shows diagrammatically the underlying principles of
the approach. Scheme costs are deducted from scheme revenue to
arrive at a gross residual value. Scheme costs assume a profit margin
to the developer and the ‘build costs’ as shown in the diagram include
such items as professional fees, finance costs, marketing fees and any
overheads borne by the development company.

Figure 2.1 Viability, CIL and Affordable Housing

Gross
Residual
Value

GDV

Net Residual
Value

2.3 The gross residual value is the starting point for negotiations about
the level and scope of Section 106 or CIL contribution. The
contribution will normally be greatest in the form of affordable
housing but other Section 106 items or CIL will also reduce the gross
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residual value of the site. Once the Section 106 contributions/CIL
have been deducted, this leaves a net residual value.

2.4 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.

2.5 A site is extremely unlikely to proceed where the costs of a proposed
scheme exceed the revenue. But simply having a positive residual
value will not guarantee that development happens. The Existing Use
Value (EUV) of the site, or indeed a realistic alternative use value for a
site will also play a role in the mind of the land owner in bringing the
site forward and thus is a factor in deciding whether a site is likely to
be brought forward for housing or any other use.

2.6 Figure 2.2 shows how this operates in theory. Residual value (RV)
falls as planning contributions increase. The issue for the land owner
will be the point at which RV is less than or equal to the land value
benchmark.

Figure 2.2 Residual Value (RV) and the land owner’s position

The land owners position
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Planning contributions (Section 106 and for CIL)

2.7 Above this point there will be a land owner return. The extent of this
return depends on the existing use value of the site (EUV). Some
sites will be green field and some brown field. Normally brown field
sites will have a higher EUV than green field but this does not always
follow; for example where brown field land is heavily contaminated.
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2.8 In some instances, an Alternative Use Value (AUV) will be
appropriate to use. The conditions where this is the case are
discussed in the Harman Review (2012) which looks at how local
authorities may take viability on board when making plans.

2.9 The quantum of land owner return has been the subject of much
discussion over the past few years. The NPPF, governing planning
and viability in England requires local authorities to allow land
owners a ‘competitive’ return, but it does not state what this is.

2.10 How affordable housing targets or CIL charges are set will be a
function of a number of factors including the nature of land supply,
residual value, comparable authority policies and the broader land
supply situation. There is no specific ‘equation” which specifies how
a particular policy should be derived.
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3 VIABILITY ANALYSIS: HIGH LEVEL TESTING

Introduction

3.1 This chapter considers viability for residential schemes including
affordable housing. It provides an understanding of how residual
value varies under different housing market circumstances, different
policy impacts and different development densities and mixes.

3.2 The chapter is important in calculating residual values against which
land value benchmarks are set. These (benchmarks) are considered
later in the study.

Sub Market areas

3.3 Location plays a key role in determining viability. It is the key
determinant of residual value, because whilst revenues vary
significantly between locations, build costs do not. Hence the
residual, the difference between values and costs, varies largely
according to location.

3.4 It is important to have a robust and practical approach to dealing
with the challenge of modelling location impacts. This has been done
through High Level Testing which takes house prices at a
settlement/area level and tests these, build costs, development mix,
density and Affordable Housing percentages in a range of scenarios.
The house price data has been updated by analysing all transactions
in the market (second hand) from January 2015 to current position
(June 2017). It has been cross checked against recent new build
sales.

3.5 Table 3.1 below sets out the sub markets. These are based on
postcode sector areas.

Testing assumptions

3.6 The analysis is based on a range of policy tests. Specifically,
affordable housing targets of 20% 25%; 30%; 35%; 40%; 45% and
50%.

3.7 Residual values have been generated for a notional one hectare site
that reflect the Affordable Housing targets and also a contribution of
£2,630 per unit additional Section 106. This figure was agreed with
the Council as being a reasonable one at this level of analysis and
reflects the costs associated with mitigation measures for the Thames
Basin Heaths SPA in the form of SANG and SAMM .

3.8 The Council has no adopted CIL (Community Infrastructure Levy)
Charging Schedule. On 24 July 2014, the Council resolved to formally

Runnymede Viability Report 2017 Page 10



withdraw the Runnymede Borough Local Plan Core Strategy and
consequently the Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) Draft
Charging Schedule from the Examination process.
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Table 3.1 Sub Markets: Runnymede BC

‘ PCS ‘Sub Market General Area in District  |Main settlement s Other Settlements /Landmarks
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3.9 A map of the broad sub markets is shown below:
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3.10 A full range of schemes are tested here. Densities of 20 dwellings per hectare

(dph), 30 dph, 40 dph, 50 dph, 60 dph,

for all (nine) sub markets.

80 dph and 100 dph have been tested

3.11 The results are shown in full (Residual Value in £ million) at Appendix 3 for
all sub markets and each density is looked at in turn below. The results

reflect the following assumptions:
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e Affordable Housing split 50% Social Rented Housing; 30% Affordable
Rented Housing and 20% Shared Ownership. This tenure split was
informed by the Workshop and discussions with the Council. Inevitably
this will vary on a scheme to scheme basis but the split forms the basis of
a robust policy position, particularly since it assumes a high percentage of
(low value) Social Rented Housing.

e Profit margin 20% equivalent on GDV (Gross Development Value) on the
Market element of the scheme;

e 6% return on the Affordable element of the scheme;
e 3% marketing fees.
Residual values at 20 dph

3.12 Table 3.1 shows residual values for all sub markets at a density of 20
dwellings per hectare. It shows residual values at a range of Affordable
Housing targets from 20% through to 50%.
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Table 3.1 Residual values (£ million per hectare) at 20 Dwellings per

Hectare
20 DPH 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45% 50%
Wentworth £17.41 | £16.44 | £15.47 | £14.51 | £13.54 | £12.58 | £11.61
Virginia Water £7.73 | £7.26 | £6.79 | £6.32 | £5.85 | £5.38 | £4.91
Englefield Green £5.69 | £5.33 | £4.96 | £4.59 | £4.21 | £3.84 | £3.47
Ottershaw £5.02 | £4.68 | £4.34 | £4.01 | £3.67 | £3.34 | £3.00
Woodham £4.34 | £4.04 | £3.74 | £3.45 | £3.13 | £2.83 | £2.53
Chertsey £4.06 | £3.77 | £3.49 | £3.19 | £2.91 | £2.62 | £2.33
Egham £4.05 | £3.76 | £3.48 | £3.18 | £2.90 | £2.61 | £2.32
Addlestone £3.35 | £3.10 | £2.85 | £2.59 | £2.34 | £2.09 | £1.84
Staines Border & North £3.23 | £298 | £2.73 | £2.48 | £2.24 | £1.99 | £1.75
3.13 The table shows residual values on a per hectare basis. The housing market

3.14

3.15

3.16

3.17

3.18

in the Runnymede area is very varied in terms of house prices and this feeds
through to even greater variance in terms of residual values.

At 50% Affordable Housing, residual values in the Wentworth area are
£11.61 million per hectare versus those in Staines Border and North (3.23
million per hectare) at 20% Affordable Housing. This is a huge difference
and one which has implications for the way in which policy might be set.

Residual values in mid market locations such as Woodham and Chertsey are
around £3 million per hectare at 40% Affordable Housing. These are very
strong values including a relatively high percentage of Affordable Housing.

The local housing market is split broadly five ways between:
e Wentworth;

e Virginia Water;

e Englefield Green and Ottershaw;

e Woodham, Chertsey and Egham;

e Addlestone and Staines Border.

The residual values in the Wentworth area are significantly higher than any
other sub market.

Residual values at 30 dph

Figure 3.1 shows residual values at 30 dph. Showing the residual values in
graph form demonstrates very clearly the variances.
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3.19 The chart shows very clearly the huge difference in residual values between
the Wentworth area and the remaining sub markets of Runnymede.

3.20 A mid to lower value market location such as Chertsey generates strong RVs.
At 50% Affordable Housing the RV is in excess of £3 million per hectare.
Even in the lowest value sub markets such as Addlestone and Staines,
residual values are strongly positive (approaching £2 million per hectare) at
50% Affordable Housing.

3.21 Where density is increased (from 20 dph to 30 dph) residual values also
increase. This is universally the case from 20 dph to 30 dph and suggest that
a marginal substitution of larger units for smaller ones in Runnymede assists
viability if it is compensated for by higher density.

Figure 3.1 Residual value at 30 dph

Residual Values per Hectare (30 Dph) - £ million per Ha

£30.00
£25.00

E£20.00

£15.00
E£10.00

£0.00

Wentworth Virginia Englefield Ottershaw Woodham Chertsey Egham  Addlestone Staines
Water Green Border &
North

m200% WZ50 N30% 35% B409 H45% ME50%

Residual values at 40 dph

3.22 An increased density (to 40 dph) assists in the process of lifting residual
value and hence providing a greater opportunity for the delivery of Section
106 contributions.

3.23 Table 3.2 sets out the residual values for all sub markets at 40 dph.
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Table 3.2 Residual values (£ million per hectare) at 40 dph

20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45% 50%
Wentworth £30.51 | £28.86 | £27.21 | £25.55 | £23.89 | £22.25 | £20.59
Virginia Water £14.56 | £13.69 | £12.82 | £11.95 | £11.08 | £10.21 | £9.33
Englefield Green £9.81 | £9.19 | £8.57 | £7.95 | £7.33 | £6.71 | £6.08
Ottershaw £8.81 | £8.24 | £7.67 | £7.09 | £6.52 | £5.95 | £5.38
Woodham £7.63 | £7.12 | £6.61 | £6.09 | £5.58 | £5.07 | £4.56
Chertsey £7.14 | £6.65 | £6.16 | £5.67 | £5.19 | £4.69 | £4.21
Egham £7.12 | £6.63 | £6.14 | £5.65 | £5.17 | £4.67 | £4.19
Addlestone £5.90 | £5.47 | £5.05 | £4.62 | £4.19 | £3.77 | £3.34
Staines Border & North £5.68 | £5.27 | £4.85 | £443 | £4.01 | £3.60 | £3.18

3.24 Residual values are high in Runnymede by comparison with existing use

3.25

3.26
3.27

values for green or agricultural land. Table 3.3 shows the multiples from an
existing use value of £20,000 per hectare (agricultural) value to the residual
values generated at 40 dph.

Table 3.3 Residual values and green field values

Sub Markets Multiple
Wentworth 1030
Virginia Water 467
Englefield Green 304
Ottershaw 269
Woodham 228
Chertsey 211
Egham 210
Addlestone 167
Staines Border & North 159

The table shows that in a lower to middle market location such as Chertsey
or Woodham, the increase in value will be some 200 to 230 fold - at 50%
Affordable Housing. These are huge increases by any alternative standards.

Residual values at 50 dph
Figure 3.2 shows residual values per hectare for all sub markets at 50 dph.

The pattern of values at 50 dph is maintained with that at lower densities. In
the higher value areas (excluding Wentworth), residual values at 50%
Affordable Housing are between £7 million and £11 million per hectare. At

Runnymede Viability Report 2017
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the lower end, residual values are around £4 million per hectare (50%
Affordable Housing).

Figure 3.2 Residual values per hectare at 50 dph
Residual Values per Hectare (50 Dph) - £ million per Ha
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3.28 Residual values at lower Affordable Housing percentages in Wentworth are
in excess of £30 million per hectare; and at 50% Affordable Housing, in
excess of £50 million per hectare.

Residual values at 80 dph

3.29 Table 3.4 shows residual values at 80 dph. At this density, a greater
proportion of smaller units are likely to be included within the development
mix.

Table 3.4 Residual values (£ million per hectare) at 80 dph

20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45% 50%

£46.9

Wentworth £49.65 9 £44.34 | £41.68 | £39.02 | £36.37 | £33.71
£20.7

Virginia Water £21.99 1 £19.43 | £18.16 | £16.88 | £15.60 | £14.32
£14.9

Englefield Green £15.89 2 £13.95 | £12.97 | £12.00 | £11.03 | £10.05

Ottershaw £14.27 | £13.3 | £12.48 | £11.58 | £10.69 | £9.80 | £8.91
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£11.5
Woodham £12.34 4 £10.75 | £9.95 | £9.15 | £8.35 | £7.56

Chertsey £10.7
£11.54 8 £10.02 | £9.27 | £8.51 | £7.75 | £6.99

Egham £10.7
£11.52 6 £10.00 | £9.25 | £8.49 | £7.73 | £6.97
Addlestone £9.51 £8.86 | £8.19 | £7.54 | £6.88 | £6.23 | £5.58
Staines Border & North £9.17 £8.53 | £7.89 | £7.25 | £6.61 | £5.97 | £5.33
3.30 At this significantly higher density, residual value at the top of the local

3.31

3.32

3.32

3.33

market is very high. Indeed residual value increases between 60 dph and 80
dph in all sub markets.

It is a reflection of the nature of the local market that residual values
continue to rise in the lower value sub markets, even at higher density.

In some locations, predominantly Midlands and Northern locations, there
becomes a point where residual values fall as family housing is substituted at
higher density by apartment units. This is not happening here across all sub
markets of Runnymede.

Schemes including flats appear to benefit development even on more
suburban locations.

Residual values at 100 dph

The Council is seeing higher density developments. Here, a notional scheme
of 100 dph has been tested. Figure 3.3 shows the results.

Figure 3.3 Residual values at 100 dph
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Residual Values per Hectare (100 Dph) - £ million per Ha
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3.34 The residual values shown at the top end (notably Wentworth) are not
dissimilar to some locations in Inner London, whilst those in the higher to
middle markets are a reasonable marker for Outer London. These are very
high values and in combination with low existing use values, should deliver
very robust levels of Section 106.

Conclusions
3.35 The analysis in this chapter shows that:

e Market location plays a key role in determining residual value; and hence
the capacity to generate viable sites;

e The local housing market is split broadly five ways between: Wentworth;
Virginia Water; Englefield Green and Ottershaw; Woodham, Chertsey and
Egham; and Addlestone and Staines Border.

e Values in the Wentworth area are significantly higher than elsewhere.
However, residual values are very strong throughout the Borough, even at
higher percentages of Affordable Housing;

e This means that Section 106 contributions should be unproblematic to
deliver and the Council should set Affordable Housing contributions
robustly to meet its housing needs;
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e Although a relatively low (Other than Affordable Housing) contribution
has been assumed here, there are significant surpluses and buffers
available. In addition, it should be emphasised that the testing work
assumes that the Affordable Housing element will be made up of 50%
Social Rent. In practice, more valuable Affordable products may be
agreed with land owners and developers;

e Increased density may be a helpful tool to the Council in delivering some
sites. The analysis suggests that residual value increases with density
over the range 20 dph to 100 dph. Further testing at a site specific level
will provide additional evidence on the relationship between density and
residual value.
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4.1

4.2

4.3

4.4

ANALYSIS OF KEY HOUSING SITES
Background and housing requirements

The Draft Local Plan sets out the framework for housing delivery. It
envisages support for ‘at least 7413 high quality additional homes in
Runnymede in the period 2015-2030 (an average of 494 homes a year)
including the delivery of affordable housing, starter homes, housing for those
with specialist needs and plots for those who wish to build their own home’

Around 35% of these dwellings will be delivered on strategic sites across the
main settlements. These dwellings, along with associated infrastructure
requirements and commercial development are tested in this chapter which
looks at the viability of large sites.

The Council has provided estimated infrastructure costs, which are reflected
in each appraisal. Explanatory notes are given at Appendix 5.

The list of large sites tested is shown below (Table 4.1):
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Table 4.1 Large sites viability tested

Site Development Commercial Sub Market Existing Use
Addlestone West 70 Flats A1 Retail Addlestone Brown Field Land
Addlestone East 70 Flats A1-A5 Addlestone Brown Field & Vacant Land
Egham Gateway West 200 Student Flats Re-prov supermarket Egham Brown Field & Vacant Land
Hanworth Lane 195 Dwellings Chertsey 60% Brown Field; 40% Green Field
Brox End Nursery 40 Houses Ottershaw Nursery/agricultural
Coombelands Lane, Row Town 43 Dwellings Addlestone Green Field/Woodland
Ottershaw East 230 Units Ottershaw Green Field/Nursery Land

St Peter's Hospital 400 Dwellings Chertsey Brown Field

Chertsey Bittams A 175 Dwellings Chertsey Green Field - Farm Land
Chertsey Bittams B 110 Dwellings Chertsey Green Field - Farm Land
Chertsey Bittams C 35 Dwellings Chertsey Green Field - Farm Land
Chertsey Bittams D 125 Dwellings Chertsey Green Field - Farm Land; Care Home
Chertsey Bittams E 70 Dwellings Chertsey Green Field - Farm Land

Vet Labs Parcel B, Row Town 150 Dwellings Addlestone Green Field

Thorpe Lea Road North 85 Dwellings Egham Commercial /Business Use
Thorpe Lea Road West 200 Dwellings Egham 70% Green Field; 30% Commercial
Virginia Water North 120 Dwellings Virginia Water Largely Green Field; Care Home
Virginia Water South 150 Dwellings Virginia Water Green Field

Chilsey Green Farm 225 Dwellings Chertsey Green Field and existing Farm Land
Byfleet Road Commercial Addlestone Green Field

Blay's House 90 Dwellings Englefield Green Green land and some commercial
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4.5 For each of the sites is shown:

e Alocation map and an overview of the site showing existing uses;

e A review of the development requirements, as set out by the local
authority;

e The full list of infrastructure requirements as provided by Runnymede BC;

e A full viability appraisal and set of results reflecting Affordable Housing
impacts at the range of percentages - 20%; 25%; 30%; 35%; 40%, 45%
and 50%.

4.6 The first site to be assessed is Addlestone West:
Addlestone West

4.7 This is a town centre site in Addlestone and effectively represents a
regeneration opportunity. The site is shown below:

Addlestone West

4.8 The development envisaged here encompasses a high quality mixed use
development including:

Mix of A uses at ground floor level
A minimum of 70 (net) residential units
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4.9 The site is 0.3 hectares. The infrastructure loading (including highways,
education and green infrastructure) equates to £16,471 per dwelling:

. |Infrastructa
steawelinghumbers | MR | e | Bt Health s | SR | o
& phasing ipnis Efractructure” | SAMM .P
dwelling
i 0.8hz deveiapzkl
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Tl T 1} ;
S00zgm 41 setal 20 70 s I'--nerfmit pitches -
wiki peplaceszent; addieeal 02 mticiing sild] illabezent)
uzz of 1,005 (health /dzy R i
azntze]

4.10 Equivalent assumptions for residential are based on the High Level Testing
(sub market analysis).

4.11 This scheme has an element of commercial, which could probably be
accommodated at ground level, below three storeys of residential. As

follows:
No of Units
35 46 1610
35 64 2240
3850
Gross to Net 1.2 4620
Site Area (Sg M) | 30000
At 50% Efficiency 15000
Levels 3.2468
Single Level
Commercial 1423
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4.12 The result sheet (50% Affordable Housing) is shown below:

TOTAL NUMBER OF UNITS DENSITY (per hectare) AFFORDABLE UNITS
Dwellings 70 Dwelings 233 3] Cuanly | % of All Unis
% Wheelchair Unis 35.0
175
17.5

REVENUE AND COSTS RESIDUAL VALUE
Total scheme revenud Whole scheme
Total scheme costs Per hectars

Per dweling
Contribuion to revenue from: Per markst dweling

Market housing £

Affordable Housing £
- Social rent £ 1,400,000 | |PUBLIC SUBSIDY (GRANT)
- New Buid HomeBuy £ 1,368,000 | | Whole Scheme £ =
- Infermediate Rent £ 1,573,000 || Per Social Rental dweling £ -
- Discount Market e = Per New Build HomeBuy dweling = =
- Local Sale £ Per Infermediate Rent dwelling £

Capital Coninbufion £

Commercial Elements £

Contribufion fo costs from:

Alternative Site Values

Against residual

Markst housing £ 9,760,000 | Exisding Use Valus £ - s -

Afiordable Housing £ 4,156,000 | Acquisiion Cost £ 3 -
- Social rent £ 2099, 000 | | Akernafve Use Value 1 £ - £ -
- Mew Buid HomeBuy £ 840,000 | | Akernafve Use Value 2 E - E -
- Infermediate Rent £ 1,259,000 | Akernative Use Value 3 £ £
- Discount Market £ -
- Local Sale £ S

Land Finance £ -

Planning Obligafions iz 1,153,000

Total Excepiional Costs £ =

Commercial Elements £ 3,646,000

4.13 This generates a residual value of circa £5 million for the scheme, which is
well is excess of the value of the land for commercial purposes (existing
uses). Clearly the Council will need to consider any business case for the
existing uses in its negotiations on Section 106.

Addlestone East

4.14 This is also a town centre site in Addlestone with regeneration opportunities
. The site is shown below:

Runnymede Viability Report 2017 Page 26



Addlestone East

4.15 The development envisaged here encompasses high quality mixed use
development including:

Mix of A uses at ground floor level
A minimum of 70 (net) residential units

4.16 The siteis 0.3 hectares

The infrastructure loading (including highways, education, health and green
infrastructure) equates to £16,255 per dwelling:
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s |Infrastructur
Site Size & Giresn =g 3
Site & Dwelling ¥unsbers [!u] Highnways’ Education Healtls .| A 4 e cost per
phasing 3 Infrastructure” | SAMM ;
dwelling
1.3ha developanle E386,415 ligure o
e BT E242473 [based
Adclestar= East (70 fats and i -:,-=]- it tm cetribiationg b
1,000z5m 41 & 5idsqm mived £230000 “:!m" ;n £44376 Dlayspare + sports | £154100 | £16.255
42,45 and A5 ses) Gy piteaes +
2018202 loeer pupt A
fied) stments)

4.17 Equivalent assumptions for residential are based on the High Level Testing
(sub market analysis).

4.18 This scheme has an element of commercial, which could probably be

accommodated at ground level, below three storeys of residential. As
follows:
No of Units
35 46 1610
35 64 2240
3850
Gross to Net 1.2 4620
Site Area (Sg M) | 30000
At 50% Efficiency 15000
Levels 3.2468
Single Level
Commercial 1423

4.19 The result sheet (50% Affordable Housing) is shown below:
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TOTAL NUMBER OF UNITS DENSITY (per hectare) AFFORDABLE UNITS
Dwellings 70 Dwellings 2333 Quandty
%6 Wheelkchair Unis 31.5
15.8
15.8

REVENUE AND COSTS RESIDUAL VALUE
Total scheme revenue Whole scheme
Total scheme costs Per hectare
Per dweliing
Coniribudon o revenue from:; Per market dweliing
Markat housing
Afiordable Housing

- Sodial rent

- New Build HomeBuy

- Iniermediate Rent

- Discount Market

- Local Sale

PUBLIC SUBSIDY (GRANT)
Whaole Scheme

Per Social Renial dwelling

Per New Build HomeBuy dwelling
Per Iniermediaie Rent dweling

£
£
E
£
£
£
£
£
£

Coniribuiion o costs from: Alternative Site Values
Market housing
Affordable Housing

- Social rent

- Mew Build HomeBuy

- Iniermediate Rent

- Discount Market

- Local Sale
Land Finance
Planning Cbligadons
Total Excepiional Costs
Commercial Elemenis

Alernadve Use Value 1
Allernaive Use Value 2
Alernadve Use Value 3

mimimimlmimimm m|mm

4.20 This generates a residual value of circa £5 million for the scheme, which is
well is excess of the value of the land for commercial purposes (existing
uses). Clearly the Council will need to consider any business case for the
existing uses in its negotiations on Section 106.

Egham Gateway West

421 This is a 0.8 hectare site located in the town centre of Egham which is
intended to be developed for a high quality mixed use scheme including circa
200 bed spaces for student housing.
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Egham Gateway West

Policy 1610 et Mip

4.22 More specifically, the plan for the site is as follows:

a) A theatre with ancillary café and bar offer with a floor area of approximately
2900sqm (GIA)

b) A performing Arts Academy with a floor area of approximately 5600sqm
(GIA)

¢) A minimum of 500 sq m of A1 retail floorspace

d) The provision of between 180 and 200 student bedspaces with a floor area of
approximately 6000 sq m (GIA)

e) The re provision of the Budgens store.

4.23 The infrastructure loading (including highways, health and SANG/SAMMs) is
a total of £760,101.
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27200
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4.24

4.25

4.26

4.27

Equivalent assumptions for residential are based on the High Level Testing
(sub market analysis).

Research by Savills? suggests that student housing currnetly trades for
around £70,000 per unit:

This figure has been adopted in the appraisal.

This scheme has a significant element of non residential. This has been
assessed in line with previous asessments in terms of Al. The leisure uses
have been assessed on a cost neutral basis. The Council will need in
particular to test the feasibility of this element as and when a planning
application is made.

> http://www.savills.co.uk/research_articles /205506 /216975-0
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TOTAL NUMBER OF UNITS DENSITY (per hectare) AFFORDABLE UNITS
Dwelings 200 Dwelings 250.0 CQuanity
%% Wheslchair Unis 100.0
50.0
50.0

REVENUE AND COSTS RESIDUAL VALUE
Total scheme revenue Whole scheme
Total scheme costs Per heciare
Per dweliing
Coniribulion 0 revenue from: Per market dweliing
Market housing
Afiordable Housing

- Social rent PUBLIC SUBSIDY (GRANT)

- New Build HomeBuy Whole Scheme

- Iniermediae Rent Per Sodal Renial dwelling

- Dizcount Market Per New Build HomeBuy dweliing

- Local Sale Per Iniermediale Rent dweliing
Capital Coniribusion
Commercial Elements

Coniribuiion fo costs from: Alternative Site Values Against residual

Market housing i £

Afiordable Housing
- Social rent Alernaiive Use Value 1
- New Build HomeBuy Alernadve Use Value 2
- Iniermediae Rent Alernaive Use Value 3
- Discount Market
- Local Sale

Land Financs

£
£
£
£

4.28 This generates a residual value of circa £2.87 million at 50% Affordable
Housing. Affordable Housing would appear to work positively in this case
within the appraisal increasing residual.

4.29 On the face of the figures, this scheme is likley to be challenging to deliver,
not least because it requires the re-location of a supermarket.

4.30 The scheme would benefit from Market Housing alongside the Student
Homes if this were to be acceptable in planning terms.

Hanworth Lane, Chertsey

4.31 This is a site located to the south of Chertsey, and which is planned for circa
130 dwellings; family type housing. The site is under construction for 130
dwelling units on part of the site. The area of the site remaining to be
developed will deliver a high quality development that will make provision
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for an additional 195 dwellings as well as delivering the requirement Section
106 contributions in terms of highways, health, SANGs and SAMM.

4.32 The site, which is well located for access to Chertsey, and further to outer

London, is shown below:

Hanworth Lane, Chertsey

4.33 The infrastructure loading (including highways, health, green infrastructure

and SANG/SAMM) is an equivalent of £13,793 per unit:
¥ I.ul!'rastmctul
: s Site Size (ha) & y 3 (ireen SANG' &
Site & Dwelling Numbers il Highways' Education Health il e red :ﬁﬂ;r
£236.5936 [On
eite pravision af
100sgmm LAP,
Sha of which 400sqm LEAF
4.71ha and 0.24ha
developable and inforval play
Hamworth Lane (195 [.29ha for green 5 space & o o
dwellings) = ek o £849.412 £978.305 £109,565 < okibtion Esl2omn| £13.793
sife. tonward
alletments.
sparts pitches
re-located to
Barrshroak
2017-2021 Farm)

4.34 This scheme is entirely residential. A net density of 30 dwellings per hectare

has been assumed in the appraisal.

Page 33
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4.35 The results are shown below (at 50% Affordable Housing):

TOTAL NUMBER. OF UNITS DENSITY (per hectare) AFFORDAELE UNITS
Dwellings 195 Dwelings 30.0) Quandy
% Wheelchair Unis 97 5
438
433

REVENUE AND COSTS RESIDUAL VALUE
Total scheme revenue
Total scheme costs

Contribusion o revenue from:
Market housing
Afiordable Housing

- Sodial rent PUBLIC SUBSIDY (GRANT)

- New Buid HomeBuy Whole Scheme

- Iniermediaie Rent Per Sodal Rental dwelling

- Discount Markst Per New Build HomeBuy dweliing

- Local Sale Per Iniermediate Rent dweliing
Capital Coniribuiion
Commercial Elements

Coniribuiion o costs from:
Market housing
Afiordable Housing
- Sodial rent Aliernafive Use Value 1
- New Build HomeBuy Alizrnaive Use Value 2
- Inermediate Rent Aliernafive Use Value 3
- Discount Market
- Local Sale
Land Finance
Planning Cbligaions
Total Exceplonal Cosls
Commercial Elements

4.36 This generates a residual value of close to £20 million at 50% Affordable
Housing.

4.37 The current use value of the green field element of the site is around £20,000
per hectare, making this a very viable scheme to deliver.

Brox End Nursery, Ottershaw

4.38 This is a site located to the south of the settlement of Ottershaw, and which is
planned for circa 40 additional dwellings; family type housing. The site is
around 1.4 hectares and will deliver the requirement Section 106
contributions in terms of highways, health, green infrastructure, SANGs and
SAMM.
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4.39 The site, which is well located for access to Ottershaw, and further to outer
London, is shown below:

4.40 The infrastructure loading (including highways, health, green infrastructure
and SANG/SAMMs) is an equivalent of £15,248 per unit:

Site Size (ha) & (rreen EAH[}‘:"&I a

Site & Dwelling Numbers : Highwaps' | Education Health \ re cost per

phasing ' Infrastructure | SAMM |

elling
14ha developable £138555 [based

MAEHER T | T asan | 18465 23400 s L T
(40 houszs] playspace + spirts

el pitzhes +

4.41 This scheme is entirely residential. A net density of 30 dwellings per hectare
has been assumed in the appraisal.

4.42 The results are shown below (at 50% Affordable Housing):
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TOTAL NUMBER OF UNITS

Dwelings 40

% Wheelkchair Unis

REVENUE AND COSTS

DENSITY (per hectare)

Dwielings 28.6

RESIDUAL VALUE

AFFORDABLE UNITS

Quaniity

20.0

10.0

Total scheme revenue

15,701,000

Whole scheme

Total scheme costs

Coninbuson i revenue from:

10,417,000

Per heciare

Per dweliing

Market housing

Afiordable Housing

- Social rent

Fer market dweliing

PUBLIC SUBSIDY (GRANT)

10.0

- New Build HomeBuy

Whole Scheme

- Iniermediaie Rent

Per Socal Rental dweliing

- Discount Market

Per New Build HomeBuy dweliing

- Local Sale

Confribuson fo costs from:

Per Iniermediaie Reni dweling

Alternative Site Values

Market housing
Afiordable Housing
- Social rent

Alernaive Uze Value 1
Alernaive Uze Value 2
Alernaive Use Value 3

- New Build HomeBuy
- Iniermediate Rent

- Discount Market

- Local Sale

Land Finance

ml | mlml M M

4.43 This generates a residual value of close to £5 million at 50% Affordable
Housing.

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

£30,000 is very far below the residual value assuming a residential scheme is
permitted at 50% Affordable Housing.

Coombelands Lane, Row Town

4.45 This is a site located to the south east of the settlement of Row Town, and
which is planned for circa 40 additional dwellings; family type housing. The
site is around 1.9 hectares and will make provision for the requirement
Section 106 contributions in terms of highways, health, green infrastructure,

SANGs and SAMM.

4.46 The site is located some 400 metres to the west of the M25.
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4.47 The infrastructure loading (including highways, education, health, green
infrastructure and SANG/SAMM) is an equivalent of £15,248 per unit:

Site Size (ha) & Green | sang's [nfrastructu
Site & Dwelling Numbers i Highways' Education Health I il e [‘:1 :;;tiﬂ;r
Fl
1.7ha developablz EAE 046
area (based on
Coombelands Lane ' contribution fo
' £T ; £2547 113, :
Rovwtowm (43 dellings) ELT2O000 | £196.150 £25476 e £113090| £15.248
2018-202L sports pitches =
allotments)

4.48 This scheme is entirely residential. A net density of 30 dwellings per hectare
has been assumed in the appraisal. The results are shown below (at 50%
Affordable Housing):
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TOTAL NUMBER OF UNITS

Dwellings

40

% Wheelchair Units

REVENUE AND COSTS

DENSITY (per hectare)

Dwellings 286

RESIDUAL VALUE

Total scheme revenue

Whole scheme

Total scheme costs

Contribution to revenue from:

Per hectare

Per dwelling

Market housing

Per market dwelling

AFFORDABLE UNITS

Quantity

Total 200

Social rent 10.0

Intermediate 10.0

Affordable Housing

- Social rent

PUBLIC SUBSIDY (GRANT)

- New Build HomeBuy

Whole Scheme

- Intermediate Rent

Per Social Rental dwelling

- Discount Market

Per New Build HomeBuy dwelling

- Local Sale

Per Intermediate Rent dwelling

Capital Contribution

Commercial Elements

Contribution to costs from:

far] Il IUAE] IOl IRarl B ar] BFar] Brar] Bar]

Alternative Site Values Against residual

View DCF Page

Market housing

Exisiting Use Value

Affordable Housing

Acquisition Cost

- Social rent

- New Build HomeBuy

Alternative Use Value 2

- Intermediate Rent

£
£
Alternative Use Value 1 £
£
£

Altemnative Use Value 3

- Discount Market

- Local Sale

Previous Page

4.49

4.50

4.51

4.52

This generates a residual value of close to £3.0 million at 50% Affordable
Housing.

The current use value of this site eqautes to agricultural and at around
£30,000 is very far below the residual value assuming a residential scheme is
permitted at 50% Affordable Housing.

Ottershaw East

This is a site located to the south east of Ottershaw. The site is planned for
230dwellings on mainly green field land. The site is 13.2 hectares in total
and a high quality development is proposed.

The delivery of a new on-site health facility will be dependent on the
developer(s) securing a land swap with the existing Ottershaw Surgery at
Bousley Rise. The existing surgery has also been shown on the Plan above
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and would be expected to come forward for residential development as part

of any land swap. Should a swap not be forthcoming the land will revert to
residential use.

Ottershaw East

4.53 The infrastructure loading is relatively high here (including highways,
education, health, green infrastructure and SANG/SAMM) and is an
equivalent of £21,624 per unit:

Infrastractu
> Skt 517 (A) & . i X Green sanit &
Site & Iavslling NMambers A Edusating Health 3 e enst pey
e phssiing Highwags Infrastructurs” | SAMM 15
alwelling
14.1ha af which
& Fhator “ravicde
developatie for SARD on-
residential E5T9.977 for vny sile forat
development site provisioo least
O.1ha for health comprising: | 4.34ha &
kb and 7.%ha for C1.007,75
frasn 1
infrastraictiire.
100=mgm LAP. SAMM
2019-2022 B gt % 400sqm LEAP | cast@®
; - . £1.3m” bulld cost for new health centes on O,1ha =
Ctbarabaw East [230 units 1 = £, ! o
' P I]:].lsy piE.l:]w;'l“ ] ERZE.000 £1.054.911 ol land, Land swap wilh exisling swygery DELESO0N | EVABAGD | ooy eay

[0.08ha) could redwce this figune

0.38ha infurmal|
playspace &
La7400

0.5 Tha spurils
pitches &
L£305.034

01lka
allctments &
ronnds
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4.54 This scheme is entirely residential. A net density of 30 dwellings per hectare
has been assumed in the appraisal.

4.55 The results are shown below (at 50% Affordable Housing):

TOTAL NUMBER OF UNITS DENSITY (per hectare) AFFORDABLE UNITS
Dwellings 230 20.9 Cuaniy
% Wheelchair Units Total 115.0

Social rent b5
Inermediae Br.5

REVENUE AND COSTS RESIDUAL VALUE
Total scheme revenue
Total scheme costs

Coniribuion fo revenue from:

Market housing
Affiordable Housing
- Sodial rent PUBLIC SUBSIDY (GRANT)

- New Build HomeBuy Whole Scheme

- Intermediaie Rent E Per Social Rental dwelling

- Discount Market Per New Buikd HomeBuy dweling

- Local Sale Per Iniermediaie Rent dweliing
Capital Confribuson

Save Resulls

View Resulis

Coniribuion io costs from;

Market housing

Akernaive Uze Value 1
- New Build HomeBuy Alernaive Use Value 2
- Iniermediaiz Rent Alernaive Use Value 3
- Discount Market
- Local Sale

Land Finance

4.56 This generates a residual value of close to £29.0 million at 50% Affordable
Housing.

4.57 The current use value of this site equates mainly to agricultural and at
around £264,000is very far below the residual value assuming a residential
scheme is permitted at 50% Affordable Housing. It should be noted that the
site includes four existing dwellings. However the value of these is not seen
as a challenge to bringing the site forward.

Runnymede Viability Report 2017 Page 40



St Peter’s Hospital, Chertsey

4.58 This is a key site in Chertsey. The site is located to the south west of the
settlement. The St Peter’s Hospital allocation comprises 12.1ha of land sitting
within the larger 31.7ha Hospital Complex which is released from the Green
Belt in its entirety. The 12.1ha housing allocation is set over two parcels of
11.1ha to the west of the hospital complex and 1ha to the north east with the
hospital retained. Both sites are expected to come forward within the period
2015-2020 and will deliver a high quality development that will make
provision for a minimum of 400 net additional C3 dwellings and a 70 bed unit
of C2 accommodation.

St Peter’s Hospital, Chertsey

{ Policy SL13 buset Mg |

4.59 The infrastructure loading includes highways, education, health, green
infrastructure and SANG/SAMM) and is an equivalent of £13,234 per unit:
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4.60 This scheme is entirely residential. A net density of 39 dwellings per hectare
has been assumed in the appraisal.

4.61 The results are shown below (at 50% Affordable Housing):

TOTAL NUMBER OF UNITS DENSITY (per hectare) AFFORDAELE UNITS

470 Dwelings 38.5| Quanity
Total 235.0
Sodal rent 117.5
Iniermediate 117.5

RESIDUAL VALUE
Whole scheme
Per hectare
Per dweliing
Coninbusion o revenue from: Per market dweling
Market housing 111,111,000
Affordable Housing 35,391,000

- Social rent 9,400,000 | IPUBLIC SUBSIDY {GRANT)

- New Buid HomeBuy 15,415,000 | {whole Scheme

- Iniermediaie Rent 10,575,000 | | Per Social Rental dweliing

- Discount Market - Per New Build HomeBuy dweling

- Local Sale Per Iniermediaie Rent dweling
Capital Coniribuiion
Commercial Elemenis

Confribuson o costs from: Alternative Site Values
Market housing
Afiordable Housing
- Social rent
- New Build HomeBuy
- Infermediate Rent
- Dezcount Market
- Local Sale
Land Finance

Alernalve Use Value 1
Akernadve Use Value 2
Abernadve Use Value 3

mlmimlmlm mmm

Runnymede Viability Report 2017 Page 42



4.62 This generates a residual value of close to £42.0 million at 50% Affordable
Housing.

4.63 The current use value of this site equates to agricultural and at around
£250,000 is very far below the residual value assuming a residential scheme
is permitted at 50% Affordable Housing.

The Bittams - Parcels A, B, C,D and E

4.64 The Bittams sites (parcels A, B, C, D and E) 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. The location of each parcel is shown
below:

Chertsey Bittams - A

Chertsey Bittams - B
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Chertsey Bittams - C

%

Chertsey Bittams - D

ke

Chertsey Bittams - E

&
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4.65 The sites are similar in terms of location, existing land use, infrastructure
loading and density projection. It is therefore appropriate to look at the
supply from all parcels at once. The infrastructure loading is (see table
above) on average £14,210 per unit across the four land parcels.

Parcels | Dwellings | IS Loading Ha IS Loading
(Per Unit)

Parcel A 175 £13,354 6.58 | £2,403,830

Parcel B 110 £13,354 3.9 £1,468,940

Parcel C 35 £15,404 1.93 £539,140

Parcel D 125 £14,455 414 | £1,806,875

Parcel E 70 £14,525 3.1 £1,016,750
Average £14,050

4.66 The results (all parcels) generate a residual value of close to £52 million at
50% Affordable Housing. This equates to a return of £2.6m per hectare after
all infrastructure loading is considered.

4.67 The current use value of this site equates to agricultural and at around
£400,000 is very far below the residual value assuming a residential scheme
is permitted at 50% Affordable Housing. This may be raised by Parcel D
which has some commercial existing use.

Runnymede Viability Report 2017 Page 45



TOTAL NUMBER OF UNITS

Dwielings 515

% Wheelchair Unis

REVENUE AND COSTS

DENSITY (per hectars)

Dwelings 26.2)

RESIDUAL VALUE

AFFORDABLE UNITS

Quanzy

2575

128.8

Total scheme revenue

Whole scheme

Total scheme cosis

Coniribusion fo revenue from:

Per heclare

Per dweling

Markst housing

Afiordable Housing

- Social rent

Per market dwelling

PUBLIC SUBSIDY (GRANT)

128.8

- New Buid HomeBuy

Whole Scheme

- Iniermediaie Rent

Per Social Renial dwelling

- Discount Market

Per New Build HomeBuy dweling

- Local Sale

Per Iniermediaie Rent dwelling

Capial Coniribuion

Coniribulon fo costs from:
Market housing

Alternative Site Values

Arernadve Use Valus 1
Alernaive Use Value 2
Abernadve Use Value 3

- New Buid HomeBuy
- Intermediate Rent
- Discount Market
- Local Sale
Land Finance
Flanining Obiligalions
Total Exceplonal Cosls
Commercial Elements

tacl Itach IEacH IEach Ieach ICach IEacH IacH Ieacll Iachl lacl

Vet Lab Parcel B

4.68 This is a large site to the south of the settlement of Row Town. The site is
green field and will provide a significant expansion to the settlement.

4.69 The site is 4.7 hectares and is planned for circa 150 dwellings. The land is
shown below:
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Vet's Lab Parcel B
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4.70 The infrastructure loading includes highways, education, health, green
infrastructure and SANG/SAMM) and is an equivalent of £14,882 per unit:
L ; Infrastructu
; X Fite Size [ha) & : i Gireen SANG & o
Sile & Dwelling Numbers P Tﬁp_hwafsr" Etlucalion Health Iltfrmlrm'lure'z ki mﬂ:;:.];;
4. 7ha of which
3.9ha developable
for restdential 041
and 0.Eha for Faals
green
infrastructunc.
Un site
provision of
Vet Labs Parcel B (150 400sqm LEAP +
dwellings + 2 Gypay £600,000 £7E0 548 £5739% [.73ba informad| 399760 | £1a582
Pitches) Fost 2027 plaw/open
apace & 0.53ha

sports pitch §@
E3Te.707

Contribution for|
allatrments &
E17 415

471 This scheme is residential. A net density of 32 dwellings per hectare has

been assumed in the appraisal.

4.72 The results are shown below (at 50% Affordable Housing):
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TOTAL NUMBER OF UNITS

Dwellings 150

DENSITY (per hectare)

%6 Wheelchair Uniis

REVENUE AND COSTS

Dwelings 31.9

RESIDUAL VALUE

Total scheme revenue

Whole scheme

Total scheme costs

Contribuion to revenue from:

Per hectare

Per dweling

Market housing

Afordable Housing

- Social rent

Per market dweling

PUBLIC SUBSIDY (GRANT)

AFFORDABLE UNITS

CQuanity

2.0

379

379

- New Buid HomeBuy

Whole Scheme

Save Resulis

- Infermediae Rent

Per Social Rental dweling

- Dhiscount Market

Per Mew Build HomeBuy dweliing

‘iew Fezubs

- Local Sale

Per Intermediate Rent dweling

Capital Contribufion
Commercial Elements

Cost Componentz

Contribuion to costs from: Alternative Site Values Against residual View DCF Pae
Market housing Exisiing Use Valus
Affordable Housing £ Acquisiion Cost
- Social rent Alernaive Use Value 1
- New Buid HomeBuy Akernafve Use Value 2
- Intermediate Rent Akernafve Use Value 3
- Dhiscount Market
- Local Sale
Land Finance
Planning Obligalions
Tolal Exceplonal Cosis
Commercial Elements

4.73 The scheme generates a residual value of close to £10.0 million at 50%
Affordable Housing.

474 The current use value of this site equates to agricultural and at around
£100,000 is very far below the residual value assuming a residential scheme
is permitted at 50% Affordable Housing.

Thorpe Lea Road North

4.75 This is a 1.99ha site located to the north of Thorpe Lea which is part of the
wider Egham urban area. The site is formed from two parcels of land at
Glenville Farm and Thorpe Lea Manor. The Council’s preference is for a single
comprehensive scheme however separate schemes on each of the parcels of
land independent from one another will not be resisted. The site is allocated
for 85 dwellings and 2 net additional Gypsy/Traveller pitches.
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4.76 The land is shown below:

Thorpe Lea Road North

477 The infrastructure loading includes highways, education, health, green
infrastructure and SANG/SAMM) and is an equivalent of £14,419 per unit:

Infrastructy
: . Site Size (ha) & | , e | il
Site & Dwelling Numb ; ighw. Educatio Health ; st
eling Numbers Highways i | Tl r:m IW
welling
1.99ha of which E:ﬁi.lﬁﬁﬂlfu:
1.83ha contribution
developable for toward 400sqen
resI[dE-E;iaI and LEAP adjacent
ThorpeLea Read North @5) =y e | nvoom | £e30ams £5222 steand | ooecn | g
dwellings + 1 Gypsy pitch) o] I
]3_"5.—a|:= provisicn of on-
S site informal
play fopen
2019-2030 spane

4.78 This scheme is residential. A net density of 30 dwellings per hectare has
been assumed in the appraisal.

4.79 The results are shown below (at 50% Affordable Housing):
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TOTAL NUMBER OF UNITS DENSITY (per hectare) AFFORDABLE UNITS

Dwelings 60 Dwelings 30.2 Cuanity

% Wheelchair Unis Total 30.0
Social rent 15.0
Inermediate 13.0

REVENUE AND COSTS RESIDUAL VALUE
Total scheme revenue Whole scheme
Total scheme costs Per hectare
Per dweling
Confnibugion fo revenue from: Per market dwaling
Market housing
Afiordable Housing

- Social rent

- New Buid HomeBuy

- Intermediate Rent

- Discount Market

- Local Sale
Capital Confribufion
Commercial Elements

PUBLIC SUBSIDY (GRANT)
Whole Scheme

Per Social Rental dweling

Per New Build HomeBuy dweling
Per Inermediate Rent dweling

fac]ac] WacliFacl Wa-N -] iracl larl el

Contribufion fo costs from: Alternative Site Values Against residual View DCF Page
Exisfing Use Value

Market housing
Affordable Housing
- Social rent
- New Buid HomeBuy
- Infermediaie Rent
- Discount Market
- Local Sale
Land Finance
Planning Obligatons
Tolal Exceplonal Gosts
Commercial Elements

FacliEacl Fac-N acl Wacl Macl Bra-Tiacl Wa-N Wacl Fa-]

4.80 The scheme generates a residual value of close to £6 million at 50%
Affordable Housing.

481 The site is part commercial and part vacant land This will generate an
existing use value in excess of green field. As for other sites which have
existing business to puchase or re-locate, the Council will need to assess this
at the point of the planning application.

Thorpe Lea Road West

4.82 This site is located to the west of Thorpe Lea which sits to the south west part
of Egham. The site is 5.39 hectares and is planned to deliver circa 200
dwellings and 3 Gypsy/Traveller pitches.
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4.83 The site is bordered to the west by the M25, by New Wickham Lane to the

north and by Clockhouse Lane East to the south. The site includes green field
as well as commercial uses.

4.84 The land is shown below:

Thorpe Lea Road West

e 1Y)

485 The infrastructure loading includes highways, education, health, green
infrastructure and SANG/SAMM) and is an equivalent of £13,704 per unit:

3 . Infrastrueie
; Site Size (ha) & Gireen SANG' &
Site & Dwell Kb i i Educatio Health 1 st
welling Numisers gl Highways' ucation I e 3| T I::i per
5.35ha af which
5.03kha
develepable and E236.010
1.36ha far
play fupen spave.
Qo site
Thwupe Lea Rogd West [Z00) ﬂ.‘:‘ﬂi‘;'-;-::{ﬂ;lﬁﬂ;&
all * | £R04 : o £1 LS E £13.]
dw BI.In.ES + 3 Gy 2005-2021 EBNOLO00 ELDE01ZS E118.655 0.32ha izboramal ES2E000 £13.704
pitchins) "
play open
spana @
£212,800
Cuotribulions
rowvards
allotmants
£23,210

4.86 This scheme is residential. The results are shown below (at 50% Affordable
Housing):
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TOTAL NUMBER OF UNITS DENSITY (per hectare) AFFORDABLE UNITS

Dweliings 200 Dweliings 371 Quaniy

% Wheelchar Units Total 100.0

Social rent 500
Infermediate 50.0

REVENUE AND COSTS RESIDUAL VALUE

Total scheme revenue Whole scheme

Total scheme costs Per heciare

Confnbuson fo revenue from: Per market dweling

Per dweling

Market housing

Afiordable Housing

- Social rent PUBLIC SUBSIDY (GRANT)

- New Build HomeBuy Whale Scheme

- Infermediate Rent Per Social Rental dwelling

- Discount Market Per Mew Build HomeBuy dweling

- Local Sale Per Intermediate Rent dwelling

Capial Gontribufion

£
e
£
£
e
£
e
e
e

Commercial Elements

Confribuion to costs from: Alternative Site Values Against residual

Market housing

Exisiing Use Value

Afiordable Housing

Acquisiion Cost

- Social rent Alernatve Use Value 1

- Mew Buid HomeBuy Akernaive Use Valus 2

- Infermediste Rent Akernafve Use Value 3

- Discount Market

- Local Sale

Land Finance

Planning Obligabions

Tolal Excepional Cosis

Commercial Elements

4.87

4.88

4.89

mimimimmim | m ]

The scheme generates a residual value of close to £20 million at 50%
Affordable Housing.

As with Thorpe Lea Road North, the site is part commercial and part green
field. This has been taken at 50% for each. This generates an existing use
value of circa £5 million. As for other sites which have existing business to
puchase or re-locate, the Council will need to assess this at the point of the
planning application.

Virginia Water North

This site is circa 19.5 hectares and situated to the north of the settlement of
Virginia Water, which is amongst the highest valued areas of Runnymede.
The land will be brought forward through the acquisition of three parcels
comprising Gorse Hill House, Kenwolde and Merlewood. The Council’s
preference is for a development that will come forward in a single
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comprehensive scheme however separate schemes on each of the parcels of
land independent but complimentary to one another will not be resisted.

490 The land is green field and around 120 additional dwellings are planned for.

The land is shown below:

Virginia Water North

€ L »
¢ = 2

491 The infrastructure loading includes highways, education, health, green
infrastructure and SANG/SAMM) and is an equivalent of £12,217 per unit:

e X Iofrastraciu
Stta & Mrwslling Momhbers i Sm:_[h:j £ Hiahways' Eduiarinm Hralth fincons 3 SANG' & TR rnst pET
phiasig [ ruciure SAMM dwelling
19.5ha af which
16.B5a
derednpahla for
resadential,
(B 2ha for arasn E3d4.164
infrastructure
and 1.53ka
retentian af
nuriing home.
Virginla Watar North (120
dwellings + retontion of E160,000 £602,300 ES7,545 e site £315600 E12217
Merlewnod Nurging Home) pravisian of
400=qin LEAP
M19-2030 and {.78ha
formnal parck &
parden @
E3X0,238

Contribution to
allotenents &
£13.324

4.92 This scheme is residential.
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493 The results are shown below (at 50% Affordable Housing):

TOTAL NUMBER OF UNITS DENS

ITY_(per hectare) AFFORDABLE UNITS
. : 301 Cuangy | % of All Unis
' 60.0 5
30.0] 5%
30.0) :

Aﬂainsi residual

R R T R R I R R Y

494 The scheme generates a residual value of circa £27 million at 50% Affordable
Housing.

495 The existing use value of the land is largely garden but is also understood to
include two dwellings and a care home. It is not envisaged that these existing
uses would together be higher than the residual value generated by the
scheme (at 50% Affordable Housing), although clearly the Council will need
to assess the more detailed economics once a planning application/s come in.

Virginia Water South

4.96 The other site in Virginia Water (known as ‘South’). The site is bounded to
the west by Beechwood Road, to the south, Trumps Green Road, and to the
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north, Knowle Hill. The Wentworth Golf Club lies some 300 metres to the
north.

4,97 The site is 5.27 hectares and should accommodate a minimum of 150
dwellings and 2 Gypsy/Traveller pitches.

498 The land is shown below:

Virginia Water South

4.99 The infrastructure loading includes highways, education, health, green
infrastructure and SANG/SAMM) and is an equivalent of £15,284 per unit:

S : Intrastructa
Rita & Dwalling Misnibess | S0 Size (ha) & Fighmisgad Fiiliie AR Huslth ol G"":w”, 5:1”3“& .1;:::&1_...-.
5.27ha el which
4.90hs
dc:-'.zlop:!blc Sor F365.592
racilaniial and
0.2Bha for
play/open space.
O site
peaviinn ol
Virginia Walss Seath (150 wn:‘?,’;‘;f:; ¥
dwellings + 2 Gypsy £605.000 £613.215 £51.020 iy £394.500 £15.204
pitches) play/open
Spane 4
F194,400
AN 9-ZORE
Contritantizn fr)
alletments and
sparts pitchesp
£191.492

4.100 This scheme is residential. The results are shown below (at 50% Affordable
Housing):
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TOTAL NUMBER OF UNITS

Dwellings 150

DENSITY (per hectare)

% Wheelchair Uniis

REVENUE AND COSTS

Dwelings 28.5

RESIDUAL VALUE

Total scheme revenue

Whole scheme

Total scheme costs

Coniribulion o revenue from;

Per hectare

Per dweliing

Market housing

Afiordable Housing

- Sodial rent

Per market dwelling

PUBLIC SUBSIDY (GRANT)

AFFORDABLE UNITS

Quangy

5.0

ar.b

- New Build HomeBuy

Whole Scheme

- Infermediaie Rent

Per Social Rental dweling

37.5

- Discount Market Per New Builkd HomeBuy dwelling

- Local Sale Per Iniermediaie Rent dweling
Capital Contribuiion
Commercial Elemenis

Coniribusion to costs from:

Alternative Site Values
Market housing i £
Afiordable Housing

- Social rent Allernafve Use Value 1

- New Build HomeBuy Aliernalve Lise Value 2
- Infermediate Rent Alernaive Use Value 3
- Discount Market
- Local Sale
Land Finance
Planning Obligalions
Tolal Excepional Costs
Commercial Elements

4.101 The scheme generates a residual value of circa £33 million at 50% Affordable
Housing.

4.102 The existing use value of the land is largely garden/agricultural and has an
estimated EUV of circa £100,000.

Chilsey Green Farm

4.103 This 6.8 ha 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
Pyrcroft Road, to the south and east by existing housing and to the north and
west by commercial development.
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4.104 The Council’s preference is for a high quality development that will come
forward in a single comprehensive scheme which will make provision for a
minimum of 225 net additional C3 dwellings and 5 Gypsy/Traveller pitches.

4.105 The land is shown below:

Chilsey Green Farm

4.106 The infrastructure loading includes highways, education, health, green
infrastructure and SANG/SAMM) and is an equivalent of £14,585 per unit:

il iz [Trse) & Greem 2ig |burastructy
Site & Dwelting Numbers I-'\T-HLE-B ) Highways" Education Healtly Ry *::;“'“ Tﬂﬂlgzr
G.HLha of whith
G.41ha
eluuslapehila Tur
Peaidlantiall,
1.14ha green E495 985
{vfrastructurs
and 0. 26ha
retaimad ax
i
O slta
proviston af
FU0zqm LAY &
Chilany Grann Farm (225 10M0sqm LAP
dwlbims 1 5 Cygrey £aRm,000 £1,199,800 £134,767 A 035k eonsnnn | £145as
Fitchas) il mal
d playsopen
spanc (4
254,500
222027
Um site
Matural/semi
natars) greom
s
£139,.162
Cemtribution to
allctmeants &
FR2I2E

4.107 This scheme is residential.
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4.108 The results are shown below (at 50% Affordable Housing):

TOTAL NUMBER OF UNITS DENSITY (per hectare) AFFORDABLE UNITS

Dweliings 225 L Quanity

% Wheelchair Linis Total 112.5
Social rent 56.3
Iniermediate 56.3

REVENUE AND COSTS RESIDUAL VALUE
Total scheme revenue Whole scheme
Total scheme costs Per hectare
Per dweliing
Confribudon fo revenue from: Per market dweliing
Market housing 61,513,000
Afiordable Housing 17,585,000
- Social rent 4,500,000 | |PUBLIC SUBSIDY (GRANT)
- New Build HomeBuy 8,033,000 | |Whole Scheme

- Discount Market

- Local Sake
Capital Contribuson
Commercial Elemenis

- Per New Build HomeBuy dweling
- Per Intiermediate Fent dweliing

£
£
i
£
- Iniermediate Rent £ 9,063,000 [N Per Social Renial dweling
i
£
£
£

Coniribuiion i costs from:
Market housing
Afiordable Housing

- Social rent

- New Build HomeBuy

- Infermediae Rent

- Discount Market

- Local Sale
Land Finance
Planning Cbligasons
Total Exceplonal Costs
Commercial Elemenis

£

ARernaive Use Value 2
Abernadve Use Value 3

farl arl ac R e Warl Iacl Wil o el sl -]

4.109 The scheme generates a residual value of circa £23 million at 50% Affordable
Housing.

4.110 The existing use value of the land is largely garden/agricultural and has an
estimated EUV of circa £140,000.

Byfleet Road, Addlestone

4.111This site of 7.9 hectares should deliver a high quality employment
development that will provide a minimum of 20,000 net additional sq m of
B8 floor space for SMEs.

4.112 The land is shown below:
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4.113 The infrastructure loading is a total of £905,067:

(nfrastructy
. it S b & , . Green | SANG'8
Site & Dvwelling Numbers : iohars | Eucation Health . 1o cost
g g | RV bratctr| SO0 | e
eling
: Wil equire
Bifleat Road, New Haw 19ha ;
S bespoke floog
905,067 f il storagecheme| N
EIJ.IIIIIIEsan'nE’.anEE[I:est I | E]willlhel
15/Th splt) ingluded inthis

4.114 This scheme is commercial. The results are shown below:
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TOTAL HUMEER OF UNITS

ls

o] paf e[ | 1] ] =] ]

4.115 The scheme generates a residual value of circa £8 million although this is a
difficult scheme to assess without knowing the precise split between

different commercial uses.

4.116 The scheme is clearly not as viable as would be the case were residential
given permission here. However, subject to local demand, the scheme should

progress for commercial.

Blay’s House

4.117 This 2.86ha site is located on the southern side of Englefield Green and will
deliver a high quality development that will make provision for around 90-

additional dwellings.
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4.118 The site is located to the west of existing development and encompasses
mainly open space although there is existing commercial development on the
site.

4.105 The land is shown below:

Blay’s Lane, Englefield

Inventive (_)_'KI Systems (UK)
mputingdimited J- -

-

W Intérsoft

a\

4.106 The infrastructure loading includes highways, education, health, green
infrastructure and SANG/SAMM) and is an equivalent of £15,618 per unit:
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Site & | Site Size (ha) Highways" [ Education | Health (3reen CENGTE [ Total [nfrastructure | Potential
Dwelling | & phasing Infrastructure? | SAMM cost per for CIL
Numbers | dwelling
“Hlays Aouse. | Z066a of EIROU0D | E4e 402 | ERA R | ENHEN £, 000 [ E1405651 | £15618 £438 150
Enalefigld | which 2 7ha Cin site provigion (Moorspace
Green {30 | developable of 400sqm LEAP discoumnt
dwallings) | for ragidential and [.12ha of Bl%)
| and 0.15h3 for infarmz!
| green playfopen space
| infragtctuse, Al £166,800
| 2022-2027 Contribuicn
toward spors
pitches and
allsiments at
| £112 427
Byflest Road, | 7.9ha £505 057 0 £0 Will reguire £ £905 067 WA £0
New Haw | hespoke flood plus Flood
| 2013-2023 giorage schame. athama
20,0005gm Gl will be rasis
B1e/B3 {test includad in this
2575 split) Lost,

4.107 This scheme is residential.

4.108 The results are shown below (at 50% Affordable Housing):

TOTAL NUMBER OF UNITS DENSITY (per hectare) AFFORDABLE UNITS

Dwelings 90 Dwelings 31.5 Quanfity

% Wheelchair Units Total 45.0
Social rent 225
Infermediale 225

REVENUE AND COSTS RESIDUAL VALUE
Total scheme revenud Whole scheme
Total scheme costs Per hectare
Per dwelling
Coniribuion fo revenue frem: Per markst dweling
Market housing
Affiordable Housing

- Social rent

- New Build HomeBuy

- Infermediate Rent

- Discount Market

- Local Sale
Capial Coniribufion
Commercial Elements

PUBLIC SUBSIDY (GRANT)
Whole Scheme

Per Social Rental dwelling

Per New Build HomeBuy dwelling
Per Intermediate Rent dweling

g
E

Fac] et aciach Mach Wact ezl ac] acl
5

Coninbusion fo costs from: Alternative Site Values Against residual
Exisiing Use Value
Acquisiion Cost
Alernatve Use Value 1
Alernaive Use Valus 2
Akernafive Uss Value 3

Market housing
Affiordable Housing
- Social rent
- New Build HomeBuy
- Infiermedisie Rent
- Discount Market
- Local Sake
Land Finance
Planning Obligaons
Tokal Exceplional Costs
Commercial Elements

fact acl ack acl ot acl acl acl NacN el ol
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4.109 The scheme generates a residual value of circa £14 million at 50% Affordable
Housing.

4.110 The existing use value of the land is largely green (circa 80% of the site) with
circa 20% of the site being covered with commercial development. EUV is
assessed at circa £1.2 million. As with other sites with viable commercial
uses, the Council will need to negotiate around the best acceptable case made
by the applicant.

Results

4.118 The table on the following page summarises the results of the large site
testing.
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Results: Large Sites

Large Sites £ million
20% 2500 | 309 | 35% | 409% | 45% | 50% EUV EUV Notes
Addlestone West £6.61 | £6.24 | £5.99 | £5.74 | £5.48 | £5.23 | £477 | £0.60 | Commercial land at £2 million per hectare
Addlestone East £3.04 | £6.26 | £6.00 | £5.75 | £5.49 | £5.24 | £4.98 | £0.60 | Commercial land at £2 million per hectare
Egham Gateway West £0.72 | £1.08 | £1.44 | £1.79 | £2.15 | £2.51 | £2.87 | £1.60 | Commercial land at £2 million per hectare
Hanworth Lane £35.70 | £33.01 | £30.44 | £27.80 | £25.17 | £22.53 | £19.89 | £0.20 Agricultural land
Brox End Nursery £9.07 | £8.44 | £7.80 | £7.17 | £6.54 | £5.91 | £5.28 | £0.03 Nursery/Agricultural
Coombelands Lane £5.91 | £5.44 | £496 | £449 | £4.02 | £4.01 | £3.07 | £0.03 Agricultural/Woodland
Ottershaw East £50.70 | £47.08 | £43.45 | £39.83 | £36.21 | £32.58 | £28.96 | £0.26 Green Field/Nursery Land
St Peter's Hospital £6.05 | £5.63 | £5.19 | £5.01 | £4.34 | £391 | £3.49 | £0.2¢4 Brown (Greenbelt Release)
Chersey Bittams A
Chertsey Bittams B
Chertsey Bittams C £94.01 | £87.07 | £80.13 | £73.19 | £66.25 | £59.31 | £53.37 | £0.26 ]
Green Field
Chertsey Bittams D
Chertsey Bittams E
Vet Labs Parcel B £19.58 | £17.98 | £16.37 | £14.76 | £13.16 | £11.55 | £9.94 | £0.09 Green Field
Thorpe Lea Road North | £10.76 | £9.94 | £9.13 | £8.31 | £7.49 | £6.68 | £5.86 | £2.00 Commercial land
Thorpe Lea Road West | £36.45 | £33.73 | £31.04 | £28.36 | £26.67 | £22.99 | £20.31 | £5.00 Commercial & Green Field
Virginia Water North £42.93 | £40.28 | £37.63 | £34.98 | £32.32 | £29.68 | £27.03 | £10.00 Est Existing properties
Virginia Water South £53.33 | £50.00 | £46.68 | £43.35 | £40.02 | £36.69 | £33.37 | £0.10 Agricultural
Chilsey Green Farm £40.91 | £37.88 | £34.86 | £31.83 | £28.81 | £25.78 | £22.76 | £0.14 Agricultural
Byfleet Road £7.98 £0.16 Agricultural
Blay's House £23.15 | £21.56 | £19.97 | £18.37 | £16.78 | £15.19 | £13.60 | £1.20 Mainly green, some commercial
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4.119 The Results table shows that there are very significant surpluses at 50%
Affordable Housing (over and above existing use value). On this measure of
land value benchmark, the local authority could set targets very robustly.

4.120 That being stated, there are certain sites where business uses are involved
and where this will have to be determined and agreed at the planning
application stage.

4.121 The Egham Gateway West scheme will need significantly more detailed
viability analysis as it appears that any Affordable Housing element which
includes a high percentage of Intermediate Affordable could prove a more
viable proposition than student housing.

Note:
It will be noted that some schemes make provision for gypsy and traveller plots.

These are very minor in scale and should not have a significant impact on the
delivery of these key sites.
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5.1

5.2

5.3

5.4

SMALL SITES AND THE AFFORDABLE HOUSING THRESHOLD

The previous two chapters have looked at High Level Testing and the
viability of key sites on which the local authority will rely to deliver the Local
Plan. It is also important to consider the role small sites may play in
delivering new homes, and in particular, Affordable Housing.

There is some inconsistency in the approach adopted by local authorities to
small sites. Some policies effectively take a ‘light touch’ approach to Section
106 contributions, although the evidence for this is not at all conclusive. This
is hardly surprising however, since it is location that drives viability, not the
scale of development.

It is understood that the Council’s current approach to Affordable Housing is
triggered at schemes of 10 units and more. The policy therefore exempts
smaller sites (less than 10 dwellings) from Affordable Housing contributions.
This approach is consistent with a relatively recent ruling at a national level
on Section 106 contributions, which has generally been held as a ‘victory’ for
the government in its battle with local authorities (notably the ‘West
Berkshire and Reading’ case - 2015) over smaller sites and Section 106
contributions.

Since that ruling however, a number of test cases have arisen, presenting
challenges to local authorities trying to meet housing needs from a profile of
supply that relies on small sites to a significant extent. Following several
apparently conflicting decisions, the London Boroughs of Richmond and
Wandsworth wrote to the Planning Inspectorate for clarification on
thresholds. The response (Ashley Grey, March 17t%, PINS) states:

‘The correct approach, if minded to allow an appeal in such circumstances,
would be for an Inspector to start with the development plan and any
evidence presented by the LPA supporting the need for an affordable housing
contribution, establish whether the proposal is in conflict with those policies
if no contribution is provided for, and, if there is conflict, only then go on to
address the weight to be attached to the WMS as a national policy that post-
dates the development plan policies. An Inspector would then be entitled to
find in the balancing exercise that the WMS outweighs the development plan
policies, as opposed to discounting the development plan’s weight at the
outset’.
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5.5

5.6

5.8

The consequence of this letter looks to be that local authorities can require
Affordable Housing on smaller sites, should they have an evidenced housing
need, and, presumably a viability evidence base to back this up. This
evidence would appear to ‘trump’ the Written Ministerial Statement’.

The nature of small sites coming forward for development is important when
looking at viability. Figure 5.1 below summarises the nature of these small

sites. Itis based on planning permissions since 2014.

Figure 5.1 Small scheme permissions by source of supply

Types of SmallSite Scheme
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The data relates to the total amount of dwellings coming from each source of
supply. It does not relate to the incidence of planning applications. For these
reasons the role of larger (small) sites is perhaps overplayed by the data
presentation. In other words, there are a highly significant number of
dwellings being developed from very small sites; in particular, from schemes
of one or two dwellings.

Other important categories for small sites are development where one
dwelling is demolished, to be replaced by single dwellings, or two.
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5.9

5.10

5.11

5.12

5.13

5.14

5.15

Much of the supply from very small sites emanates from back or garden land,
which will have a very low existing use value, principally reflected in
devaluation to a retained dwelling.

Other key small sources of supply relate to schemes in the range 3-6
dwellings, built on vacant and/or brown field land.

It is impractical to test small sites extensively, as their nature differs over
time and location. For the purposes of practicality, the following types of
scheme have been examined for viability.

e A single dwelling in garden or back land;
e Two dwellings in garden or back land;
e Development of five dwellings on vacant land;

In each case, alternative existing use values are considered.
Single dwelling

There are a number of schemes which are being developed as single
dwellings within curtilages of existing dwellings. These are mainly garden
and back land plots.

The viability of these plots is strong where there is no loss of an existing
dwelling, although there may be some loss to the value of the retained
property if a new dwelling is built in the existing grounds. It is difficult to
ascertain precisely what the devaluation will be although in my experience
this will amount to somewhere in the range 10% to 30%. I have therefore
suggested 20% as the effective land value benchmark (LVB) for the analysis.

Set out below (Table 5.1) are the residual values for a single plot at the range
of Affordable Housing scenarios.

Runnymede Viability Report 2017 Page 69



Table 5.1 Residual values for a single plot

0% | 25% | 30% | 35% | 40% | 45% | 50% (New Build Detached| Older Detached |Devaluation (20%)
Wentworth £870,500| £822,000|£773,500 | £725,500 | £677,000| £629,000|£580,500|  £1,844,000 £1,659,600 £331,920
Virginia Water £386,500|£363,000|£339,500 | £316,000 | £292,500| £269,000 | £245,500 £984,000 £685,600 £177,120
Englefield Green £284,500|£266,500| £248,000|£229,500 | £210,500| £192,000|£173,500 £794,000 £714,600 £142,920
Ottershaw £251,000|£234,000|£217,000|£200,500 | £183,500| £167,000 | £150,000 £743,000 £668,700 £133,740
Woodham £217,000|£202,000|£187,000|£172,500 | £156,500| £141,500 | £126,500 £683,000 £614,700 £122,940
Chertsey £203,000|£188,500|£174,500 | £159,500 | £145,500| £131,000| £116,500 £659,000 £593,100 £118,620
Egham £202,500|£188,000|£174,000|£159,000 | £145,000| £130,500| £116,000 £658,000 £592,200 £118,440
Addlestone £167,500|£155,000 | £142,500| £129,500 | £117,000| £104,500| £92,000 £396,000 £536,400 £107,280
Staines Border & North |£161,500|£149,000{£136,500 £124,000(£112,000| £99,500 | £87,500 £584,000 £525,600 £105,120

5.16 The table sets out in the final column on the right hand side, the devaluation
(assumed here to be 20% from an existing dwelling) that would be likely in
many cases to occur, should a new dwelling be built in the garden of an
existing one.

5.17 The table suggests that significant Affordable Housing contributions are
likely to be viable. Indeed, up to 50% Affordable Housing contributions in
the highest five sub market areas. In the lower four value sub markets,
contributions of between 40% and 45% are likely to be viable.

5.18 The economics ultimately depend on the nature of the scheme. The analysis
assumes going rate prices for existing dwellings. In practice there will be a
number of situations where the retained dwelling is in poor condition. This
may make a scheme more viable to deliver with Affordable Housing.

New build schemes replacing an existing dwelling

5.19 Whilst smaller schemes will deliver Affordable Housing where the existing
use value is low, this may not be the case where for example an existing
dwelling is being demolished. Table 5.2 looks at the economics of
development where new schemes replace an existing dwelling.
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Table 5.2 Residual values where a dwelling is demolished

Single New Build 204 2504 J0% 3500 40% 45% 504 Older Detached
Wentworth £870,500 | £822,000 | £773,500 | £725500 | £677,000 | £629,000 | £580,500 £1,659,600
Virginia Water £386,500 | £363,000 | £339,500 | £316,000 | £292,500 | £269,000 | £245,500 £885,600
Englefield Green £284,500 | £266,500 | £248,000 | £229,500 | £210,500 | £192,000 | £173,500 £714,600
Ottershaw £251,000 | £234,000 | £217,000 | £200,500 | £183,500 | £167,000 | £150,000 £668,700
Woodham £217,000 | £202,000 | £187,000 | £172,500 | £156,500 | £141,500 | £126,500 £614,700
Chertsey £203,000 | £188500 | £174,500 | £159,500 | £145500 | £131,000 | £115,500 £593,100
Eg]lam £202,500 | £188,000 | £174,000 | £159,000 | £145,000 | £130,500 | £116,000 £592,200
Addlestone £167,500 | £155,000 | £142,500 | £129,500 | £117,000 | £104,500 £92,000 £536,400
Staines Border & North £161,500 | £149,000 | £136,500 | £124,000 | £112,000 | £99,500 £87,500 £525,600
Two New Builds 2004 2504 3004 350p 40% 4504 5009 Older Detached
Wentworth £1,741,000 | £1,644,000 | £1,547,000 | £1,451,000 | £1,354,000 | £1,258,000 | £1,161,000 £1,659,600
Virginia Water £773,000 | £726,000 | £679,000 | £632,000 | £585,000 | £538,000 | £491,000 £885,600
Englefield Green £569,000 | £533,000 | £496,000 | £459,000 | £421,000 | £384,000 | £347,000 £714,600
Ottershaw £502,000 | £468,000 | £434,000 | £401,000 | £367,000 | £334,000 | £300,000 £668,700
Woodham £434,000 | £404,000 | £374,000 | £345,000 | £313,000 | £283,000 | £253,000 £614,700
Chertsey £406,000 | £377,000 | £349,000 | £319,000 | £291,000 | £262,000 | £233,000 £593,100
Eg]lam £405,000 | £376,000 | £348,000 | £318,000 | £290,000 | £261,000 | £232,000 £592,200
Addlestone £335,000 | £310,000 | £285000 | £259,000 | £234,000 | £209,000 | £184,000 £536,400
Staines Border & North £323,000 | £298,000 | £273,000 | £248,000 | £224,000 | £199,000 | £175,000 £525,600
Three New Builds 2004 2504 3004 350p 40% 4504 5009 Older Detached
Wentworth £2,611,500 | £2,466,000 | £2,320,500 | £2,176,500 | £2,031,000 | £1,887,000 | £1,741,500 £1,659,600
Virginia Water £1,159,500 | £1,089,000 | £1,018,500 | £948,000 | £877,500 | £807,000 | £736,500 £885,600
Englefield Green £853,500 | £799,500 | £744,000 | £6B8,500 | £631,500 | £576,000 | £520,500 £714,600
Ottershaw £753,000 | £702,000 | £651,000 | £601,500 | £550,500 | £501,000 | £450,000 £668,700
Woodham £651,000 | £606,000 | £561,000 | £517,500 | £469,500 | £424,500 | £379,500 £614,700
Chertsey £609,000 | £565,500 | £523,500 | £478,500 | £435,500 | £393,000 | £349,500 £593,100
Eg]lam £607,500 | £564,000 | £522,000 | £477,000 | £435,000 | £391,500 | £348,000 £592,200
Addlestone £502,500 | £465,000 | £427,500 | £388,500 | £351.,000 | £313,500 | £276,000 £536,400
Staines Border & North £484,500 | £447,000 | £409,500 | £372,000 | £336,000 | £298,500 | £262,500 £525,600
Four New Builds 2004 2504 3004 350p 40% 4504 5009 Older Detached
Wentworth £3,482,000 | £3,288,000 | £3,094,000 | £2,902,000 | £2,708,000 | £2,516,000 | £2,322,000 £1,659,600
Virginia Water £1,546,000 | £1,452,000 | £1,358,000 | £1,264,000 | £1,170,000 | £1,076,000 | £982,000 £885,600
Englefield Green £1,138,000 | £1,066,000 | £992,000 | £918,000 | £842,000 | £768,000 | £694,000 £714,600
Ottershaw £1,004,000 | £936,000 | £368,000 | £802,000 | £734,000 | £668,000 | £600,000 £668,700
Woodham £868,000 | £808,000 | £745,000 | £690,000 | £626,000 | £566,000 | £505,000 £614,700
Chertsey £812,000 | £754,000 | £698,000 | £638,000 | £582,000 | £524,000 | £466,000 £593,100
Eg]lam £610,000 | £752,000 | £696,000 | £636,000 | £580,000 | £522,000 | £464,000 £592,200
Addlestone £670,000 | £620,000 | £570,000 | £518,000 | £468,000 | £418,000 | £368,000 £536,400
Staines Border & North £646,000 | £596,000 | £546,000 | £496,000 | £448,000 | £398,000 | £350,000 £525,600
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5.20 The table shows that at least two dwellings will normally be required to
bring a scheme forward. Indeed, an Affordable Housing contribution looks
only viable in the highest value area - and at 20%.

5.21 Where three and four dwellings replace a single dwelling which has been
demolished, Affordable Housing contributions are significantly more viable.
The analysis shows that contributions up to 50% Affordable Housing are
viable in the higher value areas.

Development of two dwellings
5.22 The same principles apply to larger (small) schemes). Here are tested two
dwellings on a vacant site. Several instances of this type of development will

be on garden or back land and hence previous land value benchmarks apply.

5.23 However, assuming that some of these schemes will have a commercial use,
the existing use value is likely to be higher. Table 5.3 sets out the results:

Table 5.3 Residual values for two dwellings

20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45% 50%  |Commencial land
Wentworth £1,660,000 £1,573,333 £1513,333 £1,393,333|£1,300,000£1,213,333 | £1,120,000|  £200,000
Virginia Water £741333  £696,667 £653333 £607,333 | £562,667 | £518,000 | £491333 |  £200,000
Englefield Green £551,333 | £516,667 480,667 £445333 | £410,000 | £374,667 | £339333 |  £200,000
Ottershaw £482,667 £449333 £419333 £387,333 | £356,000 | £324,000 | £292,000 | £200,000
Woodham £418667 £390,000 £3612333 £332,667 | £304,000 | £275,333 | £247333 |  £200,000
Chertsey £391,333  E364,667 £337,333 £310,000 | £262,667 | £256,000 | £228,667 | £200,000
Egham £390,667 £363333 £336,667 £309,333 | £262,000 | £255,333 | £228,000 | £200,000
‘Addlestone £324000 £300000 £276,667 £252,667 | £228,667 | £204,667 | £181,333 |  £200,000
Staines Border & North « £312,000 | £288,667 £265333 £242,667 | £219,333 | £196,000 | £172,667 |  £200,000

5.24 1 have taken here a commercial existing use value of £200,000 for a plot of
circa 0.1 hectares. This assumption provides the conclusion that a 50%
Affordable Housing contribution is likely to be viable in most settlements of
the Borough; the exceptions here being Addlestone (45% Affordable
Housing) and Staines Border (40% Affordable Housing).

5.25 It stands to reason (and following the findings of the High Level Testing) that
a denser development including three of four dwellings will provide an even
more viable scheme.
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5.26

5.27

5.28

Development of five dwellings

There are a number of smaller schemes emanating from commercial
property and land which contribute to housing supply in the Borough. These,
along with those in the range 6-10 dwellings are predominantly on vacant
land.

Table 5.4 sets out the residual values and the LVB for industrial land as an
example - for a small site capable of accommodating circa 5 dwellings.

Schemes of this nature should prove viable to deliver Affordable Housing at
50% Affordable Housing in all locations.

Table 5.4 Residual values for five dwellings

20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45% 50%  |Commercial Land
Wentworth £4,150,000| £3,933,333 | £3,783,333 | £3,483,333 | £3,250,000| £3,033,333 | £2,800,000)  £400,000
Virginia Water £1,853,333 | £1,741,667 | £1,633,333 | £1,518,333 | £1,406,667 | £1,295,000 | £1,228,333|  £400,000
Englefield Green £1,378,333|£1,291,667| £1,201,667 | £1,113,333 | £1,025,000| £936,667 | £848,333 |  £400,000
Ottershaw £1,206,667|£1,123,333 | £1,048,333 | £968,333 | £890,000 | £810,000 | £730,000 |  £400,000
Woodham £1,046,667| £975,000 | £903,333 | £831,667 | £760,000 | £688,333 | £618,333 |  £400,000
Chertsey £978,333 | £911,667 | £843,333 | £775,000 | £706,667 | £640,000 | £571,667 |  £400,000
Egham £976,667 | £908,333 | £841,667 | £773,333 | £705,000 | £638,333 | £570,000 |  £400,000
Addlestone £610,000 | £750,000 | £691,667 | £631,667 | £571,667 | £511,667 | £453,333 |  £400,000
Staines Border & North | £780,000 | £721,667 | £663,333 | £606,667 | £548,333 | £490,000 | £431,667 |  £400,000

Conclusions

5.29

5.30

5.31

The most recent guidance (from PINS) suggests that in so far that the Council
has a housing need, and one that is backed by evidence, it may lower the
Affordable Housing threshold as far as is viable.

The viability evidence suggests that there is a strong case for reducing the
Affordable Housing threshold from its current level of 10 units. There are a
significant number of schemes where the existing use value of sites is very
low and this will allow Affordable Housing contributions to be delivered.

That being stated, the nature of the source of supply is key. Where this is
garden or back land, schemes look viable, particularly in the higher value

Runnymede Viability Report 2017 Page 73



locations. And further on cleared industrial or vacant land, they look equally
viable.

5.32 However, where schemes involve demolition, viability is more challenging
and a higher number of units will be needed to bring the scheme forward
including Affordable Housing contributions.

5.33 As a policy recommendation, it is suggested that the Council lower the
Affordable Housing threshold to a single (net) unit and monitor delivery from
the more obviously challenging schemes with a view to more detailed SPD
setting out which particular types of small schemes might be exempted from
Section 106 contributions.
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6.1

6.2

6.3

6.4

6.5

CHAPTER 6 - BENCHMARKING AND VIABILITY

Benchmarks and policy development

There is no detailed guidance setting out how affordable targets should be
assessed, based on an analysis of viability. The Harman guidance provides a
helpful framework for developing policy, but this is not ‘step-by-step’ and
does not provide specific information in relation to land owner return.

The (Harman) guidance does support the approach set out in Chapter 2 of
this report; i.e. an EUV ‘Plus’ approach and sets out reservations about the
‘market value’ approach adopted in the RICS Planning and Viability paper.
The Harman guidance is helpful in identifying situations where alternative
use values (AUVs) might be adopted in lieu of EUVs. It places emphasis on
setting land value benchmarks in the local context.

Generally however, an assessment of viability for policy setting purposes
might have reference to a range of factors including: past and recent delivery
of affordable housing, residual values, the relationship between residual
values and existing use values, what have been found to be robust targets in
similar authorities through the Local Plan process, the land supply equation
and its relationship to the policy weight given to affordable housing delivery
in the wider context of housing supply generally. To some extent, land owner
expectations are also significant. The experience of the consultant, working
in conjunction with the local authority and through developer workshops
helps to arrive at a robust policy stance.

A workshop was held in February 2017 (Appendix 1) to answer questions
about LVB as well as other assumptions. There was no specific answers
given to this issue, which means that LVBs have to be drawn either from local
‘deals’, or from wider experience and research. In practice information on
deals is usually scarce, and where it does exist, it normally fails to provide
information on whether the land purchase reflects policy impacts or not.
Therefore the headline figure could just be recording a deal done where
policy has been ignored altogether.

In the wider context, the DCLG’s study on The Cumulative Impact of Policy
Requirements (2011), suggested that a figure of £100,000 to £150,000 per
gross acre (£247,000 to £370,500 per gross hectare) is a reasonable
benchmark for green field land. Assuming a net to gross factor of around
70%, this would mean a land value benchmark on a net basis in the region of
£400,000 per hectare.
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6.6

6.7

6.8

6.9

This is a useful benchmark for the larger sites in the Borough and to some
extent these will provide a ‘marker’ for land owners of smaller sites with
potential for housing.

DCLG relatively recently (February 2015) commissioned the Valuation Office
to produce indicative land values for all the English local authorities for the
purposes of policy appraisal. These figures were produced on a per hectare
basis and the figure for the Runnymede Borough area was £4,927,000. The
approach is a ‘truncated residual’ and importantly, the values do not take
account of Affordable Housing impacts.

If the Council wish to take a very ‘conservative’ approach to the setting of
policy, then they might use this figure (£4,927,000) as a basis.

If this approach is followed, then the following results ensue (as set out in
Table 6.1). It should be noted that the benchmarks have been adjusted for
location assuming that the local authority benchmark relates to a mid level
sub market (here Woodham).
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Table 6.1 Viability policy targets at DCLG/VO (No Affordable) benchmark

30 DPH 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45% 50%
Wentworth £24.90 £23.60 £22.70 £20.90 £19.50 £16.20 £16.80
Virginia Water £11.12 £1045 £9.80 £9.11 £6.44 £7.77 £7.77
Englefield Green £8.27 £7.75 £7.21 £6.68 £6.15 £5.62 £5.09
Ottershaw £7.24 £6.74 £6.29 £5.81 £5.34 £4.86 £4.38
Woodham £6.28 £5.85 £542 £4.99 £4.56 £4.13 £3.71
Chertsey £5.87 £547 £5.06 £4.65 £4.24 £3.84 £343
Egham £5.86 £545 £5.05 £4.64 £4.23 £3.83 £342
Addlestone £4.86 £4.50 £4.15 £3.79 £343 £3.07 £2.72
Staines Border & North £4.68 £4.33 £3.98 £3.64 £3.29 £2.94 £2.59

Price 3 Bed Terrace | Relative House Prices LVB Adjusted LVB

Wentworth £1,289,000 270 £4,927,000 | 13314262
Virginia Water £687,000 144 £4,927,000 7,096,119 POLICY TARGET
Englefield Green £555,000 116 £4,927,000 5,732,673
Ottershaw £519,000 109 £4,927,000 5,360,824
Woodham £477,000 100 £4,927,000 | 4,927,000
Chertsey £460,000 96 £4927,000 | 4751405
Egham £459,000 96 £4,927000 | 4741075
Addlestone £416,000 87 £4927000 | 4296922
Staines Border & North £409,000 86 £4927,000 | 4224618
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6.10 If the local authority takes the view that land owners and developers should
be factoring policy impacts into their deals (which is an approach consistent
with best practice - including that supported by DCLG) then policy targets
increase significantly.

6.11 The impact, using the same adjustments for location as previously generates
a more ambitious policy position. This is shown in Table 6.2:
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Table 6.2 Viability policy targets at DCLG/VO with Affordable Impacts on the benchmark

J0DPH 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45% 50%
Wentworth £24.90 £23.60 £22.70 £2090 £19.50 £18.20 £16.80
Virginia Water £1112 £1045 £9.80 £9.11 £6.44 £1.77 £1.77
Englefield Green £6.27 £7.75 £7.21 £6.68 £6.15 £5.62 £5.09
Ottershaw £7.24 £6.74 £6.29 £5.81 £5.34 £4.86 £4.38
Woodham £6.28 £5.85 £542 £4.99 £456 £4.13 £371
Chertsey £5.87 £547 £5.06 £4.65 £4.24 £3.84 £343
Egham £5.86 £5.45 £5.05 £4.64 £4.23 £3.83 £342
Addlestone £4.86 £450 £4.15 £3.79 £343 £3.07 £2.72
Staines Border & North £4.68 £4.33 £3.98 £3.64 £3.29 £294 £2.59

Price 3 Bed Terrace | Relative House Prices LVB Adjusted LVB

Wentworth £1,289,000 270 £3,000000 | 8106918
Virginia Water £687,000 144 £3,000000 | 4,320,755
Englefield Green £555,000 116 £3,000000 | 3490566 POLICY TARGET
Ottershaw £519,000 109 £3,000000 | 3264151
Woodham £477,000 100 £3,000,000 | 3,000,000
Chertsey £460,000 96 £3,000000 | 2,893,082
Egham £459,000 96 £3,000000 | 2,886,792
Addlestone £416,000 87 £3,000000 | 2616352
Staines Border & North £409,000 86 £3,000000 | 2572327
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6.12 Clearly where the local authority take the view that land owners and
developers should take policy impacts into account, then that stance
allows a significant higher target. The analysis suggests on this basis
that a 50% Affordable Housing target across the board would not
hold back housing supply generally.

6.13 Indeed in the very highest value sub markets, notably the Wentworth
area, a target well in excess of 50% Affordable Housing may prove
deliverable, and this may be an option that the local authority wish to
pursue during the course of the Plan process.
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7 MAIN FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

7.1

7.2

7.3

7.4

7.5

7.6

7.7

Main objectives

The principal objective of the study has been to test the most
significant aspects of the emerging Local Plan which will serve the
Council’s policies over the Plan period. The Council require an up-to-
date evidence base that will provide a justification for the policies
being implemented.

The analysis carried out here is comprehensive and covers high level
testing for residential development, key housing sites, smaller
residential development opportunities and commercial development
included within the larger sites.

Importantly this is all Plan testing and the viability work reflects all
known policy impacts at the current time through from large items
such as Affordable Housing through to relatively small items such as
green infrastructure.

Analysis - residential

Runnymede is a Surrey district and as such has very high house
prices by national standards. Because the main driver of viability is
house prices, it makes sense that a district such as this, is in a strong
position to deliver Section 106 contributions and or, CIL (Community
Infrastructure Levy).

In common with all local authority areas, Runnymede has a range of
sub markets. In the case of the Borough these range from the very
highest prices outside Greater London (for example in locations such
as Wentworth and Virginia Water, to what might be described as
more traditional suburban settlements such as Addlestone and
Egham).

Given the very significant range in dwelling prices it makes sense for
the local authority to vary its Affordable Housing targets to take
account of land owner expectations and the capacity of sites to
deliver other forms of Section 106 contribution.

Chapter 6 sets out two options for the local authority in terms of
target setting for Affordable Housing. One, a more cautious
approach, which recognises that perhaps policy impacts are not
being factored into land deals and which then produces a range of
targets, as follows:

Wentworth & Virginia Water 50% Affordable Housing;
Englefield Green & Ottershaw 40% Affordable Housing;
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7.8

7.9

7.10

7.11

7.12

7.13

Woodham 35% Affordable Housing;
Chertsey & Egham 30% Affordable Housing;
Addlestone & Staines 25% Affordable Housing.

The other option, which assumes that the supply will factor in
Affordable Housing impacts, will see the local authority move to a
position where it requires 50% Affordable Housing across all sub
markets.

This, second option, is the correct policy position based on best
practice in viability assessment and would be supportable I believe,
at examination.

Key sites and infrastructure requirements

The report (Chapter 4) has looked in detail at the viability of the key
sites. This analysis takes into account location, build costs and a
bespoke analysis of the infrastructure loading.

The analysis of the large sites shows that all are viable at high
percentages of Affordable Housing. The uplift on the majority of sites
from existing use value is high in Runnymede and the evidence
suggests that 50% Affordable Housing would not be an unreasonable
starting point for negotiations on those sites.

The analysis of the large sites has been as accurate as is possible at
this stage, although in some instances it is inevitably high level. In
particular, where business purchases are needed and/or re-locations
then existing use values may be higher than projected here. The
Council will need to take account of these eventualities as the
planning applications are progressed.

Small sites

The Whole Plan Testing has looked at the potential for the Council to
reduce its Affordable Housing threshold from the current level of 10
dwellings down to a lower level in order to capture a higher number
of Affordable homes. This analysis suggests that this would be a
viable policy, and one which now may be supported by recent advice
from PINS. It was never that viability was determined by scale of
development, and always that it was determined by location. In this
respect a lower threshold would be viable, particularly in the higher
value areas. That being said, care would be needed with respect to
certain types of small site, notably schemes involving demolition and
conversion where these occur.

The New Local Plan
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7.14 The new Local Plan does foresee significant growth of residential and
other forms of property development. There is nothing in the
analysis to suggest that this growth will not be deliverable. However
the phasing of development and careful management of site
provision will need to be monitored in order to avoid situations
where land owners’ expectations are unrealistically generated.

LooKking forward - new policy impacts

7.15 As the Plan progresses there may be new impacts in terms of
sustainable development; for example the cost of providing electric
vehicle charging, and potentially more widespread use of items such
as sprinklers. It should be noted that the cost of provision here is
likely to fall with time, although initial costs will need to be taken into
account.

7.16 The market in Runnymede is well suited to take account of any such
changes, as land values are already very high indeed. In addition,
prices have moved ahead significantly faster than construction costs
over the past few years. The chart below shows how the gap has
widened:

Prices & Costs - Runnymede
140.00

120.00
100.00
80.00
60.00
40.00
20.00

0.00
2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017

Costs Prices
7.17
Given that values are on average around £450,000 and costs some

£300,000 below this, a picture of increasing viability can be seen.
This should give the Council full confidence that technological change
and improvements in specification can be taken on board without
any detriment to delivery.
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Appendix 1
Runnymede Development Market Panel (DMP)
RUNNYMEDE LOCAL PLAN VIABILITY STUDY: WORKSHOP NOTES

RUNNYMEDE BOROUGH COUNCIL, ADDLESTONE
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Attendees

John Devonshire, Runnymede Borough Council
Andrew Golland, AGA

Adrian Cooper, Hadley Cooper Associates
Peter Francis, Windsor Homes

Richard Jones, Carter Jonas LLP

Richard Watkins, Aston Mead

Andrew Munton, Reside Developments Ltd

lan Taylor, Accent Group

Workshop Notes

A workshop was held on Thursday 2nd February 2017. Members of the
DMP representing the development industry were in attendance.

Runnymede Borough Council and Andrew Golland Associates would like to
thank all who attended for their contributions.

At the workshop, John Devonshire gave a short introduction to the viability
study, explaining its overall purpose and its role in policy development and
gave an update on the Local Plan timetable and progress with evidence
base studies. Andrew Golland (AGA) gave a presentation summarising the
methodology and outlining the process of testing.

It was agreed that the PowerPoint presentation (attached) would be made
available to all Workshop participants in conjunction with feedback notes.

1 Context for the study

The Council are aware of the need to deliver both Affordable Housing as
well as open market housing generally. The study will proceed with these
issues in mind.

The backdrop to the study is an emerging evidence base including a Green
Belt assessment (Arup) and an Infrastructure Delivery Plan (Aecom). The
government’s Housing White Paper has also just been published and its
potential impacts are being currently considered by the industry; in
particular the impact of ‘commuter hubs’ for locations such as Runnymede
and the requirement for starter homes.
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It was explained (AGA) that an objective of the study was to generate
realistic targets which can help housing supply alongside Section 106
contributions.

2 Basis for interpreting viability: land owner and developer
return

AGA outlined the methodology of the viability model which is based upon
scheme revenue versus development costs (including developer margin
and S106 agreements).

Delegates agreed in principle to the general approach for assessing
viability. This is by reference to residual scheme value and the existing use
value of a site or another appropriate land value benchmark (LVB).
However one stated that the approach is really a ‘health check’ rather than
a full assessment. One member asked how long term changes in the market
can be considered. ]D responded that values can be sense checked i.e. build
cost inflation or fall in sold house prices.

It is important to recognise that land owner motivations are key in bringing
sites forward.

Members were asked what a working LVB might constitute in the
Runnymede area. There were no specific responses to this.

One member stated that land value benchmarks are likely to vary between
green and brown field, although another stated that they might be similar
in that brown field sites often have a higher level of abnormals although
these are ‘offset’ by additional infrastructure costs on green field land.

Another member made the point that land tax needs to be taken into
account and it is often the small housebuilder who takes more of a hit from
this.

A point was made that the land value benchmark tends to vary according to
what part of the housing market cycle we are in.

The LVB will vary according to location with land owners in Virginia Water
and Wentworth expecting higher returns.
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3 Overall methodology

It was explained that the study will focus mainly on testing Affordable
Housing targets and thresholds, although key local policies such as Thames
Basin Heaths and SUDS will also need to be taken account of as well as
optional housing standards.

These impacts will be mainly tested through the High Level notional one
hectare site testing, although it was explained that smaller sites and a
selection of larger (allocated/windfall) sites will be tested on a case study
basis. It was commented that a strategic site is likely to consist of 100-200
dwellings. One member commented that housing delivery likely to be 80%
small sites, 20% large. JD explained that Local Plan should not place at risk
development that would form the bulk of housing delivery.

It was emphasised that the approach will not preclude the rights of
developers to negotiate on a scheme by scheme basis. Developers can
demonstrate that where costs for example, are higher than those tested,
and can be justified, policy might be relaxed.

Participants at the workshops did not express any particularly strong
comments about the approach set out (please see the PowerPoint which
explains the approach diagrammatically AGA explained that this was an
approach which has been accepted elsewhere at LP Examinations).

Data sources (e.g. HMLR for house prices and BCIS for build costs) were
explained to participants. The need for best primary data sources based on
a large sample was understood and agreed.

4 Sub markets and market values

Generally the market in Runnymede is strong although property up to
£500,000 is selling better than that at the top end; property in the £1
million and above bracket is tending to ‘stick’ at the moment.

A key part of the study will involve the analysis of viability at a sub market
level. This provides analysis which will pick up on the ‘tone’ of areas and
their likely viability.

AGA explained that the price sets are based on three years of HM Land
Registry data. This data set reflects every market transaction for second

hand homes across the County. It was agreed that this data set is
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appropriate as a baseline for policy development since it sets the ‘tone’ for
each of the postcode sectors. A new build premium has been added to this.

Delegates generally agreed with the indicative new build prices set out in
the Powerpoint.

A few examples were discussed and the following feedback was received:

e The Virginia Water’ sub market should be sub divided to provide
specific prices for the Wentworth area.

e Prices in Virginia Water generally are closer to mid market
Runnymede;

e The price of detached houses look about right;

e The price of terraces look generally a bit high;

Delegates generally agreed that more time to look at the prices would be
welcome. These are now included with the Powerpoint presentation and
the figures are as presented on the day.

5 Density and development mix

AGA set out the suggested range of schemes which the DAT will test. These
are set out in the PowerPoint Presentation.

It was suggested that a range for densities through from 20 dph to 50 dph.
Lower densities will drive larger housing.

Higher densities (above 50 dph) should be tested to deal with denser urban
sites. One member stated that the density assumptions for some of the sites
outlined in the Local Plan Issues, Options Preferred Approaches document
(IOPA) were too high. JD stated that work on the capacity of sites is ongoing
and will need to take account of constraints.

The SHMA promotes the requirement for smaller units in Runnymede,
although this work will need to be updated.

Air quality measures have an impact on density of development,
particularly where sites are next to main highways and motorways,
although one member stated that measures could be designed or
engineered into development to mitigate this impact

Delegates are asked to comment on typical mixes.
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6 Development costs

AGA presented the proposed page that will be used for the testing
framework. This is included in the PowerPoint presentation. It was
explained that the construction costs (base build costs per square metre)
will be calculated from the BCIS data source.

This was generally accepted as an appropriate approach, and the costs
suggested were found to be appropriate for the larger house builders.

It is accepted that costs for smaller development may be higher although
values may also be commensurate (i.e. higher).

7 Profit margin

There was some discussion on profit margins. It was agreed that the
purpose of the margin is to reflect development risk and that between
different locations and over time this may change.

It was stated that most Local Plan viability studies and site specific
negotiations adopt a 20% margin for Market Housing and 6% for
Affordable Housing, the latter being a lower rate reflecting the fact that
Affordable Housing will be developed under contract for a housing
association who will be a firm buyer of the product;

These rates are considered by AGA to be consistent with appeal decisions,
LDP evidence bases and leading appraisal software (e.g. GLA Toolkit and
the HCA’s Economic Appraisal Toolkit (EAT).

It was stated that some developers work to a blended rate across the
scheme of around 17-18%

8 Affordable housing tests and issues

AGA suggested a range of policy scenarios which should be tested and
questioned whether they were reasonable. These are set out in the
PowerPoint Presentation.
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It was stated that housing associations no longer obtain grant so this makes
Affordable Housing more challenging.

In some instances it is sensible to have a commuted sum instead of an
Affordable Housing contribution. This will normally be where a site is in an
unsustainable location or where a housing association cannot be found to
manage the units.

Affordable Housing contributions on small sites are subject to national
policy and to local housing needs. Some authorities in the South (examples
quoted were LB Richmond, Elmbridge, Reigate and Banstead as well as
Brighton) require Affordable Housing contributions on smaller sites, in
apparent contravention with government policy. In some instances
(notably locally Elmbridge) these are taken on a ‘sliding scale’ approach
with the Affordable Housing target increasing with scale of
development/site. Small sites could be less attractive to RPs but they are
becoming more practicable.

Payments for Affordable Housing vary by tenure. Affordable Rented
housing is usually purchased by housing associations at 100% of the Local
Housing Allowances (circa £200 per week) and should be capitalised at
around £150,000 per unit.

Social Rent payments have been affected by rent capping and this has made
the tenure less attractive for housing associations.

Starter Homes were briefly discussed. The White Paper now includes
reference to starter homes and this will need to be considered in the
viability assessment as appropriate.

9 Section 106 and CIL

Costs (other than those for Affordable Housing) were not discussed in
detail. Developers raised concern over SUDS and their impact on the delay
of schemes. SWALES are also expensive it was suggested.

Comment was made that costs of utilities and roads are similar for small or
large sites and so there is an economy of scale.

Please can delegates provide examples of costs of this nature on sites they
are bringing forward. Thank you.
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The study will look at the potential for CIL (Community Infrastructure
Levy) after Affordable Housing contributions have been met.

10 Commercial
The commercial sector was discussed briefly at the Workshop.

If delegates wish to add any market commentary or data on the commercial
sector this will be much appreciated.

11 AOB and Next Steps

Feedback to this note, and the Powerpoint Presentation are key. They will
inform all aspects of the study and where justified will be taken on board.

If you could direct your comments to Andrew Golland at the email
addresses below and copy in John Devonshire, this would greatly assist in
taking forward the Study.

Thank you
Dr Andrew Golland

Tel: 0116 2701772
E-mail drajg@btopenworld.com

John Devonshire - Senior Planning Officer (Policy)

Tel: 01932 425635
E-mail john.devonshire@runnymede.gov.uk
Appendix 2 Method statement and assumptions

A2.1 Development Appraisal Toolkit (DAT)
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The Development Appraisal Toolkit provides the user with an assessment
of the economics of residential development. It allows the user to test the
economic implications of different types and amounts of planning
obligation and, in particular, the amount and mix of affordable housing. It
uses a residual development appraisal approach which is the industry
accepted approach in valuation practice.

The Toolkit compares the potential revenue from a site with the potential
costs of development before a payment for land is made. In estimating the
potential revenue, the income from selling dwellings in the market and the
income from producing specific forms of affordable housing are
considered. The estimates involve (1) assumptions about how the
development process and the subsidy system operate and (2) assumptions
about the values for specific inputs such as house prices and building costs.
These assumptions are made explicit in the guidance notes. If the user has
reason to believe that reality in specific cases differs from the assumptions
used, the user may either take account of this in interpreting the results or
may use different assumptions.

The main output of the Toolkit is the residual value. In practice, as shown
in the diagram below, there is a ‘gross’ residual value and a ‘net’ residual
value. The gross residual value is the total revenue that a scheme
generates before Section 106 is required. Once Section 106 contributions
have been taken into account, the scheme then has a net residual value,
which is effectively the land owner’s interest.
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A2.2 Indicative new build house prices

Sub Market Detached Sermi Detached Terraces Flats Maisoneftes Bungalows

SBed | 4Bed | 3Bed | 4Bed | 3Bed | 2Bed | 4Bed | 3Bed | 2Bed | 3Bed | 2Bed | 1Bed | 3Bed | 2Bed
Wentworth £2,170,000 | £1,844,000] £1476,000| £1,603,000/£1,395,000] £1,185,000 | £1,483,000 | £1,269,000| £1,180,000 {£1,127,000 £303,000 | £632,000 | £1,673,000 |£1423,000
Virginia Water £1,156,000 | £984,000 | £787,000 | £835,000 | £744,000 | £631,000 | £791,000 | £687,000 | £629,000 | £601,000 | £481,000 | £337,000 | £892,000 | £755,000
Englefield Green £934,000 | £794,000 | £635,000 | £690,000 | £600,000 | £320,000 | £636,000 | £555,000 | £308,000 | £485,000 | £388,000| £271,000 | £720,000 | £613,000
Oftershaw £874,000 | £743,000 | £594,000 | £646,000 | £362.000 | £477,000 | £597,000 | £519,000 | £475,000 | £454,000 | £364,000 | £235,000 | £674.000 | £373,000

Chertsey £774,000 | £639,000 | £326,000 | £572,000 | £456,000 | £423,000 | £529,000 | £460,000 | £421,000 | £403,000 | £322,000 | £225,000 | £597,000 | £508,000

£773,000 | £658,000 | £526,000 | £571,000 | £497,000 | £422.000 | £528,000 | £459,000 | £420,000 | £402,000 | £321,000| £224,000 | £597.000 | £507,000
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A2.3 Density and development mix

Dwellings per Hectare

20 30 40 50 60 80 100
1 Bed Flat 5 5 5 10 15
2 Bed Flat 5 10 10 20 25
2 Bed Terrace 10 20 20 20 20 25 30
3 Bed Terrace 10 10 10 10 20 20 25
3 Bed Semi 15 15 15 15 20 15 5
3 Bed Detached 20 20 20 20 15 10
4 Bed Detached 25 20 15 15 10
5 Bed Detached 15 10 5
3 Bed Bungalow 5 5 5 5
Totals 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

A2.4 Unitsizes
Market | Affordable
1 Bed Flats 46 48
2 Bed Flats 64 68
2 Bed Terraces 68 70
3 Bed Terraces 86 88
3 Bed Semis 88 90
3 Bed Detached 104 100
4 Bed Detached 125 115
5 Bed Detached 145 135
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A2.5 Unit sizes

Construction and development costs

Sub Runnymede
Baseline | Externals Total Factor Total
2 Storey Houses | £1,080 £162 £1,242 £186 £1,428
£1,207 £181 £1,388 £208
Low Rise Flats £1,246 £187 £1,433 £215 £1,648
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Appendix 3

High Level Testing Results (Residual values per
hectare) - July 2017

20 DPH 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45% 50%

Wentworth £17.41 | £16.44 | £15.47 | £14.51 | £13.54 | £12.58 | £11.61
Virginia Water £7.73 | £7.26 | £6.79 | £6.32 | £5.85 | £5.38 | £4.91
Englefield Green £5.69 | £5.33 | £4.96 | £4.59 | £4.21 | £3.84 | £3.47
Ottershaw £5.02 | £4.68 | £4.34 | £4.01 | £3.67 | £3.34 | £3.00
Woodham £4.34 | £4.04 | £3.74 | £3.45 | £3.13 | £2.83 | £2.53
Chertsey £4.06 | £3.77 | £3.49 | £3.19 | £2.91 | £2.62 | £2.33
Egham £4.05 | £3.76 | £3.48 | £3.18 | £290 | £2.61 | £2.32
Addlestone £3.35 | £3.10 | £2.85 | £2.59 | £2.34 | £2.09 | £1.84
Staines Border & North £3.23 | £298 | £2.73 | £2.48 | £2.24 | £1.99 | £1.75
30 DPH 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45% 50%

Wentworth £24.90 | £23.60 | £22.70 | £20.90 | £19.50 | £18.20 | £16.80
Virginia Water £11.12 | £1045 | £9.80 | £9.11 | £8.44 | £7.77 | £7.77
Englefield Green £8.27 | £7.75 | £7.21 | £6.68 | £6.15 | £5.62 | £5.09
Ottershaw £7.24 | £6.74 | £6.29 | £5.81 | £5.34 | £4.86 | £4.38
Woodham £6.28 | £5.85 | £542 | £4.99 | £4.56 | £4.13 | £3.71
Chertsey £5.87 | £5.47 | £5.06 | £4.65 | £4.24 | £3.84 | £3.43
Egham £5.86 | £5.45 | £5.05 | £4.64 | £4.23 | £3.83 | £3.42
Addlestone £4.86 | £4.50 | £4.15 | £3.79 | £3.43 | £3.07 | £2.72
Staines Border & North £4.68 | £4.33 | £398 | £3.64 | £3.29 | £2.94 | £2.59
40 DPH 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45% 50%

Wentworth £30.51 | £28.86 | £27.21 | £25.55 | £23.89 | £22.25 | £20.59
Virginia Water £14.56 | £13.69 | £12.82 | £11.95 | £11.08 | £10.21 | £9.33
Englefield Green £9.81 | £9.19 | £8.57 | £7.95 | £7.33 | £6.71 | £6.08
Ottershaw £8.81 | £8.24 | £7.67 | £7.09 | £6.52 | £5.95 | £5.38
Woodham £7.63 | £7.12 | £6.61 | £6.09 | £5.58 | £5.07 | £4.56
Chertsey £7.14 | £6.65 | £6.16 | £5.67 | £5.19 | £4.69 | £4.21
Egham £7.12 | £6.63 | £6.14 | £5.65 | £5.17 | £4.67 | £4.19
Addlestone £5.90 | £5.47 | £5.05 | £4.62 | £4.19 | £3.77 | £3.34
Staines Border & North £5.68 | £5.27 | £4.85 | £4.43 | £4.01 | £3.60 | £3.18
50 DPH 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45% 50%

Wentworth £37.46 | £35.42 | £33.37 | £31.33 | £29.28 | £27.23 | £25.20
Virginia Water £16.62 | £15.62 | £14.62 | £13.62 | £12.62 | £11.62 | £10.62
Englefield Green £12.03 | £11.26 | £10.49 | £9.72 | £8.95 | £8.18 | £7.42
Ottershaw £10.79 | £10.09 | £9.38 | £8.67 | £7.97 | £7.26 | £6.55
Woodham £9.35 | £8.71 | £8.08 | £7.44 | £6.81 | £6.18 | £5.54
Chertsey £8.75 | £8.14 | £7.54 | £6.93 | £6.33 | £5.72 | £5.12
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Egham £8.73 | £8.12 | £7.52 | £6.91 | £6.31 | £5.70 | £5.10
Addlestone £7.22 | £6.69 | £6.16 | £5.64 | £5.11 | £4.58 | £4.05
Staines Border & North £6.95 | £6.44 | £592 | £5.41 | £4.89 | £4.38 | £3.87
60 DPH 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45% 50%
Wentworth £43.50 | £41.10 | £38.76 | £36.38 | £34.01 | £31.60 | £29.26
Virginia Water £19.31 | £18.16 | £16.99 | £15.84 | £14.68 | £13.53 | £12.37
Englefield Green £13.72 | £12.85 | £11.97 | £11.11 | £10.23 | £9.35 | £8.48
Ottershaw £12.55 | £11.74 | £10.92 | £10.09 | £9.27 | £8.46 | £7.64
Woodham £10.87 | £10.14 | £9.40 | £8.67 | £7.94 | £7.20 | £6.47
Chertsey £10.28 | £9.47 | £8.78 | £8.08 | £7.38 | £6.68 | £5.98
Egham £10.14 | £9.45 | £8.75 | £8.05 | £7.35 | £6.66 | £5.96
Addlestone £8.40 | £7.79 | £7.18 | £6.57 | £5.96 | £5.36 | £4.75
Staines Border & North £8.09 | £7.50 | £6.91 | £6.31 | £5.72 | £5.12 | £4.53
80 DPH 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45% 50%
Wentworth £49.65 | £46.99 | £44.34 | £41.68 | £39.02 | £36.37 | £33.71
Virginia Water £21.99 | £20.71 | £19.43 | £18.16 | £16.88 | £15.60 | £14.32
Englefield Green £15.89 | £14.92 | £13.95 | £12.97 | £12.00 | £11.03 | £10.05
Ottershaw £14.27 | £13.37 | £12.48 | £11.58 | £10.69 | £9.80 | £8.91
Woodham £12.34 | £11.54 | £10.75 | £9.95 | £9.15 | £8.35 | £7.56
Chertsey £11.54 | £10.78 | £10.02 | £9.27 | £8.51 | £7.75 | £6.99
Egham £11.52 | £10.76 | £10.00 | £9.25 | £8.49 | £7.73 | £6.97
Addlestone £9.51 | £8.86 | £8.19 | £7.54 | £6.88 | £6.23 | £5.58
Staines Border & North £9.17 | £8.53 | £7.89 | £7.25 | £6.61 | £5.97 | £5.33
100 DPH 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45% 50%
Wentworth £57.40 | £54.29 | £51.24 | £48.19 | £45.15 | £42.10 | £39.01
Virginia Water £25.36 | £23.91 | £22.45 | £20.99 | £19.55 | £18.09 | £16.64
Englefield Green £18.32 | £17.22 | £16.12 | £15.01 | £13.91 | £12.81 | £11.71
Ottershaw £16.45 | £15.44 | £14.43 | £13.42 | £12.41 | £11.40 | £10.39
Woodham £14.21 | £13.31 | £12.42 | £11.52 | £10.62 | £9.73 | £8.83
Chertsey £13.29 | £12.44 | £11.59 | £10.74 | £9.88 | £9.03 | £8.18
Egham £13.23 | £12.39 | £11.55 | £10.70 | £9.84 | £8.99 | £8.14
Addlestone £10.94 | £10.21 | £9.48 | £8.74 | £8.02 | £7.28 | £6.54
Staines Border & North £10.55 | £9.84 | £9.12 | £8.41 | £7.69 | £6.98 | £6.27
Runnymede Viability Report 2017 Page 98




Appendix 4
Worked example: 40 Dph - Chertsey sub market - 30% Affordable Housing

El | havs r=ad, and accenist
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Resulting Number of Dwellings
4
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Clear Table

Use Defaull Unit Types

View Defaull Mix =

Mo of Mo. of
; Drwieliing Mo of SiFe in 5g.m | Size in sg.m ;
Ref. Descripon of Dwelling Bed- s Uniits Afordable Market Parking (fiats only)) | Storeys
Riooms (190
1|1 Bed Flai= 1|Fla: 20 48 46 n/a 2
2|2 Baed Flas 2|Flat 20 58 G4 n'a 2
3|2 Baed Terraces 2|Houss 8.0 T 52 n'a n'a
413 Bad Terracss 3| House 4.0 aa 26 n'a n'a
5|3 Bed Semis 3|House G0 k] 28 n'a n'a
6|3 Bed Detached 3|Houss 2.0 100 104 n/a n'a
7|4 Bed Detached 4 [House 6.0 115 125 n'a n'a
8|5 Bad Detached 5|[House 20 135 145 n'a n'a
9|3 Bed Bungalows 3| Bungalow 2.0 o0 o0 n'a n'a
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
Total Mumber of wnis 40
Previous Page Next Fage
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Clear Table

View Default Values -=

Ref. Unit Type No of Bed Market Value Adjusted Market
Rooms Value
1 |1 Bed Flats 1 £225,000 £225,000
2 |2 Bed Flats 2 £322,000 £322,000
3 |2 Bed Terraces 2 £421,000 £421,000
4 |3 Bed Terraces 3 £460,000 £460,000
5 |3 Bed Semis 3 £498,000 £498,000
6 |3 Bed Detached 3 £526,000 £526,000
7 |4 Bed Detached 4 £659,000 £659,000
8 |5 Bed Detached 5 £774,000 £774,000
9 |3 Bed Bungalows 3 £597.,000 £597.000
10
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Clear Table

AFFORDABLE

&

Descripion
1 Bed Flats
2 Bed Flais
2 Bad Terraces
3 Bed Terraces
3 Bed Semis
3 Bed Detached
4 Bed Detached
5 Bed Detached

3 Bad Bungalows

00 | =l | oh [en | g fod a2
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Profeszional Fees %

of build costs

Intzrnal Overheads

of build costs (Market and Discount Market unis)

Inierest Rate (Markef)

of build Costs (Market, Discount Markef and Low Cost Sale unis)

Inierest Rate (Afiordable Housing)

of build costs (SH, HB, IR unis)

Markedng Fees

of market value (Market and Discount Markef unis)

Developers Refurn

of market value (Market and Discount Markef unis)

Costs mcumed for Sustamable Homes Levels Mone and None

Contraciors Refurn

<Enter Costs Descripion>

<Enter Costs Descripion>

<Enfer Costs Descripion=
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Scheme Total

of development costs (SR, HB, IR and LCS unis)

per dwelling

per hectare
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Clear Table

Input by Total Input by Unit Calculated
Affordable Total

User Total New Build | Iniermediaie (Affordable
HomeBuy rent and Sale)

Educaton Contribusion

Highway Warks

Contribusion fo public ransport

Contribusion o community faciiiies

Provision for open space

Caonfribusion t0 public reaim

Contribusion to public art

Environmenial improvemenis

Town centre improvements

Waseriront Improvemenis

Support for employment development
Employmeni related training

<Enter Planning Obligaton Descripion here>
<Enter Flanning Obligason Descriplon here>
<Enier Flanning Obligasion Descriplon here>

—
_I_I_I_I_I_I_I_I_I_I_I_I_I_I_Igg

Obligasons package per unit

Coniribusion from Commercial [ ]

Total for Scheme
Tofal for Scheme per heclare

Tofal for Scheme divided by total number of unis
Total for Scheme divided by number of sale unic

Runnymede Viability Report 2017 Page 105



Runnymede Viability Report 2017 Page 106



Affordable Housing Tenures

) Mew Build InfEermediate
rent HomeBury rent

Number of units 24
| paymentByUnit  |#  80000lg 323000
Or Payment By Tenure ___

Tenure Total
Method by which Affordable
Hmlsing Revenue is calculated

Total Known Payment for
Affordable Housi
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TOTAL NUMBER OF UNITS

Dwellings 40

% Wheelchair Units

REVENUE AND COSTS

DENSITY (per hectare)

Dwellings 400/

RESIDUAL VALUE

Total scheme revenue

Whole scheme

Total scheme costs

Contribution to revenue from:

Per hectare

Per dwelling

Market housing

Affordable Housing

- Social rent

Per market dwelling

PUBLIC SUBSIDY (GRANT)

AFFORDABLE UNITS

Quantity

% of All Units

Total

12.0

Social rent

6.0

Intermediate

- Mew Build HomeBuy

Whole Scheme

- Intermediate Rent

Per Social Rental dwelling

- Discount Market

Per New Build HomeBuy dwelling

- Local Sale

Capital Contribution

Commercial Elements

Caontribution to costs from:

ez itar] ar Warl War] War Iar! War! War!

Per Intermediate Rent dwelling

Alternative Site Values

Against residua

Market housing

Exisiting Use Value

Affordable Housing

Acquisition Cost

- Social rent

Alternative Use Value 1

- Mew Build HomeBuy

Alternative Use Value 2

- Intermediate Rent

- Discount Market

- Local Sale

Land Finance

Planning Obligations

Total Exceptional Costs

Commercial Elements
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Appendix 5 - Infrastructure Costs & Assumptions

1Highway infrastructure cost basedon standard cost of £4,000 per dwelling
or calculated as compound inflation on £1,333 per occupant from 2007-
2016 (=£1,697) multiplied by occupancy of 2.4 for dwellings or 37.5
workers per sqm for light industrial and 34.4 workers per sqm for retail.
20n site requirements based on £348 per sqm for formal playspace, £23
per sqm for informal playspace, £348,315 per ha for sports pitches and
£232,310 per ha for parks/allotments taken from Appendix B of
Runnymede INA. Contributions based on costs in Section 25 of INA
adjusted for increase/decrease in dwelling numbers.

3 Cost of on-site SANG taken as cost for Park & Garden set out in Appendix B
of Runnymede INA at £232,210 per ha. Contribution to SANG uses standard
RBC tariff of £2,000 per dwelling + £630 per dwelling for SAMM.

4Based on number of dwellings x 0.65 (market %) x Average floorspace
(70sgm for flats/100sqm for houses) x discount for existing floorspace (%)
x £150

>Based on cost of 3GP surgery taken from Aecom LGV Study

6 Based on cost of a 350sqm community building at £1,428 per sqm. Cost
figures based on Appendix B of Runnymede INA. Total cost run through 10
years compound inflation to give approx. cost of £700,000 for the building.
Cost divided by total dwellings at St Peter’s, Parcel D & Parcel E of Chertsey
Bittams (595) to give per dwelling cost.
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GLOSSARY OF TERMS

A

Abnormal Development Costs: Costs associated with difficult ground
conditions e.g. contamination.

Affordable Housing: As defined in PPS3 as housing that includes Social
Rented and Intermediate Affordable housing.

Affordable Rented Housing: Housing let at above Social Rented levels and
up to 80% of Open Market Rent

Appraisal: development calculation taking into account scheme revenue
and scheme cost and accounting for key variables such as house prices,
development costs and developer profit.

B

Base Build Costs: including costs of construction: preliminaries, sub and
superstructure; plus an allowance for external works.

C

Commuted Sum: a sum of money paid by the applicant in lieu of providing
affordable housing on site.

Community Infrastructure Levy: A levy raised by local authorities from
developers and land owners in order to cover the costs of providing
infrastructure, where the form of provision can include physical, social and
environmental infrastructure. The levy is charged on a per square metre
basis across a range of development uses.

D

Developer’s Profit or margin: a sum of money required by a developer to
undertake the scheme in question. Profit or margin can be based on cost,
development value; and be expressed in terms of net or gross level.

Developer Cost: all encompassing term including base build costs (see
above) plus any additional costs incurred such as fees, finance and
developer margin.

Development Economics: The assessment of key variables included within
a development appraisal; principally items such as house prices, build costs
and affordable housing revenue.
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E

Existing Use Value (EUV): The value of a site in its current use; for example,
farmland, industrial or commercial land.

F

Finance (developer): usually considered in two ways. Finance on the
building process; and finance on the land. Relates to current market
circumstances

G

Gross Development Value (GDV): the total revenue from the scheme. This
may include housing as well as commercial revenue (in a mixed use
scheme). It should include revenue from the sale of open market housing as
well as the value of affordable units reflected in any payment by a housing
association(s) to the developer.

I

Intermediate Affordable Housing: PPS3 Housing defines intermediate
affordable housing as housing at prices and rents above those of social rent,
but below market price or rents, and which meet the criteria set out above.
These can include shared equity products (e.g. HomeBuy), other low cost
homes for sale and intermediate rent.

L

Land Value: the actual amount paid for land taking into account the
competition for sites. It should be distinguished from Residual Value (RV)
which is the figure that indicates how much_should be paid for a site.

Local Development Framework (LDF): a folder of planning documents
encompassing DPDs (Development Plan Documents) and SPDs
(Supplementary Planning Documents)

M

Market Housing: residential units sold into the open market at full market
price to owner occupiers, and in some instances, property investors.
Usually financed through a mortgage or through cash purchase in less
frequent cases.

P

Planning Obligation: a contribution, either in kind or in financial terms
which is necessary to mitigate the impacts of the proposed development.
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Affordable housing is a planning obligation as are, for example, education
and open space contributions. (See Section 106)

Proportion or percentage of Affordable Housing: the proportion of the
scheme given over to affordable housing. This can be expressed in terms of
units, habitable rooms or floorspace

R

Residual Valuation: a key valuation approach to assessing how much
should be paid for a site. The process relies on the deduction of
development costs from development value. The difference is the resulting
‘residue’

Residual Value (RV): the difference between Gross Development Value
(GDV) and total scheme costs. Residual value provides an indication to the
developer and/or land owner of what should be paid for a site. Should not
be confused with land value (see above)

Registered Provider (RP): a housing association or a not for profit company
registered with the Homes and Communities Agency and which provides
affordable housing

S

Scheme: development proposed to be built. Can include a range of uses -
housing, commercial or community, etc

Section 106 (of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990): This is a legally
binding agreement between the parties to a development; typically the
developer, housing association, local authority and/or land owner. The
agreement runs with the land and bids subsequent purchasers. (See
Planning Obligation)

Shared Ownership (SO): Also known as a product as ‘New Build HomeBuy'.
From a developer or land owner’s perspective SO provides two revenue
streams: to the housing association as a fixed purchase sum on part of the
value of the unit; and on the rental stream. Rent charged on the rental
element is normally lower than the prevailing interest rate, making this
product more affordable than home ownership.

Social Rented Housing (SR): Rented housing owned and managed by local
authorities and registered social landlords, for which guideline target rents
are SET through the national rent regime.
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Sub Markets: Areas defined in the Viability Study by reference to house
price differentials. Areas defined by reference to postcode sectors, or
amalgams thereof.

Supplementary Planning Document (SPD): planning documents that
provide specific policy guidance on e.g. affordable housing, open space,
planning obligations generally. These documents expand policies typically
set out in Local Plans and LDFs.

T

Target: Affordable housing target. Sets the requirement for the affordable
housing contribution. If say 30% on a scheme of 100 units, 30 must be
affordable (if viable).

Tenure Mix: development schemes usually comprise a range of housing
tenures. These are described above including market and affordable
housing.

Threshold: the trigger point which activates an affordable housing
contribution. If a threshold is set at say 15 units, then no contribution is
payable with a scheme of 14, but is payable with a scheme of 15. The
appropriate affordable housing target is then applied at the 15 units, e.g.
20%, or 30%.

\'

Viability: financial variable that determines whether a scheme progresses
or not. For a scheme to be viable, there must be a reasonable developer and
land owner return. Scale of land owner return depends on the planning
process itself.
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	1 INTRODUCTION    
	 
	Overview and objectives 
	 
	1.1 Andrew Golland Associates (AGA) were appointed in 2016 to carry out Whole Plan Testing (WPT) of the emerging Local Plan.   
	1.1 Andrew Golland Associates (AGA) were appointed in 2016 to carry out Whole Plan Testing (WPT) of the emerging Local Plan.   
	1.1 Andrew Golland Associates (AGA) were appointed in 2016 to carry out Whole Plan Testing (WPT) of the emerging Local Plan.   
	1.1 Andrew Golland Associates (AGA) were appointed in 2016 to carry out Whole Plan Testing (WPT) of the emerging Local Plan.   



	 
	1.2 The draft Local Plan is under preparation.  It recognises the specific nature of Runnymede, as a relatively small Borough in the context of other Surrey authorities, with almost 80% of the area lying within the metropolitan Green Belt . 
	1.2 The draft Local Plan is under preparation.  It recognises the specific nature of Runnymede, as a relatively small Borough in the context of other Surrey authorities, with almost 80% of the area lying within the metropolitan Green Belt . 
	1.2 The draft Local Plan is under preparation.  It recognises the specific nature of Runnymede, as a relatively small Borough in the context of other Surrey authorities, with almost 80% of the area lying within the metropolitan Green Belt . 
	1.2 The draft Local Plan is under preparation.  It recognises the specific nature of Runnymede, as a relatively small Borough in the context of other Surrey authorities, with almost 80% of the area lying within the metropolitan Green Belt . 



	 
	1.3 The Borough is relatively thriving and has a buoyant housing market with high house prices which generate in turn, high land values.  The ‘flip side’ of the ‘coin’ of course is that this creates affordability challenges and hence the requirement to deliver Affordable Housing products to meet local needs. 
	1.3 The Borough is relatively thriving and has a buoyant housing market with high house prices which generate in turn, high land values.  The ‘flip side’ of the ‘coin’ of course is that this creates affordability challenges and hence the requirement to deliver Affordable Housing products to meet local needs. 
	1.3 The Borough is relatively thriving and has a buoyant housing market with high house prices which generate in turn, high land values.  The ‘flip side’ of the ‘coin’ of course is that this creates affordability challenges and hence the requirement to deliver Affordable Housing products to meet local needs. 
	1.3 The Borough is relatively thriving and has a buoyant housing market with high house prices which generate in turn, high land values.  The ‘flip side’ of the ‘coin’ of course is that this creates affordability challenges and hence the requirement to deliver Affordable Housing products to meet local needs. 



	 
	1.4 The Draft Local Plan states with respect to the Spatial Strategy: 
	1.4 The Draft Local Plan states with respect to the Spatial Strategy: 
	1.4 The Draft Local Plan states with respect to the Spatial Strategy: 
	1.4 The Draft Local Plan states with respect to the Spatial Strategy: 



	 
	‘The spatial strategy for Runnymede is to continue to focus development in the Borough’s existing urban areas over the period of the Local Plan. Given however the significant level of housing need which exists in the Borough, as evidenced through the Runnymede-Spelthorne Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA), it is evident that there needs to be a step change in housing delivery in Runnymede. This step change can only be achieved through the release of a number of sites from the Green Belt on adoption 
	 
	1.5 It is this geo-political framework that sets the scene for the viability testing.  The study relates to Whole Plan Testing (WPT).  This is not specifically defined although viability testing should cover all aspects of policy. 
	1.6 The Planning Inspectorate have set out the following principles for WPT1.  PINS have stated that: 
	1 
	1 
	1 
	http://www.pas.gov.uk/documents/332612/6363137/Pages+from+FINAL+PAS+Good+Plan+Making+-10.pdf/06519013-bb1d-4676-a005 6832ab6253f8
	http://www.pas.gov.uk/documents/332612/6363137/Pages+from+FINAL+PAS+Good+Plan+Making+-10.pdf/06519013-bb1d-4676-a005 6832ab6253f8

	) 


	 
	‘Evidence for viability can be gathered from a variety of sources including local agents, mystery shopping exercises, the internet, previous planning applications (it can be helpful to record this information over time), and Inspectors’ reports on plans and CIL. However, if you are relying on more than one set of viability evidence (perhaps commissioned for different purposes CIL or affordable housing and or by different consultancies). This can result in inconsistencies in methodology and assumptions. It i
	 
	1.7 Set out below is the approach adopted in this study, which involves High Level Testing (HLT), testing major and strategic sites and testing small sites.   
	 
	 
	 
	InlineShape

	Research undertaken for this study 
	1.8 There were four main strands to the research undertaken to complete this study: 
	 Discussions with a project group of officers from the Council to help inform the structure of the research approach; 
	 Discussions with a project group of officers from the Council to help inform the structure of the research approach; 
	 Discussions with a project group of officers from the Council to help inform the structure of the research approach; 

	 Analysis of information held by the authority, including that which described  the types of sites coming forward; 
	 Analysis of information held by the authority, including that which described  the types of sites coming forward; 

	 Use of the Development Appraisal Toolkit to carry out High Level Testing and to analyse scheme viability; 
	 Use of the Development Appraisal Toolkit to carry out High Level Testing and to analyse scheme viability; 

	 A workshop held earlier in the year with developers and land owners; 
	 A workshop held earlier in the year with developers and land owners; 

	 Reporting on the viability of the Plan and its various policy impacts. 
	 Reporting on the viability of the Plan and its various policy impacts. 


	2 APPROACH TO VIABILITY DEFINITION 
	2.1 We use a residual development appraisal model to assess development viability. This mimics the approach of virtually all developers when purchasing land. This model assumes that the value of the site will be the difference between what the scheme generates (scheme revenue) and what it costs to develop (build costs and developer margin). The model can take into account the impact on scheme residual value of affordable housing and other Section 106 contributions or CIL where this is being tested. 
	2.2 Figure 2.1 below shows diagrammatically the underlying principles of the approach. Scheme costs are deducted from scheme revenue to arrive at a gross residual value. Scheme costs assume a profit margin to the developer and the ‘build costs’ as shown in the diagram include such items as professional fees, finance costs, marketing fees and any overheads borne by the development company. 
	 Figure 2.1 Viability, CIL and Affordable Housing 
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	2.3 The gross residual value is the starting point for negotiations about the level and scope of Section 106 or CIL contribution. The contribution will normally be greatest in the form of affordable housing but other Section 106 items or CIL will also reduce the gross 
	residual value of the site.  Once the Section 106 contributions/CIL have been deducted, this leaves a net residual value.   
	2.4 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. 
	 
	2.5 A site is extremely unlikely to proceed where the costs of a proposed scheme exceed the revenue. But simply having a positive residual value will not guarantee that development happens. The Existing Use Value (EUV) of the site, or indeed a realistic alternative use value for a site will also play a role in the mind of the land owner in bringing the site forward and thus is a factor in deciding whether a site is likely to be brought forward for housing or any other use. 
	 
	2.6 Figure 2.2 shows how this operates in theory. Residual value (RV) falls as planning contributions increase.  The issue for the land owner will be the point at which RV is less than or equal to the land value benchmark. 
	 
	Figure 2.2 Residual Value (RV) and the land owner’s position 
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	2.7 Above this point there will be a land owner return.  The extent of this return depends on the existing use value of the site (EUV).  Some sites will be green field and some brown field.  Normally brown field sites will have a higher EUV than green field but this does not always follow; for example where brown field land is heavily contaminated. 
	 
	2.8 In some instances, an Alternative Use Value (AUV) will be appropriate to use.  The conditions where this is the case are discussed in the Harman Review (2012) which looks at how local authorities may take viability on board when making plans.  
	 
	2.9 The quantum of land owner return has been the subject of much discussion over the past few years.  The NPPF, governing planning and viability in England requires local authorities to allow land owners a ‘competitive’ return, but it does not state what this is. 
	 
	2.10 How affordable housing targets or CIL charges are set will be a function of a number of factors including the nature of land supply, residual value, comparable authority policies and the broader land supply situation.  There is no specific ‘equation’ which specifies how a particular policy should be derived. 
	 
	3 VIABILITY ANALYSIS: HIGH LEVEL TESTING 
	Introduction  
	3.1 This chapter considers viability for residential schemes including affordable housing.  It provides an understanding of how residual value varies under different housing market circumstances, different policy impacts and different development densities and mixes. 
	3.1 This chapter considers viability for residential schemes including affordable housing.  It provides an understanding of how residual value varies under different housing market circumstances, different policy impacts and different development densities and mixes. 
	3.1 This chapter considers viability for residential schemes including affordable housing.  It provides an understanding of how residual value varies under different housing market circumstances, different policy impacts and different development densities and mixes. 

	3.2 The chapter is important in calculating residual values against which land value benchmarks are set.  These (benchmarks) are considered later in the study.   
	3.2 The chapter is important in calculating residual values against which land value benchmarks are set.  These (benchmarks) are considered later in the study.   


	Sub Market areas 
	3.3 Location plays a key role in determining viability.  It is the key determinant of residual value, because whilst revenues vary significantly between locations, build costs do not.  Hence the residual, the difference between values and costs, varies largely according to location. 
	3.3 Location plays a key role in determining viability.  It is the key determinant of residual value, because whilst revenues vary significantly between locations, build costs do not.  Hence the residual, the difference between values and costs, varies largely according to location. 
	3.3 Location plays a key role in determining viability.  It is the key determinant of residual value, because whilst revenues vary significantly between locations, build costs do not.  Hence the residual, the difference between values and costs, varies largely according to location. 

	3.4 It is important to have a robust and practical approach to dealing with the challenge of modelling location impacts.  This has been done through High Level Testing which takes house prices at a settlement/area level and tests these, build costs, development mix, density and Affordable Housing percentages in a range of scenarios.  The house price data has been updated by analysing all transactions in the market (second hand) from January 2015 to current position (June 2017).  It has been cross checked ag
	3.4 It is important to have a robust and practical approach to dealing with the challenge of modelling location impacts.  This has been done through High Level Testing which takes house prices at a settlement/area level and tests these, build costs, development mix, density and Affordable Housing percentages in a range of scenarios.  The house price data has been updated by analysing all transactions in the market (second hand) from January 2015 to current position (June 2017).  It has been cross checked ag

	3.5 Table 3.1 below sets out the sub markets.  These are based on postcode sector areas. 
	3.5 Table 3.1 below sets out the sub markets.  These are based on postcode sector areas. 


	Testing assumptions  
	3.6 The analysis is based on a range of policy tests.  Specifically, affordable housing targets of 20% 25%; 30%; 35%; 40%; 45% and 50%.  
	3.6 The analysis is based on a range of policy tests.  Specifically, affordable housing targets of 20% 25%; 30%; 35%; 40%; 45% and 50%.  
	3.6 The analysis is based on a range of policy tests.  Specifically, affordable housing targets of 20% 25%; 30%; 35%; 40%; 45% and 50%.  

	3.7 Residual values have been generated for a notional one hectare site that reflect the Affordable Housing targets and also a contribution of £2,630 per unit  additional Section 106.  This figure was agreed with the Council as being a reasonable one at this level of analysis and reflects the costs associated with mitigation measures for the Thames Basin Heaths SPA in the form of SANG and SAMM .  
	3.7 Residual values have been generated for a notional one hectare site that reflect the Affordable Housing targets and also a contribution of £2,630 per unit  additional Section 106.  This figure was agreed with the Council as being a reasonable one at this level of analysis and reflects the costs associated with mitigation measures for the Thames Basin Heaths SPA in the form of SANG and SAMM .  

	3.8 The Council has no adopted CIL (Community Infrastructure Levy) Charging Schedule.  On 24 July 2014, the Council resolved to formally 
	3.8 The Council has no adopted CIL (Community Infrastructure Levy) Charging Schedule.  On 24 July 2014, the Council resolved to formally 


	withdraw the Runnymede Borough Local Plan Core Strategy and consequently the Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) Draft Charging Schedule from the Examination process.   
	withdraw the Runnymede Borough Local Plan Core Strategy and consequently the Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) Draft Charging Schedule from the Examination process.   
	withdraw the Runnymede Borough Local Plan Core Strategy and consequently the Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) Draft Charging Schedule from the Examination process.   


	Table 3.1 Sub Markets: Runnymede BC 
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	3.9 A map of the broad sub markets is shown below: 
	3.9 A map of the broad sub markets is shown below: 
	3.9 A map of the broad sub markets is shown below: 
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	3.10 A full range of schemes are tested here.  Densities of 20 dwellings per hectare (dph), 30 dph, 40 dph, 50 dph, 60 dph, 80 dph and 100 dph have been tested for all (nine) sub markets.   
	3.10 A full range of schemes are tested here.  Densities of 20 dwellings per hectare (dph), 30 dph, 40 dph, 50 dph, 60 dph, 80 dph and 100 dph have been tested for all (nine) sub markets.   
	3.10 A full range of schemes are tested here.  Densities of 20 dwellings per hectare (dph), 30 dph, 40 dph, 50 dph, 60 dph, 80 dph and 100 dph have been tested for all (nine) sub markets.   

	3.11 The results are shown in full (Residual Value in £ million) at Appendix 3 for all sub markets and each density is looked at in turn below.  The results reflect the following assumptions: 
	3.11 The results are shown in full (Residual Value in £ million) at Appendix 3 for all sub markets and each density is looked at in turn below.  The results reflect the following assumptions: 


	 Affordable Housing split 50% Social Rented Housing; 30% Affordable Rented Housing and 20% Shared Ownership.  This tenure split was informed by the Workshop and discussions with the Council.  Inevitably this will vary on a scheme to scheme basis but the split forms the basis of a robust policy position, particularly since it assumes a high percentage of (low value) Social Rented Housing. 
	 Affordable Housing split 50% Social Rented Housing; 30% Affordable Rented Housing and 20% Shared Ownership.  This tenure split was informed by the Workshop and discussions with the Council.  Inevitably this will vary on a scheme to scheme basis but the split forms the basis of a robust policy position, particularly since it assumes a high percentage of (low value) Social Rented Housing. 
	 Affordable Housing split 50% Social Rented Housing; 30% Affordable Rented Housing and 20% Shared Ownership.  This tenure split was informed by the Workshop and discussions with the Council.  Inevitably this will vary on a scheme to scheme basis but the split forms the basis of a robust policy position, particularly since it assumes a high percentage of (low value) Social Rented Housing. 

	 Profit margin 20% equivalent on GDV (Gross Development Value) on the Market element of the scheme; 
	 Profit margin 20% equivalent on GDV (Gross Development Value) on the Market element of the scheme; 

	 6% return on the Affordable element of the scheme; 
	 6% return on the Affordable element of the scheme; 

	 3% marketing fees. 
	 3% marketing fees. 


	Residual values at 20 dph 
	3.12 Table 3.1 shows residual values for all sub markets at a density of 20 dwellings per hectare.  It shows residual values at a range of Affordable Housing targets from 20% through to 50%.   
	3.12 Table 3.1 shows residual values for all sub markets at a density of 20 dwellings per hectare.  It shows residual values at a range of Affordable Housing targets from 20% through to 50%.   
	3.12 Table 3.1 shows residual values for all sub markets at a density of 20 dwellings per hectare.  It shows residual values at a range of Affordable Housing targets from 20% through to 50%.   


	 
	Table 3.1 Residual values (£ million per hectare) at 20 Dwellings per Hectare 
	20 DPH 
	20 DPH 
	20 DPH 
	20 DPH 

	20% 
	20% 

	25% 
	25% 

	30% 
	30% 

	35% 
	35% 

	40% 
	40% 

	45% 
	45% 

	50% 
	50% 

	Span

	Wentworth 
	Wentworth 
	Wentworth 

	£17.41 
	£17.41 

	£16.44 
	£16.44 

	£15.47 
	£15.47 

	£14.51 
	£14.51 

	£13.54 
	£13.54 

	£12.58 
	£12.58 

	£11.61 
	£11.61 

	Span

	Virginia Water 
	Virginia Water 
	Virginia Water 

	£7.73 
	£7.73 

	£7.26 
	£7.26 

	£6.79 
	£6.79 

	£6.32 
	£6.32 

	£5.85 
	£5.85 

	£5.38 
	£5.38 

	£4.91 
	£4.91 

	Span

	Englefield Green 
	Englefield Green 
	Englefield Green 

	£5.69 
	£5.69 

	£5.33 
	£5.33 

	£4.96 
	£4.96 

	£4.59 
	£4.59 

	£4.21 
	£4.21 

	£3.84 
	£3.84 

	£3.47 
	£3.47 

	Span

	Ottershaw 
	Ottershaw 
	Ottershaw 

	£5.02 
	£5.02 

	£4.68 
	£4.68 

	£4.34 
	£4.34 

	£4.01 
	£4.01 

	£3.67 
	£3.67 

	£3.34 
	£3.34 

	£3.00 
	£3.00 

	Span

	Woodham 
	Woodham 
	Woodham 

	£4.34 
	£4.34 

	£4.04 
	£4.04 

	£3.74 
	£3.74 

	£3.45 
	£3.45 

	£3.13 
	£3.13 

	£2.83 
	£2.83 

	£2.53 
	£2.53 

	Span

	Chertsey 
	Chertsey 
	Chertsey 

	£4.06 
	£4.06 

	£3.77 
	£3.77 

	£3.49 
	£3.49 

	£3.19 
	£3.19 

	£2.91 
	£2.91 

	£2.62 
	£2.62 

	£2.33 
	£2.33 

	Span

	Egham 
	Egham 
	Egham 

	£4.05 
	£4.05 

	£3.76 
	£3.76 

	£3.48 
	£3.48 

	£3.18 
	£3.18 

	£2.90 
	£2.90 

	£2.61 
	£2.61 

	£2.32 
	£2.32 

	Span

	Addlestone 
	Addlestone 
	Addlestone 

	£3.35 
	£3.35 

	£3.10 
	£3.10 

	£2.85 
	£2.85 

	£2.59 
	£2.59 

	£2.34 
	£2.34 

	£2.09 
	£2.09 

	£1.84 
	£1.84 

	Span

	Staines Border & North  
	Staines Border & North  
	Staines Border & North  

	£3.23 
	£3.23 

	£2.98 
	£2.98 

	£2.73 
	£2.73 

	£2.48 
	£2.48 

	£2.24 
	£2.24 

	£1.99 
	£1.99 

	£1.75 
	£1.75 

	Span


	 
	3.13 The table shows residual values on a per hectare basis.  The housing market in the Runnymede area is very varied in terms of house prices and this feeds through to even greater variance in terms of residual values. 
	3.13 The table shows residual values on a per hectare basis.  The housing market in the Runnymede area is very varied in terms of house prices and this feeds through to even greater variance in terms of residual values. 
	3.13 The table shows residual values on a per hectare basis.  The housing market in the Runnymede area is very varied in terms of house prices and this feeds through to even greater variance in terms of residual values. 

	3.14 At 50% Affordable Housing, residual values in the Wentworth area are £11.61 million per hectare versus those in Staines Border and North (3.23 million per hectare) at 20% Affordable Housing.  This is a huge difference and one which has implications for the way in which policy might be set. 
	3.14 At 50% Affordable Housing, residual values in the Wentworth area are £11.61 million per hectare versus those in Staines Border and North (3.23 million per hectare) at 20% Affordable Housing.  This is a huge difference and one which has implications for the way in which policy might be set. 

	3.15 Residual values in mid market locations such as Woodham and Chertsey are around £3 million per hectare at 40% Affordable Housing.  These are very strong values including a relatively high percentage of Affordable Housing.    
	3.15 Residual values in mid market locations such as Woodham and Chertsey are around £3 million per hectare at 40% Affordable Housing.  These are very strong values including a relatively high percentage of Affordable Housing.    

	3.16 The local housing market is split broadly five ways between: 
	3.16 The local housing market is split broadly five ways between: 

	 Wentworth;  
	 Wentworth;  

	 Virginia Water; 
	 Virginia Water; 

	 Englefield Green and Ottershaw; 
	 Englefield Green and Ottershaw; 

	 Woodham, Chertsey and Egham; 
	 Woodham, Chertsey and Egham; 

	 Addlestone and Staines Border. 
	 Addlestone and Staines Border. 

	3.17 The residual values in the Wentworth area are significantly higher than any other sub market. 
	3.17 The residual values in the Wentworth area are significantly higher than any other sub market. 


	Residual values at 30 dph 
	3.18 Figure 3.1 shows residual values at 30 dph.  Showing the residual values in graph form demonstrates very clearly the variances.   
	3.18 Figure 3.1 shows residual values at 30 dph.  Showing the residual values in graph form demonstrates very clearly the variances.   
	3.18 Figure 3.1 shows residual values at 30 dph.  Showing the residual values in graph form demonstrates very clearly the variances.   


	3.19 The chart shows very clearly the huge difference in residual values between the Wentworth area and the remaining sub markets of Runnymede. 
	3.19 The chart shows very clearly the huge difference in residual values between the Wentworth area and the remaining sub markets of Runnymede. 
	3.19 The chart shows very clearly the huge difference in residual values between the Wentworth area and the remaining sub markets of Runnymede. 

	3.20 A mid to lower value market location such as Chertsey generates strong RVs.  At 50% Affordable Housing the RV is in excess of £3 million per hectare.  Even in the lowest value sub markets such as Addlestone and Staines, residual values are strongly positive (approaching £2 million per hectare) at 50% Affordable Housing.   
	3.20 A mid to lower value market location such as Chertsey generates strong RVs.  At 50% Affordable Housing the RV is in excess of £3 million per hectare.  Even in the lowest value sub markets such as Addlestone and Staines, residual values are strongly positive (approaching £2 million per hectare) at 50% Affordable Housing.   

	3.21 Where density is increased (from 20 dph to 30 dph) residual values also increase.  This is universally the case from 20 dph to 30 dph and suggest that a marginal substitution of larger units for smaller ones in Runnymede assists viability if it is compensated for by higher density. 
	3.21 Where density is increased (from 20 dph to 30 dph) residual values also increase.  This is universally the case from 20 dph to 30 dph and suggest that a marginal substitution of larger units for smaller ones in Runnymede assists viability if it is compensated for by higher density. 


	Figure 3.1 Residual value at 30 dph 
	 
	 
	InlineShape

	Residual values at 40 dph 
	3.22 An increased density (to 40 dph) assists in the process of lifting residual value and hence providing a greater opportunity for the delivery of Section 106 contributions. 
	3.22 An increased density (to 40 dph) assists in the process of lifting residual value and hence providing a greater opportunity for the delivery of Section 106 contributions. 
	3.22 An increased density (to 40 dph) assists in the process of lifting residual value and hence providing a greater opportunity for the delivery of Section 106 contributions. 

	3.23 Table 3.2 sets out the residual values for all sub markets at 40 dph. 
	3.23 Table 3.2 sets out the residual values for all sub markets at 40 dph. 


	Table 3.2 Residual values (£ million per hectare) at 40 dph 
	  
	  
	  
	  

	20% 
	20% 

	25% 
	25% 

	30% 
	30% 

	35% 
	35% 

	40% 
	40% 

	45% 
	45% 

	50% 
	50% 

	Span

	Wentworth 
	Wentworth 
	Wentworth 

	£30.51 
	£30.51 

	£28.86 
	£28.86 

	£27.21 
	£27.21 

	£25.55 
	£25.55 

	£23.89 
	£23.89 

	£22.25 
	£22.25 

	£20.59 
	£20.59 

	Span

	Virginia Water 
	Virginia Water 
	Virginia Water 

	£14.56 
	£14.56 

	£13.69 
	£13.69 

	£12.82 
	£12.82 

	£11.95 
	£11.95 

	£11.08 
	£11.08 

	£10.21 
	£10.21 

	£9.33 
	£9.33 

	Span

	Englefield Green 
	Englefield Green 
	Englefield Green 

	£9.81 
	£9.81 

	£9.19 
	£9.19 

	£8.57 
	£8.57 

	£7.95 
	£7.95 

	£7.33 
	£7.33 

	£6.71 
	£6.71 

	£6.08 
	£6.08 

	Span

	Ottershaw 
	Ottershaw 
	Ottershaw 

	£8.81 
	£8.81 

	£8.24 
	£8.24 

	£7.67 
	£7.67 

	£7.09 
	£7.09 

	£6.52 
	£6.52 

	£5.95 
	£5.95 

	£5.38 
	£5.38 

	Span

	Woodham 
	Woodham 
	Woodham 

	£7.63 
	£7.63 

	£7.12 
	£7.12 

	£6.61 
	£6.61 

	£6.09 
	£6.09 

	£5.58 
	£5.58 

	£5.07 
	£5.07 

	£4.56 
	£4.56 

	Span

	Chertsey 
	Chertsey 
	Chertsey 

	£7.14 
	£7.14 

	£6.65 
	£6.65 

	£6.16 
	£6.16 

	£5.67 
	£5.67 

	£5.19 
	£5.19 

	£4.69 
	£4.69 

	£4.21 
	£4.21 

	Span

	Egham 
	Egham 
	Egham 

	£7.12 
	£7.12 

	£6.63 
	£6.63 

	£6.14 
	£6.14 

	£5.65 
	£5.65 

	£5.17 
	£5.17 

	£4.67 
	£4.67 

	£4.19 
	£4.19 

	Span

	Addlestone 
	Addlestone 
	Addlestone 

	£5.90 
	£5.90 

	£5.47 
	£5.47 

	£5.05 
	£5.05 

	£4.62 
	£4.62 

	£4.19 
	£4.19 

	£3.77 
	£3.77 

	£3.34 
	£3.34 

	Span

	Staines Border & North  
	Staines Border & North  
	Staines Border & North  

	£5.68 
	£5.68 

	£5.27 
	£5.27 

	£4.85 
	£4.85 

	£4.43 
	£4.43 

	£4.01 
	£4.01 

	£3.60 
	£3.60 

	£3.18 
	£3.18 

	Span


	 
	3.24 Residual values are high  in Runnymede by comparison with existing use values for green or agricultural land.  Table 3.3 shows the multiples from an existing use value of £20,000 per hectare (agricultural) value to the residual values generated at 40 dph. 
	3.24 Residual values are high  in Runnymede by comparison with existing use values for green or agricultural land.  Table 3.3 shows the multiples from an existing use value of £20,000 per hectare (agricultural) value to the residual values generated at 40 dph. 
	3.24 Residual values are high  in Runnymede by comparison with existing use values for green or agricultural land.  Table 3.3 shows the multiples from an existing use value of £20,000 per hectare (agricultural) value to the residual values generated at 40 dph. 


	Table 3.3 Residual values and green field values 
	 
	Sub Markets 
	Sub Markets 
	Sub Markets 
	Sub Markets 

	Multiple 
	Multiple 

	Span

	Wentworth 
	Wentworth 
	Wentworth 

	1030 
	1030 

	Span

	Virginia Water 
	Virginia Water 
	Virginia Water 

	467 
	467 

	Span

	Englefield Green 
	Englefield Green 
	Englefield Green 

	304 
	304 

	Span

	Ottershaw 
	Ottershaw 
	Ottershaw 

	269 
	269 

	Span

	Woodham 
	Woodham 
	Woodham 

	228 
	228 

	Span

	Chertsey 
	Chertsey 
	Chertsey 

	211 
	211 

	Span

	Egham 
	Egham 
	Egham 

	210 
	210 

	Span

	Addlestone 
	Addlestone 
	Addlestone 

	167 
	167 

	Span

	Staines Border & North  
	Staines Border & North  
	Staines Border & North  

	159 
	159 

	Span


	 
	3.25 The table shows that in a lower to middle market location such as Chertsey or Woodham, the increase in value will be some 200 to 230 fold – at 50% Affordable Housing.  These are huge increases by any alternative standards. 
	3.25 The table shows that in a lower to middle market location such as Chertsey or Woodham, the increase in value will be some 200 to 230 fold – at 50% Affordable Housing.  These are huge increases by any alternative standards. 
	3.25 The table shows that in a lower to middle market location such as Chertsey or Woodham, the increase in value will be some 200 to 230 fold – at 50% Affordable Housing.  These are huge increases by any alternative standards. 


	Residual values at 50 dph 
	3.26 Figure 3.2 shows residual values per hectare for all sub markets at 50 dph.   
	3.27 The pattern of values at 50 dph is maintained with that at lower densities.  In the higher value areas (excluding Wentworth), residual values at 50% Affordable Housing are between £7 million and £11 million per hectare.  At 
	the lower end, residual values are around £4 million per hectare (50% Affordable Housing). 
	Figure 3.2 Residual values per hectare at 50 dph 
	 
	 
	InlineShape

	3.28 Residual values at lower Affordable Housing percentages in Wentworth are in excess of £30 million per hectare; and at 50% Affordable Housing, in excess of £50 million per hectare. 
	Residual values at 80 dph 
	3.29 Table 3.4 shows residual values at 80 dph.  At this density, a greater proportion of smaller units are likely to be included within the development mix. 
	Table 3.4 Residual values (£ million per hectare) at 80 dph 
	  
	  
	  
	  

	20% 
	20% 

	25% 
	25% 

	30% 
	30% 

	35% 
	35% 

	40% 
	40% 

	45% 
	45% 

	50% 
	50% 

	Span

	Wentworth 
	Wentworth 
	Wentworth 

	£49.65 
	£49.65 

	£46.99 
	£46.99 

	£44.34 
	£44.34 

	£41.68 
	£41.68 

	£39.02 
	£39.02 

	£36.37 
	£36.37 

	£33.71 
	£33.71 

	Span

	Virginia Water 
	Virginia Water 
	Virginia Water 

	£21.99 
	£21.99 

	£20.71 
	£20.71 

	£19.43 
	£19.43 

	£18.16 
	£18.16 

	£16.88 
	£16.88 

	£15.60 
	£15.60 

	£14.32 
	£14.32 

	Span

	Englefield Green 
	Englefield Green 
	Englefield Green 

	£15.89 
	£15.89 

	£14.92 
	£14.92 

	£13.95 
	£13.95 

	£12.97 
	£12.97 

	£12.00 
	£12.00 

	£11.03 
	£11.03 

	£10.05 
	£10.05 

	Span

	Ottershaw 
	Ottershaw 
	Ottershaw 

	£14.27 
	£14.27 

	£13.3
	£13.3

	£12.48 
	£12.48 

	£11.58 
	£11.58 

	£10.69 
	£10.69 

	£9.80 
	£9.80 

	£8.91 
	£8.91 

	Span


	Table
	TR
	7 
	7 

	Span

	Woodham 
	Woodham 
	Woodham 

	£12.34 
	£12.34 

	£11.54 
	£11.54 

	£10.75 
	£10.75 

	£9.95 
	£9.95 

	£9.15 
	£9.15 

	£8.35 
	£8.35 

	£7.56 
	£7.56 

	Span

	Chertsey 
	Chertsey 
	Chertsey 

	£11.54 
	£11.54 

	£10.78 
	£10.78 

	£10.02 
	£10.02 

	£9.27 
	£9.27 

	£8.51 
	£8.51 

	£7.75 
	£7.75 

	£6.99 
	£6.99 

	Span

	Egham 
	Egham 
	Egham 

	£11.52 
	£11.52 

	£10.76 
	£10.76 

	£10.00 
	£10.00 

	£9.25 
	£9.25 

	£8.49 
	£8.49 

	£7.73 
	£7.73 

	£6.97 
	£6.97 

	Span

	Addlestone 
	Addlestone 
	Addlestone 

	£9.51 
	£9.51 

	£8.86 
	£8.86 

	£8.19 
	£8.19 

	£7.54 
	£7.54 

	£6.88 
	£6.88 

	£6.23 
	£6.23 

	£5.58 
	£5.58 

	Span

	Staines Border & North  
	Staines Border & North  
	Staines Border & North  

	£9.17 
	£9.17 

	£8.53 
	£8.53 

	£7.89 
	£7.89 

	£7.25 
	£7.25 

	£6.61 
	£6.61 

	£5.97 
	£5.97 

	£5.33 
	£5.33 

	Span


	 
	3.30 At this significantly higher density, residual value at the top of the local market is very high.  Indeed residual value increases between 60 dph and 80 dph in all sub markets. 
	3.31 It is a reflection of the nature of the local market that residual values continue to rise in the lower value sub markets, even at higher density. 
	3.32 In some locations, predominantly Midlands and Northern locations, there becomes a point where residual values fall as family housing is substituted at higher density by apartment units.  This is not happening here across all sub markets of Runnymede. 
	3.32 Schemes including flats appear to benefit development even on more suburban locations. 
	Residual values at 100 dph 
	3.33 The Council is seeing higher density developments.  Here, a notional scheme of 100 dph has been tested.  Figure 3.3 shows the results. 
	 Figure 3.3 Residual values at 100 dph 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	InlineShape

	3.34 The residual values shown at the top end (notably Wentworth) are not dissimilar to some locations in Inner London, whilst those in the higher to middle markets are a reasonable marker for Outer London.  These are very high values and in combination with low existing use values, should deliver very robust levels of Section 106. 
	Conclusions 
	3.35 The analysis in this chapter shows that: 
	3.35 The analysis in this chapter shows that: 
	3.35 The analysis in this chapter shows that: 
	3.35 The analysis in this chapter shows that: 


	 Market location plays a key role in determining residual value; and hence the capacity to generate viable sites; 
	 Market location plays a key role in determining residual value; and hence the capacity to generate viable sites; 

	 The local housing market is split broadly five ways between: Wentworth; Virginia Water; Englefield Green and Ottershaw; Woodham, Chertsey and Egham; and Addlestone and Staines Border. 
	 The local housing market is split broadly five ways between: Wentworth; Virginia Water; Englefield Green and Ottershaw; Woodham, Chertsey and Egham; and Addlestone and Staines Border. 

	 Values in the Wentworth area are significantly higher than elsewhere.  However, residual values are very strong throughout the Borough, even at higher percentages of Affordable Housing; 
	 Values in the Wentworth area are significantly higher than elsewhere.  However, residual values are very strong throughout the Borough, even at higher percentages of Affordable Housing; 

	 This means that Section 106 contributions should be unproblematic to deliver and the Council should set Affordable Housing contributions robustly to meet its housing needs; 
	 This means that Section 106 contributions should be unproblematic to deliver and the Council should set Affordable Housing contributions robustly to meet its housing needs; 


	 Although a relatively low (Other than Affordable Housing) contribution has been assumed here, there are significant surpluses and buffers available.  In addition, it should be emphasised that the testing work assumes that the Affordable Housing element will be made up of 50% Social Rent.  In practice, more valuable Affordable products may be agreed with land owners and developers; 
	 Although a relatively low (Other than Affordable Housing) contribution has been assumed here, there are significant surpluses and buffers available.  In addition, it should be emphasised that the testing work assumes that the Affordable Housing element will be made up of 50% Social Rent.  In practice, more valuable Affordable products may be agreed with land owners and developers; 
	 Although a relatively low (Other than Affordable Housing) contribution has been assumed here, there are significant surpluses and buffers available.  In addition, it should be emphasised that the testing work assumes that the Affordable Housing element will be made up of 50% Social Rent.  In practice, more valuable Affordable products may be agreed with land owners and developers; 

	 Increased density may be a helpful tool to the Council in delivering some sites.  The analysis suggests that residual value increases with density over the range 20 dph to 100 dph.  Further testing at a site specific level will provide additional evidence on the relationship between density and residual value. 
	 Increased density may be a helpful tool to the Council in delivering some sites.  The analysis suggests that residual value increases with density over the range 20 dph to 100 dph.  Further testing at a site specific level will provide additional evidence on the relationship between density and residual value. 


	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	4 ANALYSIS OF KEY HOUSING SITES 
	 
	Background and housing requirements 
	 
	4.1 The Draft Local Plan sets out the framework for housing delivery.  It envisages support for ‘at least 7413 high quality additional homes in Runnymede in the period 2015-2030 (an average of 494 homes a year) including the delivery of affordable housing, starter homes, housing for those with specialist needs and plots for those who wish to build their own home’ 
	4.1 The Draft Local Plan sets out the framework for housing delivery.  It envisages support for ‘at least 7413 high quality additional homes in Runnymede in the period 2015-2030 (an average of 494 homes a year) including the delivery of affordable housing, starter homes, housing for those with specialist needs and plots for those who wish to build their own home’ 
	4.1 The Draft Local Plan sets out the framework for housing delivery.  It envisages support for ‘at least 7413 high quality additional homes in Runnymede in the period 2015-2030 (an average of 494 homes a year) including the delivery of affordable housing, starter homes, housing for those with specialist needs and plots for those who wish to build their own home’ 
	4.1 The Draft Local Plan sets out the framework for housing delivery.  It envisages support for ‘at least 7413 high quality additional homes in Runnymede in the period 2015-2030 (an average of 494 homes a year) including the delivery of affordable housing, starter homes, housing for those with specialist needs and plots for those who wish to build their own home’ 

	4.2 Around 35% of these dwellings will be delivered on strategic sites across the main settlements.  These dwellings, along with associated infrastructure requirements and commercial development are tested in this chapter which looks at the viability of large sites. 
	4.2 Around 35% of these dwellings will be delivered on strategic sites across the main settlements.  These dwellings, along with associated infrastructure requirements and commercial development are tested in this chapter which looks at the viability of large sites. 



	 
	4.3 The Council has provided estimated infrastructure costs, which are reflected in each appraisal.  Explanatory notes are given at Appendix 5. 
	4.3 The Council has provided estimated infrastructure costs, which are reflected in each appraisal.  Explanatory notes are given at Appendix 5. 
	4.3 The Council has provided estimated infrastructure costs, which are reflected in each appraisal.  Explanatory notes are given at Appendix 5. 
	4.3 The Council has provided estimated infrastructure costs, which are reflected in each appraisal.  Explanatory notes are given at Appendix 5. 



	 
	4.4 The list of large sites tested is shown below (Table 4.1):  
	4.4 The list of large sites tested is shown below (Table 4.1):  
	4.4 The list of large sites tested is shown below (Table 4.1):  
	4.4 The list of large sites tested is shown below (Table 4.1):  



	 
	Table 4.1 Large sites viability tested 
	 
	 
	 
	InlineShape

	 
	 
	 
	 
	4.5 For each of the sites is shown: 
	4.5 For each of the sites is shown: 
	4.5 For each of the sites is shown: 
	4.5 For each of the sites is shown: 



	 
	 A location map and an overview of the site showing existing uses; 
	 A location map and an overview of the site showing existing uses; 
	 A location map and an overview of the site showing existing uses; 

	 A review of the development requirements, as set out by the local authority; 
	 A review of the development requirements, as set out by the local authority; 

	 The full list of infrastructure requirements as provided by Runnymede BC; 
	 The full list of infrastructure requirements as provided by Runnymede BC; 

	 A full viability appraisal and set of results reflecting Affordable Housing impacts at the range of percentages – 20%; 25%; 30%; 35%; 40%, 45% and 50%. 
	 A full viability appraisal and set of results reflecting Affordable Housing impacts at the range of percentages – 20%; 25%; 30%; 35%; 40%, 45% and 50%. 


	 
	4.6 The first site to be assessed is Addlestone West: 
	 
	Addlestone West 
	 
	4.7 This is a town centre site in Addlestone and effectively represents a regeneration opportunity.  The site is shown below: 
	 
	 
	InlineShape

	 
	4.8 The development envisaged here encompasses a high quality mixed use development including:  
	 
	Mix of A uses at ground floor level   
	A minimum of 70 (net) residential units 
	 
	4.9 The site is 0.3 hectares.  The infrastructure loading (including highways, education and green infrastructure) equates to £16,471 per dwelling: 
	 
	 
	InlineShape

	 
	4.10 Equivalent assumptions for residential are based on the High Level Testing (sub market analysis). 
	 
	4.11 This scheme has an element of commercial, which could probably be accommodated at ground level, below three storeys of residential.  As follows: 
	 
	No of Units 
	No of Units 
	No of Units 
	No of Units 

	  
	  

	  
	  

	Span

	  
	  
	  

	  
	  

	  
	  

	Span

	35 
	35 
	35 

	46 
	46 

	1610 
	1610 

	Span

	35 
	35 
	35 

	64 
	64 

	2240 
	2240 

	Span

	  
	  
	  

	  
	  

	3850 
	3850 

	Span

	  
	  
	  

	  
	  

	  
	  

	Span

	Gross to Net 
	Gross to Net 
	Gross to Net 

	1.2 
	1.2 

	4620 
	4620 

	Span

	  
	  
	  

	  
	  

	  
	  

	Span

	Site Area 
	Site Area 
	Site Area 

	(Sq M) 
	(Sq M) 

	30000 
	30000 

	Span

	At 50% Efficiency 
	At 50% Efficiency 
	At 50% Efficiency 

	  
	  

	15000 
	15000 

	Span

	  
	  
	  

	  
	  

	  
	  

	Span

	Levels 
	Levels 
	Levels 

	  
	  

	3.2468 
	3.2468 

	Span

	  
	  
	  

	  
	  

	  
	  

	Span

	Single Level Commercial  
	Single Level Commercial  
	Single Level Commercial  

	  
	  

	1423 
	1423 

	Span


	 
	4.12 The result sheet (50% Affordable Housing) is shown below: 
	 
	 
	 
	InlineShape

	 
	4.13 This generates a residual value of circa £5 million for the scheme, which is well is excess of the value of the land for commercial purposes (existing uses).  Clearly the Council will need to consider any business case for the existing uses in its negotiations on Section 106. 
	 
	Addlestone East 
	 
	4.14 This is also a town centre site in Addlestone with regeneration opportunities .  The site is shown below: 
	 
	 
	InlineShape

	 
	4.15 The development envisaged here encompasses high quality mixed use development including:  
	 
	Mix of A uses at ground floor level   
	A minimum of 70 (net) residential units 
	 
	4.16 The site is 0.3 hectares 
	The infrastructure loading (including highways, education, health and green infrastructure) equates to £16,255 per dwelling: 
	 
	 
	InlineShape

	4.17 Equivalent assumptions for residential are based on the High Level Testing (sub market analysis). 
	 
	4.18 This scheme has an element of commercial, which could probably be accommodated at ground level, below three storeys of residential.  As follows: 
	 
	No of Units 
	No of Units 
	No of Units 
	No of Units 

	  
	  

	  
	  

	Span

	  
	  
	  

	  
	  

	  
	  

	Span

	35 
	35 
	35 

	46 
	46 

	1610 
	1610 

	Span

	35 
	35 
	35 

	64 
	64 

	2240 
	2240 

	Span

	  
	  
	  

	  
	  

	3850 
	3850 

	Span

	  
	  
	  

	  
	  

	  
	  

	Span

	Gross to Net 
	Gross to Net 
	Gross to Net 

	1.2 
	1.2 

	4620 
	4620 

	Span

	  
	  
	  

	  
	  

	  
	  

	Span

	Site Area 
	Site Area 
	Site Area 

	(Sq M) 
	(Sq M) 

	30000 
	30000 

	Span

	At 50% Efficiency 
	At 50% Efficiency 
	At 50% Efficiency 

	  
	  

	15000 
	15000 

	Span

	  
	  
	  

	  
	  

	  
	  

	Span

	Levels 
	Levels 
	Levels 

	  
	  

	3.2468 
	3.2468 

	Span

	  
	  
	  

	  
	  

	  
	  

	Span

	Single Level Commercial  
	Single Level Commercial  
	Single Level Commercial  

	  
	  

	1423 
	1423 

	Span


	 
	4.19 The result sheet (50% Affordable Housing) is shown below: 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	InlineShape

	 
	4.20 This generates a residual value of circa £5 million for the scheme, which is well is excess of the value of the land for commercial purposes (existing uses).  Clearly the Council will need to consider any business case for the existing uses in its negotiations on Section 106. 
	 
	Egham Gateway West 
	 
	4.21 This is a 0.8 hectare site located in the town centre of Egham which is intended to be developed for a high quality mixed use scheme including circa 200 bed spaces for student housing.   
	 
	 
	 
	InlineShape

	4.22 More specifically, the plan for the site is as follows: 
	a) A theatre with ancillary café and bar offer with a floor area of approximately 2900sqm (GIA) 
	a) A theatre with ancillary café and bar offer with a floor area of approximately 2900sqm (GIA) 
	a) A theatre with ancillary café and bar offer with a floor area of approximately 2900sqm (GIA) 

	b) A performing Arts Academy with a floor area of approximately 5600sqm (GIA) 
	b) A performing Arts Academy with a floor area of approximately 5600sqm (GIA) 

	c) A minimum of 500 sq m of A1 retail floorspace 
	c) A minimum of 500 sq m of A1 retail floorspace 

	d) The provision of between 180 and 200 student bedspaces with a floor area of approximately 6000 sq m (GIA) 
	d) The provision of between 180 and 200 student bedspaces with a floor area of approximately 6000 sq m (GIA) 

	e) The re provision of the Budgens store. 
	e) The re provision of the Budgens store. 


	 
	4.23 The infrastructure loading (including highways, health and SANG/SAMMs) is a total of £760,101. 
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	4.24 Equivalent assumptions for residential are based on the High Level Testing (sub market analysis).  
	 
	4.25 Research by Savills2 suggests that student housing currnetly trades for around £70,000 per unit: 
	2 http://www.savills.co.uk/research_articles/205506/216975-0 
	2 http://www.savills.co.uk/research_articles/205506/216975-0 
	 

	 
	 
	4.26 This figure has been adopted  in the appraisal. 
	 
	4.27 This scheme has a significant element of non residential.  This has been assessed in line with previous asessments in terms of A1.  The leisure uses have been assessed on a cost neutral basis.  The Council will need in particular to test the feasibility of this element as and when a planning application is made. 
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	4.28 This generates a residual value of circa £2.87 million at 50% Affordable Housing.  Affordable Housing would appear to work positively in this case within the appraisal increasing residual. 
	 
	4.29 On the face of the figures, this scheme is likley to be challenging to deliver, not least because it requires the re-location of a supermarket. 
	 
	4.30 The scheme would benefit from Market Housing alongside the Student Homes if this were to be acceptable in planning terms. 
	 
	Hanworth Lane, Chertsey 
	 
	4.31 This is a site located to the south of Chertsey, and which is planned for circa 130 dwellings; family type housing.  The site is under construction for 130 dwelling units on part of the site. The area of the site remaining to be developed will deliver a high quality development that will make provision 
	for an additional 195 dwellings as well as delivering the requirement Section 106 contributions in terms of highways, health, SANGs and SAMM. 
	4.32 The site, which is well located for access to Chertsey, and further to outer London, is shown below: 
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	4.33 The infrastructure loading (including highways, health, green infrastructure and SANG/SAMM) is an equivalent of £13,793 per unit: 
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	4.34 This scheme is entirely residential.  A net density of 30 dwellings per hectare has been assumed in the appraisal. 
	4.35 The results are shown below (at 50% Affordable Housing): 
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	4.36 This generates a residual value of close to £20 million at 50% Affordable Housing.  
	 
	4.37 The current use value of the green field element of the site is around £20,000 per hectare, making this a very viable scheme to deliver. 
	 
	Brox End Nursery, Ottershaw 
	 
	4.38 This is a site located to the south of the settlement of Ottershaw, and which is planned for circa 40 additional dwellings; family type housing.  The site is around 1.4 hectares and will deliver the requirement Section 106 contributions in terms of highways, health, green infrastructure, SANGs and SAMM. 
	4.39 The site, which is well located for access to Ottershaw, and further to outer London, is shown below: 
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	4.40 The infrastructure loading (including highways, health, green infrastructure and SANG/SAMMs) is an equivalent of £15,248 per unit: 
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	4.41 This scheme is entirely residential.  A net density of 30 dwellings per hectare has been assumed in the appraisal. 
	4.42 The results are shown below (at 50% Affordable Housing): 
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	4.43 This generates a residual value of close to £5 million at 50% Affordable Housing.  
	 
	4.44 The current use value of this site equates to agricultural and at around £30,000 is very far below the residual value assuming a residential scheme is permitted at 50% Affordable Housing. 
	 
	Coombelands Lane, Row Town 
	 
	4.45 This is a site located to the south east of the settlement of Row Town, and which is planned for circa 40 additional dwellings; family type housing.  The site is around 1.9 hectares and will make provision for the requirement Section 106 contributions in terms of highways, health, green infrastructure, SANGs and SAMM. 
	4.46 The site is located some 400 metres to the west of the M25. 
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	4.47 The infrastructure loading (including highways, education, health, green infrastructure and SANG/SAMM) is an equivalent of £15,248 per unit: 
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	4.48 This scheme is entirely residential.  A net density of 30 dwellings per hectare has been assumed in the appraisal.  The results are shown below (at 50% Affordable Housing): 
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	4.49 This generates a residual value of close to £3.0 million at 50% Affordable Housing.  
	 
	4.50 The current use value of this site eqautes to agricultural and at around £30,000 is very far below the residual value assuming a residential scheme is permitted at 50% Affordable Housing. 
	 
	Ottershaw East 
	 
	4.51 This is a site located to the south east of Ottershaw.  The site is planned for 230dwellings on mainly green field land.  The site is 13.2 hectares in total and a high quality development is proposed. 
	4.52 The delivery of a new on-site health facility will be dependent on the developer(s) securing a land swap with the existing Ottershaw Surgery at Bousley Rise. The existing surgery has also been shown on the Plan above 
	and would be expected to come forward for residential development as part of any land swap. Should a swap not be forthcoming the land will revert to residential use. 
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	4.53 The infrastructure loading is relatively high here (including highways, education, health, green infrastructure and SANG/SAMM) and is an equivalent of £21,624 per unit: 
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	4.54 This scheme is entirely residential.  A net density of 30 dwellings per hectare has been assumed in the appraisal. 
	4.55 The results are shown below (at 50% Affordable Housing): 
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	4.56 This generates a residual value of close to £29.0 million at 50% Affordable Housing.  
	 
	4.57 The current use value of this site equates mainly to agricultural and at around £264,000is very far below the residual value assuming a residential scheme is permitted at 50% Affordable Housing.  It should be noted that the site includes four existing dwellings.  However the value of these is not seen as a challenge to bringing the site forward. 
	 
	St Peter’s Hospital, Chertsey 
	 
	4.58 This is a key site in Chertsey.  The site is located to the south west of the settlement. The St Peter’s Hospital allocation comprises 12.1ha of land sitting within the larger 31.7ha Hospital Complex which is released from the Green Belt in its entirety. The 12.1ha housing allocation is set over two parcels of 11.1ha to the west of the hospital complex and 1ha to the north east with the hospital retained. Both sites are expected to come forward within the period 2015-2020 and will deliver a high qualit
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	4.59 The infrastructure loading includes highways, education, health, green infrastructure and SANG/SAMM) and is an equivalent of £13,234 per unit: 
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	4.60 This scheme is entirely residential.  A net density of 39 dwellings per hectare has been assumed in the appraisal. 
	4.61 The results are shown below (at 50% Affordable Housing): 
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	4.62 This generates a residual value of close to £42.0 million at 50% Affordable Housing.  
	 
	4.63 The current use value of this site equates to agricultural and at around £250,000 is very far below the residual value assuming a residential scheme is permitted at 50% Affordable Housing. 
	 
	The Bittams – Parcels A, B, C, D and E 
	 
	4.64 The Bittams sites (parcels A, B, C, D and E) 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.  The location of each parcel is shown below: 
	 
	 
	 
	InlineShape

	 
	 
	InlineShape

	 
	 
	 
	InlineShape

	 
	 
	InlineShape

	 
	 
	 
	InlineShape

	4.65 The sites are similar in terms of location, existing land use, infrastructure loading and density projection.  It is therefore appropriate to look at the supply from all parcels at once.  The infrastructure loading is (see table above) on average £14,210 per unit across the four land parcels. 
	 
	Parcels 
	Parcels 
	Parcels 
	Parcels 

	Dwellings 
	Dwellings 

	IS Loading 
	IS Loading 

	Ha 
	Ha 

	IS Loading 
	IS Loading 

	Span

	  
	  
	  

	  
	  

	(Per Unit) 
	(Per Unit) 

	  
	  

	  
	  

	Span

	Parcel A 
	Parcel A 
	Parcel A 

	175 
	175 

	£13,354 
	£13,354 

	6.58 
	6.58 

	£2,403,830 
	£2,403,830 

	Span

	Parcel B 
	Parcel B 
	Parcel B 

	110 
	110 

	£13,354 
	£13,354 

	3.9 
	3.9 

	£1,468,940 
	£1,468,940 

	Span

	Parcel C 
	Parcel C 
	Parcel C 

	35 
	35 

	£15,404 
	£15,404 

	1.93 
	1.93 

	£539,140 
	£539,140 

	Span

	Parcel D 
	Parcel D 
	Parcel D 

	125 
	125 

	£14,455 
	£14,455 

	4.14 
	4.14 

	£1,806,875 
	£1,806,875 

	Span

	Parcel E 
	Parcel E 
	Parcel E 

	70 
	70 

	£14,525 
	£14,525 

	3.1 
	3.1 

	£1,016,750 
	£1,016,750 

	Span

	  
	  
	  

	  
	  

	Average 
	Average 

	  
	  

	£14,050 
	£14,050 

	Span


	 
	4.66 The results (all parcels) generate a residual value of close to £52 million at 50% Affordable Housing.  This equates to a return of £2.6m per hectare after all infrastructure loading is considered. 
	 
	4.67 The current use value of this site equates to agricultural and at around £400,000 is very far below the residual value assuming a residential scheme is permitted at 50% Affordable Housing.  This may be raised by Parcel D which has some commercial existing use. 
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	Vet Lab Parcel B 
	 
	4.68 This is a large site to the south of the settlement of Row Town.  The site is green field and will provide a significant expansion to the settlement. 
	 
	4.69 The site is 4.7 hectares and is planned for circa 150 dwellings.  The land is shown below: 
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	4.70 The infrastructure loading includes highways, education, health, green infrastructure and SANG/SAMM) and is an equivalent of £14,882 per unit: 
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	4.71 This scheme is residential.  A net density of 32 dwellings per hectare has been assumed in the appraisal. 
	4.72 The results are shown below (at 50% Affordable Housing): 
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	4.73 The scheme generates a residual value of close to £10.0 million at 50% Affordable Housing. 
	 
	4.74 The current use value of this site equates to agricultural and at around £100,000 is very far below the residual value assuming a residential scheme is permitted at 50% Affordable Housing. 
	 
	Thorpe Lea Road North 
	 
	4.75 This is a 1.99ha site located to the north of Thorpe Lea which is part of the wider Egham urban area. The site is formed from two parcels of land at Glenville Farm and Thorpe Lea Manor. The Council’s preference is for a single comprehensive scheme however separate schemes on each of the parcels of land independent from one another will not be resisted. The site is allocated for 85 dwellings and 2 net additional Gypsy/Traveller pitches. 
	 
	4.76 The land is shown below: 
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	4.77 The infrastructure loading includes highways, education, health, green infrastructure and SANG/SAMM) and is an equivalent of £14,419 per unit: 
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	4.78 This scheme is residential.  A net density of 30 dwellings per hectare has been assumed in the appraisal. 
	4.79 The results are shown below (at 50% Affordable Housing): 
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	4.80 The scheme generates a residual value of close to £6 million at 50% Affordable Housing. 
	 
	4.81 The site is part commercial and part vacant land  This will generate an existing use value in excess of green field. As for other sites which have existing business to puchase or re-locate, the Council will need to assess this at the point of the planning application. 
	 
	Thorpe Lea Road West 
	 
	4.82 This site is located to the west of Thorpe Lea which sits to the south west part of Egham.  The site is 5.39 hectares and is planned to deliver circa 200 dwellings and 3 Gypsy/Traveller pitches. 
	4.83 The site is bordered to the west by the M25, by New Wickham Lane to the north and by Clockhouse Lane East to the south.  The site includes green field as well as commercial uses. 
	4.84 The land is shown below: 
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	4.85 The infrastructure loading includes highways, education, health, green infrastructure and SANG/SAMM) and is an equivalent of £13,704 per unit: 
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	4.86 This scheme is residential.  The results are shown below (at 50% Affordable Housing): 
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	4.87 The scheme generates a residual value of close to £20 million at 50% Affordable Housing. 
	 
	4.88 As with Thorpe Lea Road North, the site is part commercial and part green field.  This has been taken at 50% for each.  This generates an existing use value of circa £5 million.  As for other sites which have existing business to puchase or re-locate, the Council will need to assess this at the point of the planning application. 
	 
	Virginia Water North 
	 
	4.89 This site is circa 19.5 hectares and situated to the north of the settlement of Virginia Water, which is amongst the highest valued areas of Runnymede.  The land will be brought forward through the acquisition of three parcels comprising Gorse Hill House, Kenwolde and Merlewood.  The Council’s preference is for a development that will come forward in a single 
	comprehensive scheme however separate schemes on each of the parcels of land independent but complimentary to one another will not be resisted.  
	4.90 The land is green field and around 120 additional dwellings are planned for. 
	The land is shown below: 
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	4.91 The infrastructure loading includes highways, education, health, green infrastructure and SANG/SAMM) and is an equivalent of £12,217 per unit: 
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	4.92 This scheme is residential.   
	4.93 The results are shown below (at 50% Affordable Housing): 
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	4.94 The scheme generates a residual value of circa £27 million at 50% Affordable Housing. 
	 
	4.95 The existing use value of the land is largely garden but is also understood to include two dwellings and a care home.  It is not envisaged that these existing uses would together be higher than the residual value generated by the scheme (at 50% Affordable Housing), although clearly the Council will need to assess the more detailed economics once a planning application/s come in. 
	 
	Virginia Water South 
	 
	4.96 The other site in Virginia Water (known as ‘South’).  The site is bounded to the west by Beechwood Road, to the south, Trumps Green Road, and to the 
	north, Knowle Hill.  The Wentworth Golf Club lies some 300 metres to the north. 
	4.97 The site is 5.27 hectares and should accommodate a minimum of 150 dwellings and 2 Gypsy/Traveller pitches. 
	4.98 The land is shown below: 
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	4.99 The infrastructure loading includes highways, education, health, green infrastructure and SANG/SAMM) and is an equivalent of £15,284 per unit: 
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	4.100 This scheme is residential.  The results are shown below (at 50% Affordable Housing): 
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	4.101 The scheme generates a residual value of circa £33 million at 50% Affordable Housing. 
	 
	4.102 The existing use value of the land is largely garden/agricultural and has an estimated EUV of circa £100,000. 
	 
	Chilsey Green Farm 
	 
	4.103 This 6.8 ha 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 Pyrcroft Road, to the south and east by existing housing and to the north and west by commercial development. 
	 
	4.104 The Council’s preference is for a high quality development that will come forward in a single comprehensive scheme which will make provision for a minimum of 225 net additional C3 dwellings and 5 Gypsy/Traveller pitches. 
	 
	4.105 The land is shown below: 
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	4.106 The infrastructure loading includes highways, education, health, green infrastructure and SANG/SAMM) and is an equivalent of £14,585 per unit: 
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	4.107 This scheme is residential.   
	4.108 The results are shown below (at 50% Affordable Housing): 
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	4.109 The scheme generates a residual value of circa £23 million at 50% Affordable Housing. 
	 
	4.110 The existing use value of the land is largely garden/agricultural and has an estimated EUV of circa £140,000. 
	 
	Byfleet Road, Addlestone 
	 
	4.111 This site of 7.9 hectares should deliver a high quality employment development that will provide a minimum of 20,000 net additional sq m of B8 floor space for SMEs. 
	4.112  The land is shown below: 
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	4.113 The infrastructure loading is a total of £905,067: 
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	4.114 This scheme is commercial. The results are shown below: 
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	4.115 The scheme generates a residual value of circa £8 million although this is a difficult scheme to assess without knowing the precise split between different commercial uses. 
	 
	4.116 The scheme is clearly not as viable as would be the case were residential given permission here.  However, subject to local demand, the scheme should progress for commercial. 
	 
	Blay’s House 
	 
	4.117 This 2.86ha site is located on the southern side of Englefield Green and will deliver a high quality development that will make provision for around 90- additional dwellings. 
	 
	4.118 The site is located to the west of existing development and encompasses mainly open space although there is existing commercial development on the site. 
	 
	4.105 The land is shown below: 
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	4.106 The infrastructure loading includes highways, education, health, green infrastructure and SANG/SAMM) and is an equivalent of £15,618 per unit: 
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	4.107 This scheme is residential.   
	4.108 The results are shown below (at 50% Affordable Housing): 
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	4.109 The scheme generates a residual value of circa £14 million at 50% Affordable Housing. 
	 
	4.110 The existing use value of the land is largely green (circa 80% of the site) with circa 20% of the site being covered with commercial development.  EUV is assessed at circa £1.2 million.  As with other sites with viable commercial uses, the Council will need to negotiate around the best acceptable case made by the applicant. 
	 
	 
	 
	Results 
	 
	4.118 The table on the following page summarises the results of the large site testing.
	Results: Large Sites 
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	4.119 The Results table shows that there are very significant surpluses at 50% Affordable Housing (over and above existing use value).  On this measure of land value benchmark, the local authority could set targets very robustly. 
	 
	4.120 That being stated, there are certain sites where business uses are involved and where this will have to be determined and agreed at the planning application stage. 
	 
	4.121 The Egham Gateway West scheme will need significantly more detailed viability analysis as it appears that any Affordable Housing element which includes a high percentage of Intermediate Affordable could prove a more viable proposition than student housing. 
	 
	Note: 
	 
	It will be noted that some schemes make provision for gypsy and traveller plots.  These are very minor in scale and should not have a significant impact on the delivery of these key sites. 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	5 SMALL SITES AND THE AFFORDABLE HOUSING THRESHOLD 
	 
	5.1 The previous two chapters have looked at High Level Testing and the viability of key sites on which the local authority will rely to deliver the Local Plan.  It is also important to consider the role small sites may play in delivering new homes, and in particular, Affordable Housing.  
	 
	5.2 There is some inconsistency in the approach adopted by local authorities to small sites.  Some policies effectively take a ‘light touch’ approach to Section 106 contributions, although the evidence for this is not at all conclusive.  This is hardly surprising however, since it is location that drives viability, not the scale of development. 
	 
	5.3 It is understood that the Council’s current approach to Affordable Housing is triggered at schemes of 10 units and more.  The policy therefore exempts smaller sites (less than 10 dwellings) from Affordable Housing contributions.  This approach is consistent with a relatively recent ruling at a national level on Section 106 contributions, which has generally been held as a ‘victory’ for the government in its battle with local authorities (notably the ‘West Berkshire and Reading’ case – 2015) over smaller
	 
	5.4 Since that ruling however, a number of test cases have arisen, presenting challenges to local authorities trying to meet housing needs from a profile of supply that relies on small sites to a significant extent.  Following several apparently conflicting decisions, the London Boroughs of Richmond and Wandsworth wrote to the Planning Inspectorate for clarification on thresholds.  The response (Ashley Grey, March 17th, PINS) states: 
	 
	 ‘The correct approach, if minded to allow an appeal in such circumstances, would be for an Inspector to start with the development plan and any evidence presented by the LPA supporting the need for an affordable housing contribution, establish whether the proposal is in conflict with those policies if no contribution is provided for, and, if there is conflict, only then go on to address the weight to be attached to the WMS as a national policy that post-dates the development plan policies. An Inspector wou
	 
	5.5 The consequence of this letter looks to be that local authorities can require Affordable Housing on smaller sites, should they have an evidenced housing need, and, presumably a viability evidence base to back this up.  This evidence would appear to ‘trump’ the Written Ministerial Statement’. 
	 
	5.6 The nature of small sites coming forward for development is important when looking at viability.  Figure 5.1 below summarises the nature of these small sites.  It is based on planning permissions since 2014.  
	 
	Figure 5.1 Small scheme permissions by source of supply 
	 
	 
	 
	InlineShape

	5.7 The data relates to the total amount of dwellings coming from each source of supply.  It does not relate to the incidence of planning applications.  For these reasons the role of larger (small) sites is perhaps overplayed by the data presentation.  In other words, there are a highly significant number of dwellings being developed from very small sites; in particular, from schemes of one or two dwellings. 
	 
	5.8 Other important categories for small sites are development where one dwelling is demolished, to be replaced by  single dwellings, or two. 
	5.9 Much of the supply from very small sites emanates from back or garden land, which will have a very low existing use value, principally reflected in devaluation to a retained dwelling. 
	 
	5.10 Other key small sources of supply relate to schemes in the range 3-6 dwellings, built on vacant and/or brown field land. 
	 
	5.11 It is impractical to test small sites extensively, as their nature differs over time and location.  For the purposes of practicality, the following types of scheme have been examined for viability. 
	 
	 A single dwelling in garden or back land; 
	 A single dwelling in garden or back land; 
	 A single dwelling in garden or back land; 

	 Two dwellings in garden or back land; 
	 Two dwellings in garden or back land; 

	 Development of five dwellings on vacant land; 
	 Development of five dwellings on vacant land; 


	 
	5.12 In each case, alternative existing use values are considered. 
	 
	Single dwelling 
	 
	5.13 There are a number of schemes which are being developed as single dwellings within curtilages of existing dwellings.  These are mainly garden and back land plots. 
	 
	5.14 The viability of these plots is strong where there is no loss of an existing dwelling, although there may be some loss to the value of the retained property if a new dwelling is built in the existing grounds.  It is difficult to ascertain precisely what the devaluation will be although in my experience this will amount to somewhere in the range 10% to 30%.  I have therefore suggested 20% as the effective land value benchmark (LVB) for the analysis. 
	 
	5.15 Set out below (Table 5.1) are the residual values for a single plot at the range of Affordable Housing scenarios.   
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 Table 5.1 Residual values for a single plot 
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	5.16 The table sets out in the final column on the right hand side, the devaluation (assumed here to be 20% from an existing dwelling) that would be likely in many cases to occur, should a new dwelling be built in the garden of an existing one. 
	 
	5.17 The table suggests that significant Affordable Housing contributions are likely to be viable.  Indeed, up to 50% Affordable Housing contributions in the highest five sub market areas.  In the lower four value sub markets, contributions of between 40% and 45% are likely to be viable. 
	 
	5.18 The economics ultimately depend on the nature of the scheme.  The analysis assumes going rate prices for existing dwellings.  In practice there will be a number of situations where the retained dwelling is in poor condition.  This may make a scheme more viable to deliver with Affordable Housing. 
	 
	 New build schemes replacing an existing dwelling 
	 
	5.19 Whilst smaller schemes will deliver Affordable Housing where the existing use value is low, this may not be the case where for example an existing dwelling is being demolished.  Table 5.2 looks at the economics of development where new schemes replace an existing dwelling. 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 Table 5.2 Residual values where a dwelling is demolished 
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	5.20 The table shows that at least two dwellings will normally be required to bring a scheme forward.  Indeed, an Affordable Housing contribution looks only viable in the highest value area – and at 20%. 
	 
	5.21 Where three and four dwellings replace a single dwelling which has been demolished, Affordable Housing contributions are significantly more viable.  The analysis shows that contributions up to 50% Affordable Housing are viable in the higher value areas. 
	 
	 Development of two dwellings 
	 
	5.22 The same principles apply to larger (small) schemes).  Here are tested two dwellings on a vacant site.  Several instances of this type of development will be on garden or back land and hence previous land value benchmarks apply.   
	 
	5.23 However, assuming that some of these schemes will have a commercial use, the existing use value is likely to be higher.  Table 5.3 sets out the results:  
	 Table 5.3 Residual values for two dwellings 
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	5.24 I have taken here a commercial existing use value of £200,000 for a plot of circa 0.1 hectares.  This assumption provides the conclusion that a 50% Affordable Housing contribution is likely to be viable in most settlements of the Borough; the exceptions here being Addlestone (45% Affordable Housing) and Staines Border (40% Affordable Housing). 
	 
	5.25 It stands to reason (and following the findings of the High Level Testing) that a denser development including three of four dwellings will provide an even more viable scheme. 
	 
	 Development of five dwellings  
	 
	5.26 There are a number of smaller schemes emanating from commercial property and land which contribute to housing supply in the Borough.  These, along with those in the range 6-10 dwellings are predominantly on vacant land.   
	 
	5.27 Table 5.4 sets out the residual values and the LVB for industrial land as an example - for a small site capable of accommodating circa 5 dwellings. 
	 
	5.28 Schemes of this nature should prove viable to deliver Affordable Housing at 50% Affordable Housing in all locations.   
	 
	 Table 5.4 Residual values for five dwellings 
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	Conclusions 
	 
	5.29 The most recent guidance (from PINS) suggests that in so far that the Council has a housing need, and one that is backed by evidence, it may lower the Affordable Housing threshold as far as is viable. 
	 
	5.30 The viability evidence suggests that there is a strong case for reducing the Affordable Housing threshold from its current level of 10 units.  There are a significant number of schemes where the existing use value of sites is very low and this will allow Affordable Housing contributions to be delivered. 
	 
	5.31 That being stated, the nature of the source of supply is key.  Where this is garden or back land, schemes look viable, particularly in the higher value 
	locations.  And further on cleared industrial or vacant land, they look equally viable. 
	 
	5.32 However, where schemes involve demolition, viability is more challenging and a higher number of units will be needed to bring the scheme forward including Affordable Housing contributions. 
	 
	5.33 As a policy recommendation, it is suggested that the Council lower the Affordable Housing threshold to a single (net) unit and monitor delivery from the more obviously challenging schemes with a view to more detailed SPD  setting out which particular types of small schemes might be exempted from Section 106 contributions. 
	  
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	CHAPTER 6 – BENCHMARKING AND VIABILITY  
	 
	Benchmarks and policy development 
	6.1 There is no detailed guidance setting out how affordable targets should be assessed, based on an analysis of viability.  The Harman guidance provides a helpful framework for developing policy, but this is not ‘step-by-step’ and does not provide specific information in relation to land owner return. 
	6.1 There is no detailed guidance setting out how affordable targets should be assessed, based on an analysis of viability.  The Harman guidance provides a helpful framework for developing policy, but this is not ‘step-by-step’ and does not provide specific information in relation to land owner return. 
	6.1 There is no detailed guidance setting out how affordable targets should be assessed, based on an analysis of viability.  The Harman guidance provides a helpful framework for developing policy, but this is not ‘step-by-step’ and does not provide specific information in relation to land owner return. 
	6.1 There is no detailed guidance setting out how affordable targets should be assessed, based on an analysis of viability.  The Harman guidance provides a helpful framework for developing policy, but this is not ‘step-by-step’ and does not provide specific information in relation to land owner return. 

	6.2 The (Harman) guidance does support the approach set out in Chapter 2 of this report; i.e. an EUV ‘Plus’ approach and sets out reservations about the ‘market value’ approach adopted in the RICS Planning and Viability paper.  The Harman guidance is helpful in identifying situations where alternative use values (AUVs) might be adopted in lieu of EUVs.  It places emphasis on setting land value benchmarks in the local context. 
	6.2 The (Harman) guidance does support the approach set out in Chapter 2 of this report; i.e. an EUV ‘Plus’ approach and sets out reservations about the ‘market value’ approach adopted in the RICS Planning and Viability paper.  The Harman guidance is helpful in identifying situations where alternative use values (AUVs) might be adopted in lieu of EUVs.  It places emphasis on setting land value benchmarks in the local context. 

	6.3 Generally however, an assessment of viability for policy setting purposes might have reference to a range of factors including: past and recent delivery of affordable housing, residual values, the relationship between residual values and existing use values, what have been found to be robust targets in similar authorities through the Local Plan process, the land supply equation and its relationship to the policy weight given to affordable housing delivery in the wider context of housing supply generally
	6.3 Generally however, an assessment of viability for policy setting purposes might have reference to a range of factors including: past and recent delivery of affordable housing, residual values, the relationship between residual values and existing use values, what have been found to be robust targets in similar authorities through the Local Plan process, the land supply equation and its relationship to the policy weight given to affordable housing delivery in the wider context of housing supply generally

	6.4 A workshop was held in February 2017 (Appendix 1) to answer questions about LVB as well as other assumptions.  There was no specific answers given to this issue, which means that LVBs have to be drawn either from local ‘deals’, or from wider experience and research.  In practice information on deals is usually scarce, and where it does exist, it normally fails to provide information on whether the land purchase reflects policy impacts or not.  Therefore the headline figure could just be recording a deal
	6.4 A workshop was held in February 2017 (Appendix 1) to answer questions about LVB as well as other assumptions.  There was no specific answers given to this issue, which means that LVBs have to be drawn either from local ‘deals’, or from wider experience and research.  In practice information on deals is usually scarce, and where it does exist, it normally fails to provide information on whether the land purchase reflects policy impacts or not.  Therefore the headline figure could just be recording a deal

	6.5 In the wider context, the DCLG’s study on The Cumulative Impact of Policy Requirements (2011), suggested that a figure of £100,000 to £150,000 per gross acre (£247,000 to £370,500 per gross hectare) is a reasonable benchmark for green field land.  Assuming a net to gross factor of around 70%, this would mean a land value benchmark on a net basis in the region of £400,000 per hectare.   
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	6.6 This is a useful benchmark for the larger sites in the Borough and to some extent these will provide a ‘marker’ for land owners of smaller sites with potential for housing.   
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	6.7 DCLG relatively recently (February 2015) commissioned the Valuation Office to produce indicative land values for all the English local authorities for the purposes of policy appraisal.  These figures were produced on a per hectare basis and the figure for the Runnymede Borough area was £4,927,000.  The approach is a ‘truncated residual’ and importantly, the values do not take account of Affordable Housing impacts. 
	6.7 DCLG relatively recently (February 2015) commissioned the Valuation Office to produce indicative land values for all the English local authorities for the purposes of policy appraisal.  These figures were produced on a per hectare basis and the figure for the Runnymede Borough area was £4,927,000.  The approach is a ‘truncated residual’ and importantly, the values do not take account of Affordable Housing impacts. 

	6.8 If the Council wish to take a very ‘conservative’ approach to the setting of policy, then they might use this figure (£4,927,000) as a basis. 
	6.8 If the Council wish to take a very ‘conservative’ approach to the setting of policy, then they might use this figure (£4,927,000) as a basis. 

	6.9 If this approach is followed, then the following results ensue (as set out in Table 6.1).  It should be noted that the benchmarks have been adjusted for location assuming that the local authority benchmark relates to a mid level sub market (here Woodham). 
	6.9 If this approach is followed, then the following results ensue (as set out in Table 6.1).  It should be noted that the benchmarks have been adjusted for location assuming that the local authority benchmark relates to a mid level sub market (here Woodham). 



	 
	Table 6.1 Viability policy targets at DCLG/VO (No Affordable) benchmark 
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	6.10 If the local authority takes the view that land owners and developers should be factoring policy impacts into their deals (which is an approach consistent with best practice – including that supported by DCLG) then policy targets increase significantly. 
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	6.11 The impact, using the same adjustments for location as previously generates a more ambitious policy position.  This is shown in Table 6.2: 
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	Table 6.2 Viability policy targets at DCLG/VO with Affordable Impacts on the benchmark 
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	6.12  Clearly where the local authority take the view that land owners and developers should take policy impacts into account, then that stance allows a significant higher target.  The analysis suggests on this basis that a 50% Affordable Housing target across the board would not hold back housing supply generally. 
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	6.13 Indeed in the very highest value sub markets, notably the Wentworth area, a target well in excess of 50% Affordable Housing may prove deliverable, and this may be an option that the local authority wish to pursue during the course of the Plan process. 
	6.13 Indeed in the very highest value sub markets, notably the Wentworth area, a target well in excess of 50% Affordable Housing may prove deliverable, and this may be an option that the local authority wish to pursue during the course of the Plan process. 



	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	7 MAIN FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 
	7 MAIN FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 
	7 MAIN FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 


	Main objectives 
	7.1 The principal objective of the study has been to test the most significant aspects of the emerging Local Plan which will serve the Council’s policies over the Plan period.  The Council require an up-to-date evidence base that will provide a justification for the policies being implemented. 
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	7.1 The principal objective of the study has been to test the most significant aspects of the emerging Local Plan which will serve the Council’s policies over the Plan period.  The Council require an up-to-date evidence base that will provide a justification for the policies being implemented. 

	7.2 The analysis carried out here is comprehensive and covers high level testing for residential development, key housing sites, smaller residential development opportunities and commercial development included within the larger sites. 
	7.2 The analysis carried out here is comprehensive and covers high level testing for residential development, key housing sites, smaller residential development opportunities and commercial development included within the larger sites. 

	7.3 Importantly this is all Plan testing and the viability work reflects all known policy impacts at the current time through from large items such as Affordable Housing through to relatively small items such as green infrastructure. 
	7.3 Importantly this is all Plan testing and the viability work reflects all known policy impacts at the current time through from large items such as Affordable Housing through to relatively small items such as green infrastructure. 



	Analysis - residential 
	7.4 Runnymede is a Surrey district and as such has very high house prices by national standards.  Because the main driver of viability is house prices, it makes sense that a district such as this, is in a strong position to deliver Section 106 contributions and or, CIL (Community Infrastructure Levy).   
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	7.4 Runnymede is a Surrey district and as such has very high house prices by national standards.  Because the main driver of viability is house prices, it makes sense that a district such as this, is in a strong position to deliver Section 106 contributions and or, CIL (Community Infrastructure Levy).   

	7.5 In common with all local authority areas, Runnymede has a range of sub markets.  In the case of the Borough these range from the very highest prices outside Greater London (for example in locations such as Wentworth and Virginia Water, to what might be described as more traditional suburban settlements such as Addlestone and Egham). 
	7.5 In common with all local authority areas, Runnymede has a range of sub markets.  In the case of the Borough these range from the very highest prices outside Greater London (for example in locations such as Wentworth and Virginia Water, to what might be described as more traditional suburban settlements such as Addlestone and Egham). 

	7.6 Given the very significant range in dwelling prices it makes sense for the local authority to vary its Affordable Housing targets to take account of land owner expectations and the capacity of sites to deliver other forms of Section 106 contribution. 
	7.6 Given the very significant range in dwelling prices it makes sense for the local authority to vary its Affordable Housing targets to take account of land owner expectations and the capacity of sites to deliver other forms of Section 106 contribution. 

	7.7 Chapter 6 sets out two options for the local authority in terms of target setting for Affordable Housing.  One, a more cautious approach, which recognises that perhaps policy impacts are not being factored into land deals and which then produces a range of targets, as follows: 
	7.7 Chapter 6 sets out two options for the local authority in terms of target setting for Affordable Housing.  One, a more cautious approach, which recognises that perhaps policy impacts are not being factored into land deals and which then produces a range of targets, as follows: 



	Wentworth & Virginia Water  50% Affordable Housing; 
	Englefield Green & Ottershaw  40% Affordable Housing; 
	Woodham     35% Affordable Housing; 
	Chertsey & Egham   30% Affordable Housing; 
	Addlestone & Staines   25% Affordable Housing. 
	7.8 The other option, which assumes that the supply will factor in Affordable Housing impacts, will see the local authority move to a position where it requires 50% Affordable Housing across all sub markets. 
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	7.9 This, second option, is the correct policy position based on best practice in viability assessment and would be supportable I believe, at examination. 
	7.9 This, second option, is the correct policy position based on best practice in viability assessment and would be supportable I believe, at examination. 



	Key sites and infrastructure requirements 
	7.10 The report (Chapter 4) has looked in detail at the viability of the key sites.  This analysis takes into account location, build costs and a bespoke analysis of the infrastructure loading. 
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	7.11 The analysis of the large sites shows that all are viable at high percentages of Affordable Housing.  The uplift on the majority of sites from existing use value is high  in Runnymede and the evidence suggests that 50% Affordable Housing would not be an unreasonable starting point for negotiations on those sites. 
	7.11 The analysis of the large sites shows that all are viable at high percentages of Affordable Housing.  The uplift on the majority of sites from existing use value is high  in Runnymede and the evidence suggests that 50% Affordable Housing would not be an unreasonable starting point for negotiations on those sites. 

	7.12 The analysis of the large sites has been as accurate as is possible at this stage, although in some instances it is inevitably high level.  In particular, where business purchases are needed and/or re-locations then existing use values may be higher than projected here.  The Council will need to take account of these eventualities as the planning applications are progressed.  
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	Small sites 
	7.13 The Whole Plan Testing has looked at the potential for the Council to reduce its Affordable Housing threshold from the current level of 10 dwellings down to a lower level in order to capture a higher number of Affordable homes.  This analysis suggests that this would be a viable policy, and one which now may be supported by recent advice from PINS.  It was never that viability was determined by scale of development, and always that it was determined by location.  In this respect a lower threshold would
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	The New Local Plan 
	7.14 The new Local Plan does foresee significant growth of residential and other forms of property development.  There is nothing in the analysis to suggest that this growth will not be deliverable.  However the phasing of development and careful management of site provision will need to be monitored in order to avoid situations where land owners’ expectations are unrealistically generated. 
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	Looking forward – new policy impacts 
	7.15 As the Plan progresses there may be new impacts in terms of sustainable development; for example the cost of providing electric vehicle charging, and potentially more widespread use of items such as sprinklers.  It should be noted that the cost of provision here is likely to fall with time, although initial costs will need to be taken into account. 
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	7.16 The market in Runnymede is well suited to take account of any such changes, as land values are already very high indeed.  In addition, prices have moved ahead significantly faster than construction costs over the past few years.  The chart below shows how the gap has widened: 
	7.16 The market in Runnymede is well suited to take account of any such changes, as land values are already very high indeed.  In addition, prices have moved ahead significantly faster than construction costs over the past few years.  The chart below shows how the gap has widened: 

	7.17 
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	Given that values are on average around £450,000 and costs some £300,000 below this, a picture of increasing viability can be seen.  This should give the Council full confidence that technological change and improvements in specification can be taken on board without any detriment to delivery. 
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	Appendix 1 
	 
	Runnymede Development Market Panel (DMP) 
	 
	RUNNYMEDE LOCAL PLAN VIABILITY STUDY: WORKSHOP NOTES 
	 
	RUNNYMEDE BOROUGH COUNCIL, ADDLESTONE 
	 
	Attendees  
	 
	John Devonshire, Runnymede Borough Council 
	Andrew Golland, AGA 
	Adrian Cooper, Hadley Cooper Associates 
	Peter Francis, Windsor Homes 
	Richard Jones, Carter Jonas LLP 
	Richard Watkins, Aston Mead 
	Andrew Munton, Reside Developments Ltd 
	Ian Taylor, Accent Group 
	 
	Workshop Notes 
	 
	A workshop was held on Thursday 2nd February 2017.  Members of the DMP representing the development industry were in attendance.   
	 
	Runnymede Borough Council and Andrew Golland Associates would like to thank all who attended for their contributions. 
	 
	At the workshop, John Devonshire gave a short introduction to the viability study, explaining its overall purpose and its role in policy development and gave an update on the Local Plan timetable and progress with evidence base studies. Andrew Golland (AGA) gave a presentation summarising the methodology and outlining the process of testing. 
	 
	It was agreed that the PowerPoint presentation (attached) would be made available to all Workshop participants in conjunction with feedback notes. 
	 
	1 Context for the study 
	 
	The Council are aware of the need to deliver both Affordable Housing as well as open market housing generally.  The study will proceed with these issues in mind.   
	 
	The backdrop to the study is an emerging evidence base including a Green Belt assessment (Arup) and an Infrastructure Delivery Plan (Aecom).  The government’s Housing White Paper has also just been published and its potential impacts are being currently considered by the industry; in particular the impact of ‘commuter hubs’ for locations such as Runnymede and the requirement for starter homes. 
	 
	It was explained (AGA) that an objective of the study was to generate realistic targets which can help housing supply alongside Section 106 contributions. 
	 
	2 Basis for interpreting viability: land owner and developer return 
	 
	AGA outlined the methodology of the viability model which is based upon scheme revenue versus development costs (including developer margin and S106 agreements).    
	 
	Delegates agreed in principle to the general approach for assessing viability.  This is by reference to residual scheme value and the existing use value of a site or another appropriate land value benchmark (LVB).   However one stated that the approach is really a ‘health check’ rather than a full assessment. One member asked how long term changes in the market can be considered. JD responded that values can be sense checked i.e. build cost inflation or fall in sold house prices. 
	 
	It is important to recognise that land owner motivations are key in bringing sites forward. 
	 
	Members were asked what a working LVB might constitute in the Runnymede area.  There were no specific responses to this.   
	 
	One member stated that land value benchmarks are likely to vary between green and brown field, although another stated that they might be similar in that brown field sites often have a higher level of abnormals although these are ‘offset’ by additional infrastructure costs on green field land. 
	 
	Another member made the point that land tax needs to be taken into account and it is often the small housebuilder who takes more of a hit from this. 
	 
	A point was made that the land value benchmark tends to vary according to what part of the housing market cycle we are in. 
	 
	The LVB will vary according to location with land owners in Virginia Water and Wentworth expecting higher returns. 
	 
	3 Overall methodology  
	 
	It was explained that the study will focus mainly on testing Affordable Housing targets and thresholds, although key local policies such as Thames Basin Heaths and SUDS will also need to be taken account of as well as optional housing standards. 
	 
	These impacts will be mainly tested through the High Level notional one hectare site testing, although it was explained that smaller sites and a selection of larger (allocated/windfall) sites will be tested on a case study basis. It was commented that a strategic site is likely to consist of 100-200 dwellings. One member commented that housing delivery likely to be 80% small sites, 20% large. JD explained that Local Plan should not place at risk development that would form the bulk of housing delivery.  
	 
	It was emphasised that the approach will not preclude the rights of developers to negotiate on a scheme by scheme basis.  Developers can demonstrate that where costs for example, are higher than those tested, and can be justified, policy might be relaxed. 
	 
	Participants at the workshops did not express any particularly strong comments about the approach set out (please see the PowerPoint which explains the approach diagrammatically AGA explained that this was an approach which has been accepted elsewhere at LP Examinations). 
	 
	Data sources (e.g. HMLR for house prices and BCIS for build costs) were explained to participants.  The need for best primary data sources based on a large sample was understood and agreed. 
	 
	4 Sub markets and market values 
	 
	Generally the market in Runnymede is strong although property up to £500,000 is selling better than that at the top end; property in the £1 million and above bracket is tending to ‘stick’ at the moment. 
	 
	A key part of the study will involve the analysis of viability at a sub market level. This provides analysis which will pick up on the ‘tone’ of areas and their likely viability. 
	 
	AGA explained that the price sets are based on three years of HM Land Registry data.  This data set reflects every market transaction for second hand homes across the County.  It was agreed that this data set is 
	appropriate as a baseline for policy development since it sets the ‘tone’ for each of the postcode sectors.  A new build premium has been added to this. 
	 
	Delegates generally agreed with the indicative new build prices set out in the Powerpoint. 
	 
	A few examples were discussed and the following feedback was received: 
	 
	 The Virginia Water’ sub market should be sub divided to provide specific prices for the Wentworth area. 
	 The Virginia Water’ sub market should be sub divided to provide specific prices for the Wentworth area. 
	 The Virginia Water’ sub market should be sub divided to provide specific prices for the Wentworth area. 

	 Prices in Virginia Water generally are closer to mid market Runnymede; 
	 Prices in Virginia Water generally are closer to mid market Runnymede; 

	 The price of detached houses look about right; 
	 The price of detached houses look about right; 

	 The price of terraces look generally a bit high; 
	 The price of terraces look generally a bit high; 


	 
	Delegates generally agreed that more time to look at the prices would be welcome.  These are now included with the Powerpoint presentation and the figures are as presented on the day. 
	 
	5 Density and development mix 
	 
	AGA set out the suggested range of schemes which the DAT will test. These are set out in the PowerPoint Presentation. 
	 
	It was suggested that a range for densities through from 20 dph to 50 dph.  Lower densities will drive larger housing. 
	 
	Higher densities (above 50 dph) should be tested to deal with denser urban sites. One member stated that the density assumptions for some of the sites outlined in the Local Plan Issues, Options Preferred Approaches document (IOPA) were too high. JD stated that work on the capacity of sites is ongoing and will need to take account of constraints. 
	 
	The SHMA promotes the requirement for smaller units in Runnymede, although this work will need to be updated. 
	 
	Air quality measures have an impact on density of development, particularly where sites are next to main highways and motorways, although one member stated that measures could be designed or engineered into development to mitigate this impact 
	 
	Delegates are asked to comment on typical mixes. 
	 
	6 Development costs 
	 
	AGA presented the proposed page that will be used for the testing framework.  This is included in the PowerPoint presentation.  It was explained that the construction costs (base build costs per square metre) will be calculated from the BCIS data source.   
	 
	This was generally accepted as an appropriate approach, and the costs suggested were found to be appropriate for the larger house builders. 
	 
	It is accepted that costs for smaller development may be higher although values may also be commensurate (i.e. higher).  
	 
	7 Profit margin 
	 
	There was some discussion on profit margins.  It was agreed that the purpose of the margin is to reflect development risk and that between different locations and over time this may change. 
	 
	It was stated that most Local Plan viability studies and site specific negotiations adopt a 20% margin for Market Housing and 6% for Affordable Housing, the latter being a lower rate reflecting the fact that Affordable Housing will be developed under contract for a housing association who will be a firm buyer of the product; 
	 
	These rates are considered by AGA to be consistent with appeal decisions, LDP evidence bases and leading appraisal software (e.g. GLA Toolkit and the HCA’s Economic Appraisal Toolkit (EAT). 
	 
	It was stated that some developers work to a blended rate across the scheme of around 17-18% 
	 
	 
	 
	8 Affordable housing tests and issues 
	 
	AGA suggested a range of policy scenarios which should be tested and questioned whether they were reasonable.  These are set out in the PowerPoint Presentation. 
	 
	It was stated that housing associations no longer obtain grant so this makes Affordable Housing more challenging. 
	 
	In some instances it is sensible to have a commuted sum instead of an Affordable Housing contribution.  This will normally be where a site is in an unsustainable location or where a housing association cannot be found to manage the units. 
	 
	Affordable Housing contributions on small sites are subject to national policy and to local housing needs.  Some authorities in the South (examples quoted were LB Richmond, Elmbridge, Reigate and Banstead as well as Brighton) require Affordable Housing contributions on smaller sites, in apparent contravention with government policy.  In some instances (notably locally Elmbridge) these are taken on a ‘sliding scale’ approach with the Affordable Housing target increasing with scale of development/site. Small 
	 
	Payments for Affordable Housing vary by tenure.  Affordable Rented housing is usually purchased by housing associations at 100% of the Local Housing Allowances (circa £200 per week) and should be capitalised at around £150,000 per unit. 
	Social Rent payments have been affected by rent capping and this has made the tenure less attractive for housing associations. 
	 
	Starter Homes were briefly discussed.  The White Paper now includes reference to starter homes and this will need to be considered in the viability assessment as appropriate.  
	 
	9 Section 106 and CIL 
	 
	Costs (other than those for Affordable Housing) were not discussed in detail. Developers raised concern over SUDS and their impact on the delay of schemes.  SWALES are also expensive it was suggested. 
	 
	Comment was made that costs of utilities and roads are similar for small or large sites and so there is an economy of scale. 
	 
	Please can delegates provide examples of costs of this nature on sites they are bringing forward.  Thank you. 
	 
	The study will look at the potential for CIL (Community Infrastructure Levy) after Affordable Housing contributions have been met. 
	 
	10 Commercial 
	 
	The commercial sector was discussed briefly at the Workshop.   
	 
	If delegates wish to add any market commentary or data on the commercial sector this will be much appreciated. 
	 
	11 AOB and Next Steps 
	 
	Feedback to this note, and the Powerpoint Presentation are key.  They will inform all aspects of the study and where justified will be taken on board. 
	 
	If you could direct your comments to Andrew Golland at the email addresses below and copy in John Devonshire, this would greatly assist in taking forward the Study.  
	 
	Thank you 
	 
	Dr Andrew Golland   
	Tel:   0116 270 1772 
	E-mail 
	E-mail 
	drajg@btopenworld.com
	drajg@btopenworld.com

	 

	 
	John Devonshire – Senior Planning Officer (Policy) 
	Tel:   01932 425635 
	E-mail john.devonshire@runnymede.gov.uk 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Appendix 2 Method statement and assumptions 
	 
	A2.1 Development Appraisal Toolkit (DAT) 
	 
	The Development Appraisal Toolkit provides the user with an assessment of the economics of residential development.  It allows the user to test the economic implications of different types and amounts of planning obligation and, in particular, the amount and mix of affordable housing.  It uses a residual development appraisal approach which is the industry accepted approach in valuation practice. 
	 
	The Toolkit compares the potential revenue from a site with the potential costs of development before a payment for land is made. In estimating the potential revenue, the income from selling dwellings in the market and the income from producing specific forms of affordable housing are considered. The estimates involve (1) assumptions about how the development process and the subsidy system operate and (2) assumptions about the values for specific inputs such as house prices and building costs. These assumpt
	 
	The main output of the Toolkit is the residual value.  In practice, as shown in the diagram below, there is a ‘gross’ residual value and a ‘net’ residual value.  The gross residual value is the total revenue that a scheme generates before Section 106 is required.  Once Section 106 contributions have been taken into account, the scheme then has a net residual value, which is effectively the land owner’s interest. 
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	Appendix 3 High Level Testing Results (Residual values per hectare) – July 2017 
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	£16.64 
	£16.64 

	Span

	Englefield Green 
	Englefield Green 
	Englefield Green 

	£18.32 
	£18.32 

	£17.22 
	£17.22 

	£16.12 
	£16.12 

	£15.01 
	£15.01 

	£13.91 
	£13.91 

	£12.81 
	£12.81 

	£11.71 
	£11.71 

	Span

	Ottershaw 
	Ottershaw 
	Ottershaw 

	£16.45 
	£16.45 

	£15.44 
	£15.44 

	£14.43 
	£14.43 

	£13.42 
	£13.42 

	£12.41 
	£12.41 

	£11.40 
	£11.40 

	£10.39 
	£10.39 

	Span

	Woodham 
	Woodham 
	Woodham 

	£14.21 
	£14.21 

	£13.31 
	£13.31 

	£12.42 
	£12.42 

	£11.52 
	£11.52 

	£10.62 
	£10.62 

	£9.73 
	£9.73 

	£8.83 
	£8.83 

	Span

	Chertsey 
	Chertsey 
	Chertsey 

	£13.29 
	£13.29 

	£12.44 
	£12.44 

	£11.59 
	£11.59 

	£10.74 
	£10.74 

	£9.88 
	£9.88 

	£9.03 
	£9.03 

	£8.18 
	£8.18 

	Span

	Egham 
	Egham 
	Egham 

	£13.23 
	£13.23 

	£12.39 
	£12.39 

	£11.55 
	£11.55 

	£10.70 
	£10.70 

	£9.84 
	£9.84 

	£8.99 
	£8.99 

	£8.14 
	£8.14 

	Span

	Addlestone 
	Addlestone 
	Addlestone 

	£10.94 
	£10.94 

	£10.21 
	£10.21 

	£9.48 
	£9.48 

	£8.74 
	£8.74 

	£8.02 
	£8.02 

	£7.28 
	£7.28 

	£6.54 
	£6.54 

	Span

	Staines Border & North  
	Staines Border & North  
	Staines Border & North  

	£10.55 
	£10.55 

	£9.84 
	£9.84 

	£9.12 
	£9.12 

	£8.41 
	£8.41 

	£7.69 
	£7.69 

	£6.98 
	£6.98 

	£6.27 
	£6.27 

	Span


	 
	 
	 
	Appendix 4 
	Worked example: 40 Dph – Chertsey sub market  – 30% Affordable Housing 
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	Appendix 5 – Infrastructure Costs & Assumptions 
	 
	1Highway infrastructure cost basedon standard cost of £4,000 per dwelling or  calculated as compound inflation on £1,333 per occupant from 2007-2016 (=£1,697) multiplied by occupancy of 2.4 for dwellings or 37.5 workers per sqm for light industrial and 34.4 workers per sqm for retail. 2 On site requirements based on £348 per sqm for formal playspace, £23 per sqm for informal playspace, £348,315 per ha for sports pitches and £232,310 per ha for parks/allotments taken from Appendix B of Runnymede INA. Contrib
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	GLOSSARY OF TERMS 
	 
	A 
	Abnormal Development Costs: Costs associated with difficult ground conditions e.g. contamination. 
	 
	Affordable Housing:  As defined in PPS3 as housing that includes Social Rented and Intermediate Affordable housing. 
	 
	Affordable Rented Housing: Housing let at above Social Rented levels and up to 80% of Open Market Rent 
	 
	Appraisal: development calculation taking into account scheme revenue and scheme cost and accounting for key variables such as house prices, development costs and developer profit. 
	 
	B 
	Base Build Costs: including costs of construction: preliminaries, sub and superstructure; plus an allowance for external works. 
	 
	C 
	Commuted Sum: a sum of money paid by the applicant in lieu of providing affordable housing on site. 
	 
	Community Infrastructure Levy: A levy raised by local authorities from developers and land owners in order to cover the costs of providing infrastructure, where the form of provision can include physical, social and environmental infrastructure.  The levy is charged on a per square metre basis across a range of development uses. 
	 
	D 
	Developer’s Profit or margin: a sum of money required by a developer to undertake the scheme in question.  Profit or margin can be based on cost, development value; and be expressed in terms of net or gross level. 
	 
	Developer Cost: all encompassing term including base build costs (see above) plus any additional costs incurred such as fees, finance and developer margin. 
	 
	Development Economics: The assessment of key variables included within a development appraisal; principally items such as house prices, build costs and affordable housing revenue. 
	 
	E 
	Existing Use Value (EUV): The value of a site in its current use; for example, farmland, industrial or commercial land. 
	 
	F 
	Finance (developer): usually considered in two ways. Finance on the building process; and finance on the land.  Relates to current market circumstances 
	 
	G 
	Gross Development Value (GDV): the total revenue from the scheme. This may include housing as well as commercial revenue (in a mixed use scheme). It should include revenue from the sale of open market housing as well as the value of affordable units reflected in any payment by a housing association(s) to the developer. 
	I 
	Intermediate Affordable Housing: PPS3 Housing defines intermediate affordable housing as housing at prices and rents above those of social rent, but below market price or rents, and which meet the criteria set out above. These can include shared equity products (e.g. HomeBuy), other low cost homes for sale and intermediate rent. 
	 
	L 
	Land Value: the actual amount paid for land taking into account the competition for sites.  It should be distinguished from Residual Value (RV) which is the figure that indicates how much should be paid for a site. 
	 
	Local Development Framework (LDF): a folder of planning documents encompassing DPDs (Development Plan Documents) and SPDs (Supplementary Planning Documents) 
	 
	M 
	Market Housing: residential units sold into the open market at full market price to owner occupiers, and in some instances, property investors. Usually financed through a mortgage or through cash purchase in less frequent cases. 
	 
	P 
	Planning Obligation:  a contribution, either in kind or in financial terms which is necessary to mitigate the impacts of the proposed development. 
	Affordable housing is a planning obligation as are, for example, education and open space contributions. (See Section 106) 
	 
	Proportion or percentage of Affordable Housing: the proportion of the scheme given over to affordable housing. This can be expressed in terms of units, habitable rooms or floorspace 
	 
	R 
	Residual Valuation: a key valuation approach to assessing how much should be paid for a site. The process relies on the deduction of development costs from development value.  The difference is the resulting ‘residue’ 
	 
	Residual Value (RV): the difference between Gross Development Value (GDV) and total scheme costs. Residual value provides an indication to the developer and/or land owner of what should be paid for a site. Should not be confused with land value (see above) 
	 
	Registered Provider (RP): a housing association or a not for profit company registered with the Homes and Communities Agency and which provides affordable housing 
	 
	S 
	Scheme: development proposed to be built.  Can include a range of uses – housing, commercial or community, etc 
	 
	Section 106 (of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990):  This is a legally binding agreement between the parties to a development; typically the developer, housing association, local authority and/or land owner. The agreement runs with the land and bids subsequent purchasers. (See Planning Obligation) 
	 
	Shared Ownership (SO):  Also known as a product as ‘New Build HomeBuy’. From a developer or land owner’s perspective SO provides two revenue streams: to the housing association as a fixed purchase sum on part of the value of the unit; and on the rental stream. Rent charged on the rental element is normally lower than the prevailing interest rate, making this product more affordable than home ownership. 
	 
	Social Rented Housing (SR): Rented housing owned and managed by local authorities and registered social landlords, for which guideline target rents are SET through the national rent regime.  
	 
	Sub Markets: Areas defined in the Viability Study by reference to house price differentials.  Areas defined by reference to postcode sectors, or amalgams thereof. 
	 
	Supplementary Planning Document (SPD): planning documents that provide specific policy guidance on e.g. affordable housing, open space, planning obligations generally.  These documents expand policies typically set out in Local Plans and LDFs. 
	 
	T 
	Target:  Affordable housing target.  Sets the requirement for the affordable housing contribution.  If say 30% on a scheme of 100 units, 30 must be affordable (if viable). 
	 
	Tenure Mix: development schemes usually comprise a range of housing tenures.  These are described above including market and affordable housing. 
	 
	Threshold:  the trigger point which activates an affordable housing contribution. If a threshold is set at say 15 units, then no contribution is payable with a scheme of 14, but is payable with a scheme of 15. The appropriate affordable housing target is then applied at the 15 units, e.g. 20%, or 30%. 
	 
	V 
	Viability: financial variable that determines whether a scheme progresses or not. For a scheme to be viable, there must be a reasonable developer and land owner return.  Scale of land owner return depends on the planning process itself. 
	 
	 



