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1.1 Adams Integra has been retained by South Gloucestershire Council to test 

any viability impact, arising from the policies set out in the Proposed 

Submission Policies, Sites and Places Development Plan Document 

(PSPDPD), dated March 2015. 

 

1.2 Attached to the report is a table that summarises the valuation outcomes, 

from which we conclude on viability (Appendix 1). We are also attaching a 

table of housing mixes that have been used in the valuations, as (Appendix 

2). 

 

1.3 Viability has been considered in the context of both residential and non-

residential uses. We start with an assessment on residential development, 

before discussing any non-residential impact. For completeness we provide 

an appropriate definition of viability from the RICS Financial Viability in 

Planning Guidance Note 2012:  

 

 

 

1.4 It should be noted that Adams Integra has recently assisted the Council in 

formulating its Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL), resulting in a viability 

report dated April 2014. The CIL charges were found sound in January 2015 

and adopted by the Council in March 2015. Similar viability methodologies 

and information, as arising from the CIL exercise, have been used to inform 

this new study. 
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2.1 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) states that the purpose of 

the planning system is to contribute to the achievement of sustainable 

development (para 6). This involves seeking positive improvements in the 

quality of life (para 9). In so doing Local Planning Authorities should assess 

the likely cumulative impacts on new development in their area of all existing 

and proposed local standards; the cumulative impact of these standards and 

policies should not put the implementation of the plan at serious risk. 

Evidence should be proportionate, using only appropriate available evidence 

(para 174). 

 

2.2 The South Gloucestershire Core Strategy was adopted in December 2013. 

This was supported by an Economic Viability Study (Affordable Housing) – 

Aug 2010 & Review & Update (May 2012). The Council then progressed 

delivery of its CIL charging schedule. Viability Studies (dated Oct 2012 & April 

2014). This study thus takes conclusions and builds on the evidence base 

provided by these previous studies. 

 

2.3 The PSP DPD predominantly updates and replaces the saved development 

management policies from the South Gloucestershire Local Plan (SGLP) 

thereby ensuring the Council has an up-to-date Local Plan. The Core 

Strategy and PSPDPD will replace the SGLP.  

 

2.4 The Core Strategy is to be reviewed shortly (to be completed in 2018). It is 

envisaged that at this point the Core Strategy and PSPDPD will be rolled 

together to form a new Local Plan. The CIL will also be reviewed concurrently 

with review of the Core Strategy and PSPDPD. 
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3.1 The outcomes for residential uses on the attached table show the viability of 

development scenarios with the included PSPDPD costs. Alongside these, 

we show the land value outcomes, excluding these costs. When considered 

in relation to the existing use thresholds, it will be seen that the PSPDPD 

policies do not impose any significant impact upon viability. 
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3.2 Within the table, where ‘None’ in terms of Viability Impact is recorded this is 

because these policies are generally considered criteria based development 

management policies that essentially seek to restrict particular land-uses and 

or to maintain acceptable/standards of amenity. Such policies are used 

extensively nationwide and are generally accepted practice. Any viability 

impacts can thus only be determined on a site-by-site basis, but generally 

they represent/seek accepted standards within the development industry. 
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4.1 With regard to non-residential uses, it is considered that these do not impose 

any measurable impact on viability.  
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5.1 We set out below the policies from the PSPDPD, along with a view as to their 

anticipated viability impact on residential development below. Where an 

impact can be envisaged, then we also show an anticipated cost that would 

be used in the land appraisals. 

 

 

Policy 

Number 

 

Subject 

 

Viability Impact 

 

Anticipated Cost 

 

 

1 Local Distinctiveness 

 

None. It is considered 

that policy simply 

reinforces good 

practice as set out in 

Core Strategy policy 

CS1 – High Quality 

Design. 

 

 

2 Landscape 

 

None  

3 Trees and Woodland 

 

None  

4 Designated Local Green  

Spaces 

 

None  

5 Undesignated Open  

Spaces 

 

None  

6 Onsite renewable and low 

carbon 

 

This policy seeks 

renewable and low 

carbon energy sources 

beyond Part L of the 

current building 

regulations. Assume 

viability impact. 

An allowance 

has been made 

of £2,500 to 

£3,500 per unit, 

depending on 

unit numbers. 

This allowance 

was also made 

in the CIL 

viability studies 

7 Development in Green Belt 

 

None  

8 Settlement boundaries  None  

9 Residential Amenity None 

 

 

10 Health Impact Assessments 

 

It is considered that this 

policy will provide 

additional evidence that 

reinforces existing 

good practice sought 

under other policies 

such as Core Strategy 

£2,000 to £8,000 

per site, 

depending on 

site size. 



South Gloucestershire Council 

Policies, Sites and Places Development Plan Document - Viability 

Ref: 151654 

7 

policies CS1 & CS8. 

Assume consultants’ 

costs for a report.  

11 Active travel routes 

 

None  

12 Development Related 

Transport Impact 

Management 

 

None  

13 Motorway Service Areas & 

Roadside Facilities 

None  

14 Safeguarding Strategic 

Transport Schemes & 

Infrastructure 

 

None 

 

 

15 Safeguarding Rail Schemes 

& Infrastructure 

 

None  

16 Park and Ride / Share 

 

None 

 

 

17 Parking standards 

 

None  

18 Heritage Assets and Historic 

Environment 

 

Generally seeks higher 

standards of design or 

additional mitigation in 

Conservation Areas 

(CAs), where 

development impacts 

on a listed building or 

archaeological 

interests. It is noted 

that most CAs are in 

villages or suburban 

areas, therefore 

generally higher value 

locations. 

Higher value 

locations have 

tolerances in the 

valuation 

outcomes to 

allow some extra 

costs to cover 

heritage assets. 

Note that these 

tolerances would 

apply more to 

smaller sites. 

19 Statutory Wildlife Sites: 

European Sites & Sites of 

Special Scientific Interest 

(SSSIs) 

 

None  

20 Wider biodiversity 

 

None  

21 Flood Risk, Surface Water & 

Watercourse Management 

 

None  

22 Environmental pollution and 

Impacts 

 

Likely impact on fees. £2,000 to £8,000 

per site, 

depending on 

site size. 

23 Unstable land 

 

None. Possible impact 

on site-by site basis.  

 

Viability testing 

includes 

allowance for 

abnormals. 
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24 Mineral Working and 

Restoration 

 

None  

25 Mineral Safeguarding Areas 

 

None  

26 Hydrocarbon Extraction (inc 

fracking) 

 

None  

27 Enterprise Areas 

 

None 

 

 

28 B8 Storage and Distribution 

Uses 

 

None  

29 Rural Economy 

 

None  

30 Agricultural Development None  

31 Horse Related Development 

 

None  

32 Town Centre Uses 

 

None 

 

 

33 Local Centres and Facilities 

 

None  

34 Shopping Frontages 

 

None  

35 Public Houses 

 

Policy requires 

demonstration that the 

use has become 

unviable and has been 

marketed for continued 

PH use. This will have 

some impact on 

redevelopment costs. 

The policy is however 

specifically designed to 

ensure all practical 

opportunities for re-use 

have been explored 

before planning 

permission for 

redevelopment is 

permitted.  No change 

is therefore 

recommended. 

 

36 Hot Food Takeaways 

 

None 

 

 

37 Telecommunications 

Infrastructure 

 

None  

38 Internal Space Standards for 

Affordable Housing 

 

See separate section in 

the report. 

 

39 Development within Existing 

Residential Curtilages, 

including Extensions & New 

None  
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Dwellings 

 

40 Residential Conversions, 

Sub-Divisions & Houses in 

Multiple Occupation  

 

None  

41 Residential Development in 

the Countryside 

None  

42 Rural Workers’ Dwellings 

 

None 

 

 

43 Custom Build Dwellings 

 

Criterion 5 seeks 5% of 

dwellings on residential 

development sites as 

Self Build. Considered 

that there may be 

cashflow and revenue 

implications, but plot 

sales for such use 

could provide profitable 

returns. Considered 

neutral to viability. 

Criteria 7 seeks to 

prioritise custom build 

dwellings ahead of 

‘developer’ product on 

non-safeguarded 

employment sites. 

Viability  will be 

dependent on site 

specific factors such as 

location, existing use, 

site remediation, 

appropriateness for 

custom build etc. 

 

 

44 Private amenity space 

standards 

 

The standards are not 

generally considered 

onerous and well within 

expected norms. 

However, standards for 

1 & 2 bed dwellings 

could apply to flats. It is 

suggested that in the 

case of flats provision 

of balconies would 

provide the required 

space. An additional 

build cost is therefore 

assumed. 

£5,000 per flat 

45 Gypsy/Traveller Residential 

Provision 

 

None  

46 Allocated Gypsy/Traveller 

Residential Accommodation 

None  
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47 Provision for Travelling 

Showpeople 

 

None  

48 Outdoor Sport and 

Recreation outside 

Settlement Boundaries. 

 

None  

49 Burial Facilities, including 

Crematoria 

None  

50 Oldbury new nuclear build 

 

Would require 

engagement with 

developer to test 

viability. 

 

51 Rural Settlement Boundaries None  

52 Development at 

Rangeworthy 

See appendices 4a & 

4b 

 

 

 

5.2 It will be seen, from this table, that we are expecting some additional fee 

costs in relation to policies 10 and 22. We have also allowed for the cost of 

renewables, reference policy 6, along with the cost of balconies under policy 

44. This latter allowance assumes that private space standards can only be 

satisfied with the inclusion of balconies to flats, including affordable units. It is 

likely however that in many cases a combination of balconies and communal 

garden will be provided to meet the needs of residents. 

 

5.3 With regard to policy 38 Internal Space Standards for Affordable Housing, we 

have considered viability on the basis of two space options. The first adopts 

the floor areas that were used for the CIL viability report of April 2014. The 

second adopts the slightly larger standards, as proposed as part of the 

Housing Standards Review Consultation. These Nationally Described Space 

Standards (Consultation Draft) September 2014 (NDS) are attached as 

Appendix 3. We set out below a comparison of the affordable housing floor 

areas, as adopted for the April 2014 CIL study, alongside those areas that we 

have used as a result of the NDS floor areas. 
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 Table of floor areas (sqm) for affordable housing 

 April 2014 report Based on NDS standards 

1 bed flat 46 50 

2 bed flat 57 61 

2 bed house 71 79 

3 bed house 85 93 

4 bed house 108 106 

 

The valuation outcomes relating to the different floor areas can be seen in the 

tables attached as Appendix 1. 
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6.1 The methodology involves a series of residual land valuations to assess the 

land values per hectare, arising from different development scenarios. These 

scenarios include the anticipated costs arising from the PSPDPD. 

 

6.2 Outcomes are expressed as land values per hectare and are then compared 

to existing use value thresholds, being land values that we would expect to be 

exceeded, before landowners would release land for development.  

 

6.3 The residual land valuations rely upon specific inputs, relating to both cost 

and value. We explain the detail of these inputs below. 

 

6.4 Housing numbers 

We have tested sites of 4, 9, 14, 35, 75 and 300 units, as in the CIL viability 

study. 

 

6.5 Housing Mixes 

As part of the consultation process for the CIL viability study, we considered 

new housing mixes that responded to different comments received from the 

housebuilding industry. These mixes have been used for this new study and 

are shown at Appendix 2, based on 35% affordable housing. Housing 

densities are assumed at 35 and 50 dwellings per hectare. 
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6.6 Net to gross land areas 

The difference between the net and the gross land area takes into account 

the open space requirements of larger sites. These requirements might 

include on-site public open space, along with, for example, boundary 

landscape buffers. In these instances, we consider viability against the gross 

land area, since this will be the area provided by the landowner, and against 

which a return will be sought. For the purpose of this exercise, we have 

increased the net area of 75 unit sites by 10% and the 300 unit sites by 20%, 

to allow these open space requirements. These allowances are consistent 

with those in the CIL Viability Study. 

 

6.7 A further implication of this is the additional cost that would be incurred in 

setting out the open space, possibly including play areas, and we have made 

allowances, as necessary, for this. 

 

6.8 Sales values 

In the CIL April 2014 Viability Study we expressed geographical sales values 

as different value points, whereby value points 2 and 3 reflected lower value 

urban locations, and value point 4 reflected higher value, generally rural 

locations. 

 

6.9 We have reviewed the sales values that were assumed for the value points 

table in the CIL Viability Study. This has included sales values applicable to 

new developments, as well as sold prices seen in different locations through 

the plan area. As a result, we have concluded that we cannot justify higher 

sales values than were used in the April 2014 report. Whilst this might appear 

to go against the trend of price rises reported over the last 9 months, we need 

to be aware that we are prioritising information from new developments, 

where a number of developers might be competing to sell a similar product in 

large numbers. This would have the effect of reducing the ability to increase 

prices alongside such competition. 

 

6.10 Affordable housing values. 

We have consulted with officers of the Council, with a view to understanding 

current levels of revenue for affordable housing, as might be payable for 

completed units by registered providers. These revenues have shown a 
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change since the CIL viability report, particularly relating to higher proportions 

of market value, as applicable to social rented tenures. We are considering 

affordable tenures of social rent (78% of affordable units), affordable rent 

(6%) and shared ownership (16%). We have therefore adopted the latest 

affordable housing revenues for our appraisals, based upon percentages of 

market value, whereby a higher percentage would apply to low value 

locations and a lower percentage would apply to higher value locations. 

 

The percentages of open market value used for this report, for each 

affordable housing tenure, are: 

 

Social Rent:   55% to 65% 

Affordable Rent:  60% to 70% 

Shared Ownership:  45% to 50% 

 

In practice, we believe that individual Registered Providers (RP) will calculate 

the price they can pay for affordable housing units on the basis of their own 

internal criteria. It is a fundamental assumption, however, in justifying these 

percentages that the resultant rental levels are within the Local Housing 

Allowances, as set out for South Gloucestershire. 

 

6.11 Affordable housing has been assumed at 35% of the total unit numbers for 14 

unit scenarios and above. The 9 unit scenarios show zero affordable housing 

and zero s106 costs, in accordance with NPPG guidance of 28

th

 November 

2014. 

 

6.12 Community Infrastructure Levy 

These have been adopted at the rates adopted by the Council in March 2015. 

(Link to charging schedule below). The 9 unit sites assume the higher rate, 

with no affordable housing contribution. 

 

https://www.southglos.gov.uk/environment-and-planning/planning/community-

infrastructure-levy/ 

 

6.13 Build Costs 

We have reviewed current build costs against the BCIS index of the RICS, as 

applicable at February 2015. The resultant cost build up is: 

https://www.southglos.gov.uk/environment-and-planning/planning/community-infrastructure-levy/
https://www.southglos.gov.uk/environment-and-planning/planning/community-infrastructure-levy/
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 Assumed upper quartile base costs: houses £1,000 per sqm; flats £1,238 per 

sqm. 

 Allow 15% net to gross for flats. 

 Allow 15% for externals. 

 BCIS build costs, based on samples of completed developments. These are 

assumed to be based on 2010 building regulations and therefore exclude 

equivalent code 4 build costs. An additional £40 per sqm has therefore been 

allowed for code 4 items, in addition to the BCIS figures. 

 Resultant costs: houses £1,190 per sqm; flats £1,438 per sqm. The flats costs 

exclude the cost of balconies, for which a separate allowance of £5,000 per 

flat has been made. 

 

6.14 Other appraisal inputs 

 Professional fees have been allowed at 10% of build costs. 

 Finance 7%. 

 Contingencies 5%. 

 Sales fees 3%. 

 Profit 20% on market housing; 6% on affordable. 

 S106 costs at £3,500 per unit, except for 9 unit scenarios. 

 Renewables at £3,500 per unit, reducing to £2,500 for 300 unit sites only. 

 Extra fees arising from PSPDPD allowed, per site, at £4,000 for 14 units, 

£8,000 for 35 and 75 units and £16,000 for 300 units. 

 Balconies to flats allowed at £5,000 per flat. 

 

6.15 Existing Use Values/Viability Thresholds 

 

We have used the following thresholds for different existing land uses: 

 

 Greenfield   £350,000 per hectare 

 Employment lower  £1,000,000 per hectare 

 Employment higher  £1,375,000 per hectare 

 Residential   £2,200,000 per hectare 

 

These thresholds include a 20% premium, as an incentive to the landowner. 

 

 

6.16 Findings from the residential work. 

 

The tables attached as appendix 1 show the land value outcomes for different 

development scenarios, as described above, using the two different floor area 
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options for the affordable housing. The land values per hectare, that include 

the PSPDPD costs, are shown in column 7. We also show, in column 8, the 

outcomes excluding the PSPDPD costs with the exception of renewables; 

these would be included in our base appraisals. Column 8 shows outcomes 

for the higher density level, at the lower value points, these being the most 

sensitive scenarios to additional cost. In column 9, we are showing the 

averages for the figures from column 8. By comparing columns 7 and 8, we 

can see that “before and after” effect of the policies. The land values per 

hectare are averaged from column 7 for the traffic light comparisons with the 

existing use values. 

 

6.17 It should be borne in mind that the highest additional cost, arising from our 

analysis of the PSPDPD policies, relates to the provision of balconies to flats. 

The higher density scenario for 300 units includes 84 flats; the resultant cost 

has a particular viability impact in lower value locations. 

 

6.18 The more specific findings are as follows: 

 

 The 9 unit scenarios are not impacted by affordable housing. They show good 

viability against all but the more expensive thresholds at value point 2, being 

lower value urban locations.  

 

 Scenarios with affordable housing and s106 costs show good viability against 

Greenfield existing uses for higher value urban (VP3) and rural (VP4) 

locations. Similar patterns of viability are seen against Greenfield existing 

uses, for both affordable housing sizes. 

 

 Lower density development in VP3 and VP4 locations performs well against 

all but residential existing uses, although the larger affordable housing units 

do start to impact on viability against higher value employment uses at VP3. 

 

 The viability of higher density schemes is adversely affected by the provision 

of balconies, particularly in the VP2 locations. In these scenarios, it will be 

seen that viability is only just achieved against Greenfield uses, whereas 

viability is improved in the absence of these costs, as shown in column 9 of 
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the tables. With the larger affordable housing units, however, the VP2 

scenarios remain marginal. 

 

 Higher value locations show good viability against other existing uses, with 

the exception of residential land uses. 

 

 Looking at the outcomes against existing use values, it is not considered that 

the imposition of the PSPDPD policies will have any significant impact upon 

the viability of residential development at lower densities and on Greenfield 

sites. 
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7.1 In 2014 Adams Integra carried out a comprehensive study of the viability of 

non-residential development across the South Gloucestershire area to inform 

the new CIL charging regime. This study was subject to public consultation 

and examination by a planning Inspector. Based on the appropriate and 

available evidence the proposed CIL charges were found not to affect the 

viability of most forms of non-residential uses.  

 

7.2 The study examined shops, supermarkets, shopping malls, offices, industrial 

and warehouses, hotels, student accommodation, care homes and car 

showrooms amongst others. The testing demonstrated that in the current 

market conditions there was a sufficient surplus left for a developer after 

allowing for the current planning policies and the proposed CIL charging.  

 

7.3 The commercial property market is generally slow moving as the volume of 

transactions are considerably less than with residential property. Since the 

study was completed in 2014 there has been little change in commercial 

property values. Construction costs have been increasing due to rising 

material and labour costs. Nevertheless overall the current evidence suggests 

that the findings of the study remain pertinent to this report.  

 

7.4 The following policies are expected to raise viability issues as follows:  
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7.5 PSP6 Renewables and Low Carbon 

 

7.5.1 Non-residential developers are already expected to comply with Building 

Regulations Part L Schedule 1 (Conservation of fuel and power) as well as 

being expected to develop buildings for occupiers that have low running costs 

through efficient use of energy. Furthermore there are impending new 

requirements to achieve minimum energy performance levels

1

 post 1

st

 April 

2018 through the Energy Performance Certification process. This will impose 

a new minimum energy efficiency requirement on both new and existing 

buildings before they may be marketed for sale or to let. 

 

7.5.2 Policy 6 is not seeking to impose BREEAM ‘very good’

2

 or better as a 

requirement for major mixed use development as CS1 (8) has done. To 

achieve a BREEAM ‘very good’ assessment has been shown to have wider 

reaching costs due to the complex and rather opaque method of evaluation. 

However, these can be relatively small, in the order of between 0.04% and 

0.2%

3

 of the total construction costs.  

 

7.5.3 However following CS1(8),  Policy 6 looks to impose  broader measures on 

new major residential and mixed-use development that would ideally go 

beyond the Zero Carbon buildings initiatives that Government legislation

4

 is 

seeking local authorities to enforce. The Department of Energy and Climate 

Change [DECC] has issued a Community Energy Strategy

5

 which will be 

seeking new policy initiatives to increase the use and efficiency of community 

energy. These include an increase in the use of solar energy 

6

 which seeks to 

open up the deployment of photo voltaic (PV) panels on the roofs of 

commercial, industrial and larger public buildings.  

 

7.5.4 It is anticipated that these requirements will impose potentially higher 

construction costs on many different types of buildings that will fall within the 

‘major development’ category. For example a PV panel installation on a 

                                                

1

 Energy Act 2011 & Energy Performance of Buildings Regulations 2012 

2

 Building Research Establishment Environmental Assessment Model 

3

 Build Energy-BD Online- “How much does BREEAM cost?” 

4

 Planning and Energy Act 2008 as amended 

5

 DECC- Community Energy Strategy:People Powering Change- 27 January 2014 

6

 DECC- UK Solar PV Strategy: Part 2- April 2014 
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1,000sqm development could cost in the order of £50

7

 per square metre. For 

an office or retail development this could amount to 2% to 3% of the build 

costs albeit a lower proportion of the overall construction costs. Whereas with 

a building with a lower construction cost such as say a warehouse, the cost of 

a policy compliant PV installation could add 8% to 10% to the construction 

cost.  However the savings on utility costs and income generated from Feed 

in Tariffs are not allowed for by way of set-off in the normal viability testing 

model.  

 

7.5.5 Nevertheless it is expected that Policy 6 will have only a very small impact on 

overall non-residential construction costs as most of these measures are 

already being sought to be implemented by developers. Furthermore any 

additional costs may be outweighed by higher rental or capital values that 

may be achieved by having lower running costs. Consequently this policy is 

not expected to affect the viability of major non-residential development.  

 

7.6 PSP10 Health Impact Assessments 

 

7.6.1 It is considered that this policy will provide additional evidence that reinforces 

existing good practice sought under other policies such as Core Strategy 

policies CS1 & CS8. Assume consultants’ costs for a report. Any new Non-

residential Very Major Developments will also inevitably be constructed to 

standards that comply with the latest Health & Safety legislation

8

. A developer 

will also be mindful of creating the correct working environment for staff 

working at the property in order to maximize productivity, ensure the longevity 

of the building and to conform with good management and personnel 

practices.  

 

7.6.2 Consequently this policy will not impact on existing construction costs other 

than the need to employ a consultant to provide a Health Impact Assessment, 

which is likely to cost in the order of £1,000-£2,000 per development. This 

cost is considered de minimis for a multi-million pound project and therefore 

will not affect viability. 

 

                                                

7

 Energy Saving Trust 

8

 Health & Safety at Work Act etc. 1974 
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7.7 PSP17 Parking Standards 

7.7.1 Non-residential development such as shops, offices and industrial property 

are heavily reliant on the occupiers, staff and customers being able to access 

the property. The means of transport used by staff may be varied but 

generally an employer would prefer to have ample parking to assist with staff 

recruitment as well as for customers. Whereas a developer would prefer to 

provide the minimum permitted amount of car parking as this allows more 

land to be used for buildings which generate a higher return.  

 

7.7.2 The other consideration is that little or no parking will limit the type of 

occupiers prepared to take a building if alternative means of transport are 

limited, too expensive or awkward for staff and customers.    

 

7.7.3 This proposed policy maintains maximum standards for commercial 

developments and thus does not introduce any new pressures or on the 

construction costs. The promotion of alternative modes of transport is now 

generally accepted. Car parking will be used as a positive attribute for a 

development and will not affect viability.  

 

7.8 PSP18 Heritage Assets and Historic Environment 

 

7.8.1 Any non-residential development of a listed building, within a conservation 

area or in close proximity to a potential heritage site will currently expect to 

incur additional costs. These being to conform to the national and legal 

requirements

9

 to higher design standards, more expensive materials and or 

additional costs associated with a historically sensitive asset.  

 

7.8.2 It is already recognised that the likes of prior excavating and monitoring for 

potential archaeological interests or redevelopment of historic assets will 

require similar materials and building methods that will inevitably incur 

additional costs and time delays on a development. These will call into 

question the viability of the development. However the extent of these costs 

are extremely varied and can only be assessed on a case by case basis. 

Nevertheless they will generally be allowed for as ‘site specific abnormal 

                                                

9

 NPPF-Policy 12. Conserving and enhancing the historic environment  

and Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 
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costs’. With particularly sensitive sites, a larger contingency amount would 

normally be allowed for to account for unforeseen costs that result from 

preserving historic assets. 

 

7.8.3 Therefore this policy does not introduce any new costs that would unduly 

affect non-residential development viability that would usually already be 

allowed for.  

 

7.9 PSP20 Wider biodiversity 

7.9.1 Existing well established legislation protects certain species of flora and 

fauna

10

. Translocation or mitigation costs incurred in delivering a ‘biodiversity 

gain’ would normally be allowed for in ‘landscaping costs’ for new larger scale 

non-residential development. Pre planning surveys are already expected and 

allowed for within a development appraisal. Engagement with local Ecology 

officers and the Environment Agency would also be expected to establish the 

costs of any related requirements. Therefore this policy does not introduce 

any new measures that are likely to affect viability.  

 

7.10 PSP27 Enterprise Areas 

 

7.10.1 Core Strategy Policies CS1 and CS6 promote good design and provision of 

infrastructure. Policy CS25 has 15 areas where it seeks to promote the vision 

and priorities for the communities of the North Fringe of Bristol urban area. 

For example CS25(2) requires that new employment areas make provision for 

and contribute to the North Fringe and Hengrove Rapid Transit Route and 

orbital bus service. PSP27 reinforces principles in these policies to the 

Enterprise Areas. 

 

7.10.2 Through the CIL charging viability work it has been established that the 

contributions towards the community infrastructure improvements identified in 

the Infrastructure Delivery Plan will not unduly impact on new development 

from coming forward.   

 

                                                

10

 Habitat Regulations 2010 and the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended by 

the Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000) and Natural Environment and 

Rural Communities (NERC) Act 2006 and Wildlife & Countryside Act 1981 (as 

amended), Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000  
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7.10.3 CS 25 (6) and now PSP 27 (5) support the provision of new high quality, 

people orientated public spaces and public realm does put a burden on non-

residential development. This is because a developer would prefer to 

minimize the amount of land lost to non-income generating uses. Furthermore 

a developer would wish to avoid the additional cost of the construction, 

landscaping and maintenance associated with the space. It is not possible to 

quantify the financial impact without site specific examples. However the 

provision of good quality public realm can also boost rental values by virtue of 

making an adjacent property more attractive. For example an attractively 

landscaped ‘piazza’ style area in front of shops will attract better footfall and 

dwell time with the potential for increased customer spend in the adjacent 

shops. Higher sales would be able to support higher rents making the 

development’s investment value higher. In an office park environment 

attractively landscaped open space is associated with higher quality office 

environments occupied by higher value businesses. Generally these types of 

situations will attract higher rents because businesses are prepared to pay a 

premium in order to project a ‘smarter’ image achieved through attractive 

settings.  

 

7.11 PSP28 B8 Storage and Distribution 

 

7.11.1 This policy puts a positive requirement on new development to produce 

detailed traffic impact assessments. This would already be expected for large 

scale B8 development both from the developer and the operator. The impact 

of HGV traffic on access and egress to a site is a normal consideration and 

allowed for in normal development costs. Furthermore the consultant’s costs 

to assess traffic impact would be a normal cost for a developer. 

 

7.12 PSP32 Town Centre uses 

 

7.12.1 Developers are already aware of planning policy requirements aimed at 

ensuring the vitality of town centres (NPPF chpt 2). They would factor in the 

additional costs associated with providing evidence of sequential testing and 

impact assessments for planning purposes. There is no new financial burden 

being imposed by this policy on new retail development that has not already 

been allowed for in fees within previous viability studies.  
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7.13 PSP33 Local centres and facilities 

 

7.13.1 Ensuring the vitality of town centres (NPPF chpt 2) and NPPF chpt 8 - 

Promoting Healthy Communities,  provides a higher level of guidance to date. 

This policy encourages community friendly development and is not imposing 

any financial burden that might affect viability. Developers will usually 

acknowledge the benefits of ensuring that the design of new development 

includes environmental improvements such as cycleways, better pedestrian 

access and public realm based on lessons learnt from historic local centre 

failures.   

 

7.14 PSP34 Shopping frontages 

 

7.14.1 This policy does not impact on the financial viability of new development.  

 

7.15 PSP35 Public Houses 

 

7.15.1 The requirement of this policy has a significant impact on the financial viability 

of a redevelopment. The requirement to demonstrate that the property has 

been vacant for 2 years is a significant burden of proof that a pub is no longer 

viable. If no longer trading, the costs imposed on a developer include 

business rates, anti vandalism measures, marketing and advertising, agent’s 

costs amongst others. However, the policy objective is specifically to 

discourage redevelopment. This additional impact on viability is therefore 

positive in this respect.  

 

7.16 PSP36 Hot Food takeaways 

 

7.16.1 This policy does not have an impact on financial viability.  

 

7.17 PSP43 – Custom Build Dwellings 

 

7.17.1 Criterion 5 states that developers should provide serviced plots for sale to 

custom builders on sites of over 100 dwellings. In criterion 10 the Council is 

looking for custom build plots to be for houses of no more than 93 sqm gross 

internal area, being approximately equivalent to a 3 bedroom house. 

Furthermore, in criterion 7, the Council is looking to prioritise the provision of 
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custom build dwellings on Non-Safeguarded Economic Development Sites. 

We would comment on these provisions as follows: 

 

1) Whilst viability will ultimately be dependant upon site-specific factors, we 

believe that this policy should be viable for house builders, due to: 

 

i) Reduced build, fees and finance costs if the developer is not 

building the houses beyond the serviced plot stage. 

 

ii) Reduced sales exposure and risk if the developer is not selling the 

completed units. 

 

iii) Improved cashflow if the developer can service the plots as part of 

an agreement with the custom builders, as opposed to servicing 

them speculatively. 

 

2) The Council should bear in mind, however, that a developer will probably 

seek certainty and/or control over such matters as design and 

programme, to avoid any problems with the custom build units impacting 

upon their own sales. 

 

8
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8.1 The following sites are to be shown as allocated residential and mixed/use 

sites on the PSPDPD proposals map. These are generally major sites that 

were previously allocated in the South Gloucestershire Local Plan, have been 

subject to detailed pre-application discussions, are subject to a current 

planning application and/or are under construction. Viability testing is 

therefore not proposed (with the exception of Patch Lane/Wotton Road, 

Rangeworthy) as the sites have already undergone or are undergoing 

detailed viability testing as part of the development management process. 

They are subsequently all considered deliverable. 
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Housing/Mixed Use 1.   South of Douglas Road, 

Kingswood 

      (Mixed residential 

development, comprising 

306 dwellings, 40-bed 

nursing home, 28-bed 

sheltered housing scheme, 

and public open space - 

PK10/1057/F) 

 

SGLP allocation. Full 

Planning Permission. The 

site underwent a viability re-

appraisal in 2014. 

2. Waterworks Depot, 

Soundwell Road, Kingswood 

(Approximately 75 

dwellings) – PK04/1724/O & 

PK11/3750/EXT 

 

SGLP allocation with Outline 

consent. Extension of time 

application current. 

3. Land East of Coldharbour 

Lane and South of Bristol 

Business park, Stoke 

Gifford* (Mixed use 

development, 

approximately 550 

dwellings, retail and/or 

community meeting space 

and open space) – 

PT14/1260/O 

SGLP allocation. Outline 

application current.  

4. Land west of Charlton Hayes 

(Mixed-use site comprising 

maximum of 120 dwellings 

plus employment uses) - 

PT14/5028/O 

SGLP allocation. Part of 

outline permission 

PT03/3143/O. Outline 

application current. 

5. Intier Site, Bitton (Mixed-use 

site comprising maximum of 

130 dwellings, plus 

commercial and community 

uses) - PK15/0532/F 

New allocation. Has 

undergone significant pre-

application discussions. Full 

application current. 

6. The Heath / Newton House 

(Site allocated for Extra Care 

/ Care Home class C2/C3 for 

approximately 60 mixed 

tenure flats and ancillary 

communal uses)*** 

New allocation. Council 

owned site. Subject to 

significant pre-app 

discussions. Application 

expected in 2015. 

7. Area North of Patch Lane 

Road and East of Wotton 

Road, Rangeworthy 

New housing opportunity 

brought forward through 

Rural Housing Review. 

Conclusions of viability 

testing attached at Appendix 

4a & 4b  

8. Land at Harry Stoke (Site 

allocated for 1200 dwellings 

and supporting facilities and 

open space) 

SGLP allocation. Site under 

construction. 
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9. Northfield (Charlton Hayes) 

(Site allocated for 2200 

dwellings and supporting 

facilities and open space). 

SGLP allocation. Site under 

construction. 

10. Emersons Green East (Site 

allocated for 2400 dwellings 

and supporting facilities and 

open space) 

SGLP allocation. Site under 

construction 

 

 

8.2 Outcomes relating to the viability testing for Rangeworthy are attached as 

appendices 4a and 4b. 

 

9
9
 
 

C
C

o
o
n
n
c
c
l
l
u
u
s
s
i
i
o
o
n
n
s
s
 
 

 

1) In connection with residential development, we conclude that cumulatively 

Core Strategy and the PSPDPD policies will not have an unduly adverse 

impact upon viability so as to threaten the deliverability of the plan. 

 

2) It will, however, be noted that VP2 locations are showing viability difficulties at 

higher densities, where a larger proportion of flats are included. For this 

exercise, the flats are incurring the cost of balconies, although no additional 

sales value has been added for these. If we look at the outcomes for VP2 

locations in the April 2014 CIL viability study (appendix 4), referred to above, 

we see that they only show viability against Greenfield existing uses. Whilst 

the PSPDPD policies are assumed to impose additional development costs, 

the table at appendix 1 shows that VP2 locations are close to the Greenfield 

threshold, depending upon the affordable housing unit sizes that are adopted.  

 

3) High density brownfield sites in VP2 locations are known to make up only a 

very small percent of delivery expected in South Gloucestershire over the 

foreseeable future. Most development is directed towards a number of large 

strategic sites that already have planning permission or will do so by the time 

the PSP DPD is in place. This viability testing is also against a policy 

compliant position. It is within the power of the authority to lower affordable 

housing or other policy requirements, such as external space standards 

where viability issues may arise. We would not wish to exaggerate, therefore, 

the viability impact of the PSPDPD policies on the delivery of the 

development plan. 
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4) We should also point out that the cost of the balconies is assumed to be the 

highest cost implication of the policies and that we have assumed this cost for 

each flat in a scheme. In practice, a site specific scenario may provide a 

combination of balconies and communal outdoor space to meet the 

requirements and would not include balconies to the ground floor flats, in 

which case the viability impact would be reduced. 

 

5) With regard to allocated residential sites, we have tested Rangeworthy for 

viability, as shown in appendices 4a and 4b. The appraisals show surpluses 

against assumed existing use value that could contribute towards either 

unforeseen development costs, or to land value. Either way, we would 

conclude that Rangeworthy is a viable proposition. 

 

6) In respect of non-residential development, we conclude that the only potential 

impact on viability would be from PSP 35 and that the effect of this policy 

would be to positively deter the redevelopment of public house. Otherwise we 

also conclude that the PSPDPD policies will not have an adverse impact upon 

the deliverability of the plan.  

 

 

Report ends 

 

Adams Integra  

April 2015. 

 

 

 

 

 

Attachments: 

 

Appendix 1  Table of residential valuation outcomes 

Appendix 2  Table of housing mixes used in the residential valuations. 

Appendix 3  Nationally Described Space Standards 

Appendix 4a  Basis of Rangeworthy DAT valuations 

Appendix 4b  Table summarising Rangeworthy DAT appraisals 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX 1 

 

 

Table of Residential Valuation Outcomes 



Appendix 1

Summary Table of appraisals 

Assumes affordable unit sizes to new larger Nationally Prescribed Standards. NB: affordable revenues have not been increased.

Shows land value outcomes from the appraisals that include PSPDPD costs.

Housing mixes are from the revised coverage and mixes for the CIL viability study.

Outcomes in columns 6 and 7 assume PSPDPD costs. These are omitted for column 8.

Assumes affordable tenures of 78/6/16 and affordable at 35%, to 14 unit scenarios and above.

9 unit scenarios assume zero affordable housing and zero s106 contributions.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

No units Density Gross Area Net area Value Land Value Land Value Land Value Average Land Value 

dph ha ha Points Outcome per ha (gross) per ha (gross) excl per ha (gross) excl

PSP fees and balconies PSP fees and balconies

9 35 0.26 0.26 VP2 £312,512 £1,201,969

zero afford VP3 £641,622 £2,467,777

VP4 £942,059 £3,623,304

VP5 £1,173,362 £4,512,931

50 0.18 0.18 VP2 £204,251 £1,134,728

VP3 £408,317 £2,268,428

VP4 £558,534 £3,102,967

VP5 £715,727 £3,976,261

14 35 0.40 0.40 VP2 £284,169 £710,423

VP3 £666,404 £1,666,010

VP4 £990,601 £2,476,503

VP5 £1,302,507 £3,256,268

50 0.28 0.28 VP2 £133,225 £475,804 £490,088

VP3 £438,338 £1,565,493 £1,579,348

VP4 £627,317 £2,240,418

VP5 £855,029 £3,053,675

35 35 1.00 1.00 VP2 £674,433 £674,433

VP3 £1,671,302 £1,671,302

VP4 £2,397,124 £2,397,124

VP5 £3,149,094 £3,149,094

50 0.70 0.70 VP2 £296,725 £423,893 £434,978

VP3 £1,043,256 £1,490,366 £1,501,337

VP4 £1,425,612 £2,036,589

VP5 £1,964,760 £2,806,800

75 35 2.35 2.14 VP2 £924,963 £393,601

VP3 £2,880,053 £1,225,554

VP4 £4,385,793 £1,866,295

VP5 £5,878,986 £2,501,696

50 1.65 1.50 VP2 £91,721 £55,588 £93,887

VP3 £1,555,750 £942,879 £979,645

VP4 £2,495,747 £1,512,574

VP5 £3,580,963 £2,170,281

300 35 10.32 8.60 VP2 £1,386,936 £134,393

VP3 £7,539,203 £730,543

VP4 £12,484,399 £1,209,729

VP5 £17,143,861 £1,661,227

50 7.20 6.00 VP2 £0 £0 £0

VP3 £4,442,225 £616,976 £657,771

VP4 £7,717,123 £1,071,823

VP5 £11,395,448 £1,582,701

Outcomes assuming that PSPDPD costs are incurred.

Scenarios of 14 units and above with affordable Greenfield Employment Employment Residential

LV per ha (gross) £350,000 £1,000,000 £1,375,000 £2,200,000

Averages 35dph VP2 £478,212

LV/ha VP3 £1,323,352

VP4 £1,987,412

VP5 £2,642,071

50dph VP2 £318,428 £339,651

VP3 £1,153,928 £1,179,525

VP4 £1,715,351

VP5 £2,403,364

Scenarios of 9 units with no affordable Greenfield Employment Employment Residential

£350,000 £1,000,000 £1,375,000 £2,200,000

Averages 35dph VP2 £1,201,969

LV/ha VP3 £2,467,777

VP4 £3,623,304

VP5 £4,512,931

50dph VP2 £1,134,728

VP3 £2,268,428

VP4 £3,102,967

VP5 £3,976,261
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Table of Housing Mixes used in the 

Residential Valuations 



Appendix 2

Housing mixes as revised for CIL viability 2014.

Affordable at 78% social rent, 6% affordable rent and 16% shared ownership

Table of housing mixes  35% affordable

All units

Assume : per ha per acre

Low 1 30 12.15

Low 2 35 14.17

Medium 50 20.24

High 75 30.36

1 b flat 1 b flat 1 b flat 1 b flat 1 b hse 1 b hse 2 b flat 2 b flat 2 b flat 2 b flat 2 b hse 2 b hse 2 b hse 2 b hse 3 b hse 3 b hse 3 b hse 3 b hse 4 b hse 4 b hse 4 b hse 4 b hse 5 b hse

No units Density Land area land area

Social Rent Afford rent

Shared 

Ownership

Market Area sqm Market Affordable Area sqm

Social Rent Afford Rent

Shared 

Ownership

Market Area sqm

Social Rent Afford Rent

Shared 

Ownership

Market Area sqm

Social Rent Afford Rent

Shared 

Ownership

Market Area sqm

Social Rent Afford Rent

Shared 

Ownership

Market Area sqm Market Area sqm Total No. Total Area Area/ha

dph ha ac sq m

9 35 0.26 0.74 46 60 1 1 71 1 85 5 115 1 160 9 962 3741

50 0.18 0.44 46 60 2 1 2 71 3 85 1 115 160 9 725 4028

75 0.12 0.30 2 1 46 5 60 1 71 85 115 160 9 509 4242

14 35 0.40 1.15 46 60 4 1 71 85 6 115 3 160 14 1525 3813

50 0.28 0.69 0 46 60 4 1 3 71 3 85 3 115 160 14 1168 4171

75 0.19 0.46 4 1 1 46 4 60 4 71 85 115 160 14 800 4286

35 35 1.00 2.47 46 60 6 2 71 2 1 4 85 1 12 115 7 160 35 3778 3778

50 0.70 1.73 46 60 6 1 11 71 2 1 1 8 85 1 4 115 160 35 2873 4104

75 0.47 1.15 8 1 3 46 1 2 16 60 4 71 85 115 160 35 1976 4234

75 35 2.14 5.29 2 1 46 3 3 60 9 1 71 4 1 8 85 2 26 115 15 160 75 7933 3702

50 1.50 3.71 2 46 4 3 6 60 8 1 1 14 71 3 1 1 16 85 2 13 115 160 75 6086 4057

75 1.00 2.47 15 1 0 8 46 5 1 4 29 60 12 71 85 115 160 75 4296 4296

300 35 8.57 21.17 20 4 46 12 60 36 4 71 16 4 20 85 8 120 115 56 160 300 31744 3703

50 6.00 14.82 24 46 12 48 60 32 4 4 33 71 12 4 4 63 85 8 48 115 4 160 300 24022 4004

75 4.00 9.88 60 4 8 28 46 20 4 8 130 60 30 71 8 85 115 160 300 17130 4283
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Technical housing standards – nationally 
described space standard 
 
Introduction 
 
1. This standard deals with internal space within new dwellings and is suitable for 

application across all tenures. It sets out requirements for the Gross Internal 
(floor) Area of new dwellings at a defined level of occupancy as well as floor 
areas and dimensions for key parts of the home, notably bedrooms, storage and 
floor to ceiling height.  

2. The requirements of this standard for bedrooms, storage and internal areas are 
relevant only in determining compliance with this standard in new dwellings and 
have no other statutory meaning or use.  

 
Using the space standard 

 
3. The standard Gross Internal Areas set out in Table 1 are organised by storey 

height to take account of the extra circulation space needed for stairs to upper 
floors, and deal separately with one storey dwellings (typically flats) and two and 
three storey dwellings (typically houses). 

4. Individual dwelling types are expressed with reference to the number of 
bedrooms (denoted as ‘b’) and the number of bedspaces (or people) that can be 
accommodated within these bedrooms (denoted as ‘p’). A three bedroom (3b) 
home with one double bedroom (providing two bed spaces) and two single 
bedrooms (each providing one bed space) is therefore described as 3b4p. 

5. This allows for different  combinations of single and double/twin bedrooms to be 
reflected in the minimum Gross Internal Area. The breakdown of the minimum 
Gross Internal Area  therefore allows not only for the different combinations of 
bedroom size, but also for varying amounts of additional living, dining, kitchen 
and storage space; all of which are related to the potential occupancy. 

6. Relating internal space to the number of bedspaces is a means of classification 
for assessment purposes only when designing new homes and seeking planning 
approval (if a local authority has adopted the space standard in its Local Plan). It 
does not imply actual occupancy, or define the minimum for any room in a 
dwelling to be used for a specific purpose other than in complying with this 
standard. 

7. Minimum floor areas and room widths for bedrooms and minimum floor areas for 
storage are also an integral part of the space standard. They cannot be used in 
isolation from other parts of the design standard or removed from it. 
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8. The Gross Internal Area of a dwelling is defined as the total floor space 

measured between the internal faces of perimeter walls1 that enclose the 
dwelling. This includes partitions, structural elements, cupboards, ducts, flights of 
stairs and voids above stairs. The Gross Internal Area should be measured and 
denoted in square metres (m2). 

9. The Gross Internal Areas in this standard will not be adequate for wheelchair 
housing (Category 3 homes in Part M of the Building Regulations) where 
additional internal area is required to accommodate increased ciruculation and 
functionality to meet the needs of wheelcahir households.   

 
Technical requirments  
 
10. The standard requires that: 

a. the dwelling provides at least the gross internal floor area and built-in 
storage area set out in Table 1 below 

b. a dwelling with two or more bedspaces has at least one double (or twin) 
bedroom 

c. in order to provide one bedspace, a single bedroom has a floor area of at 
least 7.5m2  and is at least 2.15m wide 

d. in order to provide two bedspaces, a double (or twin bedroom) has a floor 
area of at least 11.5m2 

e. one double (or twin bedroom) is at least 2.75m wide and every other 
double (or twin) bedroom is at least 2.55m wide 

f.     any area with a headroom of less than 1.5m is not counted within the 
Gross Internal Area unless used solely for storage (if the area under the 
stairs is to be used for storage, assume a general floor area of 1m2 within 
the Gross Internal Area) 

g. any other area that is used solely for storage and has a headroom of 900-
1500mm (such as under eaves) is counted at 50% of its floor area, and 
any area lower than 900mm is not counted at all 

h. a built-in wardrobe counts towards the Gross Internal Area and bedroom 
floor area requirements, but should not reduce the effective width of the 
room below the minimum widths set out above. The built-in area in excess 
of 0.72m2 in a double bedroom and 0.36m2 in a single bedroom counts 
towards the built-in storage requirement 

i. the minimum floor to ceiling height is 2.3m for at least 75% of the Gross 
Internal Area 

                                            
 
1 The internal face of a perimeter wall is the finished surface of the wall. For a detached house, the perimeter walls are the 
external walls that enclose the dwelling, and for other houses or apartments they are the external walls and party walls. 
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Table 1 -  Minimum gross internal floor areas and storage (m2) 
Number of 
bedrooms(b)  

Number of 
bed spaces 
(persons) 

1 storey 
dwellings 

2 storey 
dwellings 

3 storey 
dwellings 

Built-in 
storage 

 
1b 

1p 39 (37)2   1.0 
2p 50 58  1.5 

 
2b 

3p 61 70   
2.0 4p 70 79  

 
3b 

4p 74 84 90  
2.5 5p 86 93 99 

6p 95 102 108 
 
 

4b 

5p 90 97 103  
 

3.0 
6p 99 106 112 
7p 108 115 121 
8p 117 124 130 

 
5b 

6p 103 110 116  
3.5 7p 112 119 125 

8p 121 128 134 
 

6b 
7p 116 123 129  

4.0 8p 125 132 138 
 

 
 
 

                                            
 
2 Where a one person flat has a shower room rather than a bathroom, the floor area may be reduced 
from 39m2 to 37m2. 
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Introduction 

 

We have been asked by the Council to look at the viability of 20 units and 30 units on 

land known as sites 7 and 8 at Rangeworthy, being Southwood Farm, north of Patch 

Lane.  

 

The Council’s Policy Sites and Places DPD of June 2014 sets out potential housing 

options for Rangeworthy Parish, including the provision of “between 10 and 50 new 

homes at Rangeworthy village..”. It was agreed with the Council that we would test 

the viability of 20 and 30 units at Southwood Farm, being one of these possible 

options. 

 

The attached table at appendix 4b sets out the basis of the valuations for the 20 and 

30 units, along with the valuation outcomes. 

 

We are considering the land value outcomes against existing use value (EUV) 

thresholds, which are based upon an enhanced agricultural value, reflecting potential 

uses within existing planning policy constraints, such as a paddock. The starting 

point has been the agricultural threshold of £350,000 per hectare from the CIL 

viability study of April 2014. We have raised this to £550,000 per hectare, taking into 

account both legitimate alternative uses and likely rises in land values over the 

intervening period.  

 

Methodology 

The attached valuations assume a land purchase at the EUV level. They then show a 

surplus that might be available for other costs, once the identified costs and values 

have been taken into account. The fundamental assumptions of the methodology are 

as follows: 

 

1. Market housing is based upon 3-5 bedroom houses and bungalows.  

 

2. Housing mixes are designed to conform to the Council’s requirements, for 

example relating to the provision of smaller units and bungalows. The floor 

area of the proposed units, as a proportion of the site coverage, provides 

the net developable area, which will be seen on the accompanying table. 

 



3. The site plan of BBA Architects indicates areas of open space. We have, 

therefore, assumed a gross site area that is 25% larger than the net 

developable area. The gross area is used to calculate the EUV. 

 

4. Sales values are based upon current research in the Rangeworthy area. 

 

5. Affordable housing revenues are based upon those used for the April 2014 

viability report. 

 

6. Affordable housing is assumed at 35% of the total number of units, divided 

between social rent and shared ownership. 

 

7. Build costs have been updated to current BCIS levels (upper quartile). An 

allowance has also been made for the equivalent of code 4. 

 

8. Bungalows have been allowed, as suggested in feedback from the local 

community. 

 

9. Extra cost allowances have been made in respect of drainage, road 

crossing and education contributions, as suggested by correspondence.  

 

10. Separate s106 costs are assumed at £3,000 per unit, over and above the 

education contribution. 

 

11. CIL is allowed for on the market units at £80 per square metre. 

 

12. Costs arising out of the PSPDPD are allowed as follows: 

a. Policy 6 Renewables:   allowed at £3,500 per unit. 

b. Policy 9 Health Impact Assessment: fee allowed at £2,000 per site. 

c. Policy 21 Pollution and Impacts: fee allowed at £3,000 per site. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Outcomes 

From the attached table and valuations, it will be seen that both 20 and 30 unit 

scenarios show surpluses over existing use values. The surpluses are: 

20 units: £207,394 or £10,370 per unit. 

30 units: £422,888 or £14,096 per unit. 

 

We would conclude that, since the two development scenarios show land values in 

excess of the existing use value, they are viable. Furthermore, the surpluses illustrate 

sums that could either be available for unforeseen costs, or cover periodic 

movements in the sales market. 
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Appendix 4b

Table summarising the Rangeworthy DAT appraisals

25th February 2015 

Unit area sqm 20 units 30 units

Net developable site area ha 0.65 1.00

Gross site area ha 0.81 1.25

Site coverage per net ha (sqm) 2715 2667

Market housing mix

2 bed house 71 3 4

2 bed bungalow 71 2 2

3 bed house 85 3 4

3 bed bungalow 85 1 2

4 bed house 115 2 5

5 bed house 160 2 2

Affordable housing mix

2 bed house social rent 68 3 4

3 bed house social rent 90 2 4

2 bed house shared ownership 68 2 3

20 30

Market values

2 bed house 71 £195,000 £195,000

2 bed bungalow 71 £245,000 £245,000

3 bed house 85 £300,000 £300,000

3 bed bungalow 85 £330,000 £330,000

4 bed house 115 £380,000 £380,000

5 bed house 160 £490,000 £490,000

Assumed affordable revenues

2 bed social rent 68 £106,000 £106,000

3 bed social rent 90 £164,500 £164,500

2 bed shared ownership 68 £110,000 £110,000

Build costs houses

BCIS 07.02.15 upper quartile

Base cost per sqm £994 £994

Externals 15% £149 £149

Subtotal £1,143 £1,143

Code 4 £40 £40

Total £1,183 £1,183

Build costs bungalows

BCIS 07.02.15 upper quartile

Base cost per sqm £1,191 £1,191

Externals 15% £179 £179

Subtotal £1,370 £1,370

Code 4 £40 £40

Total £1,410 £1,410

Existing Use Value at £550,000 per ha £445,500 £688,000

Surplus land value over EUV £207,394 £422,888

Surplus over EUV per unit £10,370 £14,096
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