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1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 East Dorset District Council and Christchurch Borough Council are planning to introduce a
Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL), and have appointed Peter Brett Associates
(incorporating Roger Tym & Partners) to assess development viability in their areas and
recommend CIL charging rates accordingly. This report provides our analysis and
recommendations.

1.2 Whilst each local authority area will remain the legal charging authority, East Dorset and
Christchurch are intending to have their CILs examined jointly. This allows a joint evidence
base to be used for the examination.

1.3 This report provides evidence for the draft consultation stage of CIL adoption. It
incorporates suggestions made by consultees from the preliminary draft consultation stage,
and further refinements and updates made by PBA in the course of developing the project.
The most notable changes are as follows.

= At Appendix 5, we have added work which explores the impact on CIL charging of
assuming affordable housing provision at 35%.

= On the residential appraisals, we have made improvements to the way that interest is
calculated, and then to the way that the available developer surplus is applied to
chargeable floorspace. This has resulted in some decrease in the theoretically
available surplus.

= We have clarified our statements on profit assumptions on residential. We are
calculating profit on cost at 20%. The previous report did not make this clear, although
this was the methodology adopted in the original viability assessment.

1.4 Following this Introduction:
= |n Chapter 2 we introduce the Community Infrastructure Levy and set out the legal
requirements that a CIL charging schedule must comply with.

= Chapter 3 examines the planning and development context, in order to ensure that CIL
supports development in the District and Borough as proposed in the Core Strategy.

= Chapters 4 and 5 set out the method and assumptions used in our viability
assessments.

= Chapters 6-12 provide these assessments for different land uses and recommend CIL
charges accordingly.

= Chapter 13 recommends a Standard Charge for uses not separately covered.
= Chapter 14 pulls together the Charges and shows the proposed CIL charging schedule.

1.5 We were also asked to recommend a suitable mechanism to calculate financial
contributions for off-site affordable housing. This is attached as Appendix 2.

Final Report | June 2013 1
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2

2.1

2.2

2.3

2.4

2.5

2.6

LEGAL REQUIREMENTS

Introduction

The Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) is a new planning charge that came into force on
6 April 2010. The levy allows local authorities in England and Wales to raise contributions
from developers to help pay for infrastructure that is needed as a result of development.
Local authorities who wish to charge the levy must produce a draft charging schedule
setting out CIL rates for their areas — which are to be expressed as pounds (£) per square
metre, as CIL will be levied on the gross internal floorspace of the net additional liable
development. Before it is approved by the Council, the draft schedule has to be approved
by an independent examiner.

The requirements which a CIL charging schedule has to meet are set out in:

= The Planning Act 2008 as amended by the Localism Act 2011
= The CIL Regulations 2010", as amended in 20112 and 20123

= The CIL Guidance issued under S221 of the Planning Act 2008, which is statutory
guidance, i.e. it has the force of law and the authority must have regard to the
guidance®.

To help charging authorities meet these requirements, the government has also produced
non-statutory information documents, comprising:

= CIL overview documents; and®

= Documents on CIL relief and on collection and enforcement®.

Below, we summarise the key points from these various documents.

Finding the balance

Regulation 14 requires that a charging authority ‘aim to strike what appears to the charging
authority to be an appropriate balance’ between

a) The desirability of funding from CIL (in whole or in part) the... cost of infrastructure
required to support the development of its area... and

b) The potential effects (taken as a whole) of the imposition of CIL on the economic
viability of development across its area.

By itself, this statement is not easy to interpret. The statutory guidance explains its
meaning. This explanation is important and worth quoting at length:

http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukdsi/2010/9780111492390/pdfs/ukdsi 9780111492390 en.pdf

2http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukdsi/201 1/9780111506301/pdfs/ukdsi_9780111506301_en.pdf
3 http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2012/2975/pdfs/uksi_20122975_en.pdf

*DCLG (April 2013) Community Infrastructure Levy Guidance
5http://www.communities.gov.uk/documents/planningandbuilding/pdf/1897278.pdf
®http://www.communities.gov.uk/documents/planningandbuilding/pdf/19021101.pdf;

http://www.communities.gov.uk/documents/planningandbuilding/pdf/1995794.pdf
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2.7

2.8

2.9

2.10

‘By providing additional infrastructure to support development of an area, the levy is
expected to have a positive economic effect on development across an area. In deciding
the rate(s) of the levy for inclusion in its draft charging schedule, a key consideration is the
balance between securing additional investment for infrastructure to support development
and the potential economic effect of imposing the levy upon development across their area.
The Community Infrastructure Levy regulations place this balance of considerations at the
centre of the charge-setting process. In meeting the requirements of regulation 14(1),
charging authorities should show and explain how their proposed levy rate (or rates) will
contribute towards the implementation of their relevant Plan and support the development
of their area. As set out in the National Planning Policy Framework in England, the ability to
develop viably the sites and the scale of development identified in the Local Plan should not
be threatened'.

In other words, the ‘appropriate balance’ is the level of CIL which maximises the quantum
of development in the area. If the CIL charging rate is above this appropriate level, there
will be less development than there could be, because CIL will make too many potential
developments unviable. Conversely, if the charging rates are below the appropriate level,
development will also be less than it could be, because it will be constrained by insufficient
infrastructure.

The above quote from the statutory Guidance sets the development of the area firmly in the
context of delivering the Local Plan. This is linked to the plan viability requirements of the
NPPF, particularly paragraphs 173 and 174. This point is given emphasis throughout the
Guidance. For example, in guiding examiners, the Guidance makes it clear that the
independent examiner should establish that:

‘.....evidence has been provided that shows the proposed rate (or rates) would not threaten
delivery of the relevant Plan as a whole.’

Common sense suggests that an appropriate balance is not easy to find, and must be a
matter of judgment as much as rigorous calculation. It is not surprising, therefore, that
charging authorities are allowed discretion in this matter. This is set out in the legislation
and guidance. For example, Regulation 14 requires that in setting levy rates, the Charging
Authority (our underlinings highlight the discretion):

‘must aim to strike what appears to the charging authority to be an appropriate balance...’

and the statutory guidance says

‘The legislation... requires a charging authority to use appropriate available evidence to
‘inform the draft charging schedule’. A charging authority’s proposed levy rate (or rates)
should be reasonable given the available evidence, but there is no requirement for a
proposed rate to exactly mirror the evidence... there is room for some pragmatism.”’

Regulation 14 effectively recognises that the introduction of CIL may put some potential
development sites at risk. The focus is on seeking to ensure development envisaged by the
Local Plan can be delivered. Accordingly, when considering evidence the guidance requires

" DCLG (April 2013) Community Infrastructure Levy Guidance (para 28)
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2.11

2.12

2.13

2.14

2.15

that charging authorities should ‘use an area based approach, which involves a broad test
of viability across their area’, supplemented by sampling ‘...an appropriate range of sites
across its area...” with the focus ‘...in particular on strategic sites on which the relevant Plan
relies...” ®

This reinforces the message that charging rates do not need to be so low that CIL does not
make any individual development schemes unviable. The levy may put some schemes at
risk in this way, so long as, in aiming strike an appropriate balance overall it avoids
threatening the ability to develop viably the sites and scale of development identified in the
Local Plan.

Keeping clear of the ceiling

The guidance advises that CIL rates should not be set at the very margin of viability, partly
in order that they may remain robust over time as circumstances change:

‘Charging authorities should avoid setting a charge right up to the margin of economic
viability across the vast majority of sites in their area. Charging authorities should show,
using appropriate available evidence, including existing published data, that their proposed

charging rates will contribute positively towards and not threaten delivery of the relevant
Plan as a whole at the time of charge setting and throughout the economic cycle..”

We would add two further reasons for a cautious approach to rate-setting, which stops
short of the margin of viability:

i Values and costs vary widely between individual sites and over time, in ways that
cannot be fully captured by the viability calculations in the CIL evidence base.

i A charge that aims to extract the absolute maximum would be strenuously opposed by
landowners and developers, which would make CIL difficult to implement and put the
overall development of the area at serious risk.

Varying the charge

CIL Regulations (Regulation 13) allows the charging authority to introduce charge
variations by geographical zone in its area, by use of buildings, or both. (It is worth noting
that the phrase ‘use of buildings’ indicates something distinct from ‘land use’)'°. As part of
this, some rates may be set at zero. But variations must reflect differences in viability; they
cannot be based on policy boundaries. Nor should differential rates be set by reference to
the costs of infrastructure.

The guidance also points out that there are benefits in keeping a single rate, because that

is simpler, and charging authorities should avoid ‘undue complexity’."’

8 DCLG (April 2013) Community Infrastructure Levy Guidance (Paras 23 and 27)
°DCLG (April 2013) Community Infrastructure Levy Guidance (Para 30)

' The Regulations allow differentiation by “uses of development”. “Development” is specially defined for CIL to include
only ‘buildings’, it does not have the wider ‘land use’ meaning from TCPA 1990, except where the reference is to
development of the area, in which case it does have the wider definition. See S 209(1) of PA 2008, Reg 2(2), and Reg 6.

" DCLG (April 2013) Community Infrastructure Levy Guidance (Para 37)
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2.16

2.17

2.18

2.19

2.20

2.21

Moreover, generally speaking, ‘it would not be appropriate to seek to differentiate in ways
that ‘impact disproportionately on particular sectors, or specialist forms of development’'?,

otherwise the CIL may fall foul of State Aid rules.

It is worth noting, however, that the guidance is clear that ‘In some cases, charging
authorities could treat a major strategic site as a separate geographical zone where it is
supported by robust evidence on economic viability.”"

Supporting evidence

The legislation requires a charging authority to use ‘appropriate available evidence to
inform their charging schedules. The statutory guidance expands on this, explaining that

the available data ‘is unlikely to be fully comprehensive or exhaustive’.”

These statements are important, because they indicate that the evidence supporting CIL
charging rates should be proportionate, avoiding excessive detail. One implication of this is
that we should not waste time and effort analysing types of development that will not have
significant impacts, either on total CIL receipts or on the overall development of the area as
set out in the Local Plan. This suggests that the viability calculations may leave aside
geographical areas and types of development which are expected to see little or no
development over the plan period.

Chargeable floorspace

CIL will be payable on ‘most buildings that people normally use’.* It will be levied on the

net additional floorspace created by any given development scheme.'’Any new build that
replaces existing floorspace that has been in recent use on the same site will be exempt

from CIL, even if the new floorspace belongs to a higher-value use than the old.

What the examiner will be looking for
According to statutory guidance, ‘the independent examiner should check that:

= The charging authority has complied with the requirements set out in legislation

= The charging authority’s draft charging schedule is supported by background
documents containing appropriate available evidence

= The proposed rate or rates are informed by and consistent with, the evidence on
economic viability across the charging authority's area; and

2 DCLG (April 2013) Community Infrastructure Levy Guidance (Para 37)

3 DCLG (April 2013) Community Infrastructure Levy Guidance (Para 34)

' Section 211 (7A) of the Planning Act 2008

1% Section (April 2013) Community Infrastructure Levy Guidance (Para25)

*DCLG (Nov 2010) Community Infrastructure Levy — An Overview (paragraph 37)
" DCLG (Nov 2010) Community Infrastructure Levy — An Overview (paragraph 38)
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2.22

2.23

2.24

2.25

2.26

= Evidence has been provided that shows the proposed rate would not threaten delivery
of the relevant Plan as a whole.”"®

Policy requirements

Above, we have dealt with legal and statutory guidance requirements which are specific to
CIL. More broadly, the CIL Guidance says that charging authorities ‘should consider
relevant national planning policy (including the NPPF in England) when drawing up their
charging schedules’. In addition, where consideration of development viability is concerned,
the CIL Guidance draws specific attention to paragraphs 173 to 177 of the NPPF.

The only policy requirements which relate directly to CIL are set out at paragraph 175 of the
NPPF, covering, firstly, working up CIL alongside the plan making where practical; and
secondly placing control over a meaningful proportion of funds raised with neighbourhoods
where development takes place. Whilst important policy considerations, these two points
are outside our immediate remit in this study.

Summary

To meet legal requirements and satisfy the independent examiner, a CIL charging schedule
should:

‘Aim to strike what appears to the charging authority to be an appropriate balance’ between
the need to fund infrastructure and the impact of CIL’; and

‘Not threaten delivery of the relevant plan as a whole'.

As explained in statutory guidance, this means that the net effect of the levy on total
development across the area should be positive. CIL may reduce development by making
certain schemes which are not plan priorities unviable. Conversely, it may increase
development by funding infrastructure that would not otherwise be provided, which in turn
supports development that otherwise would not happen. The law requires that, in the
judgment of the local authority, the net outcome of these two impacts should be positive.
This judgment is at the core of the charge-setting process.

Legislation and guidance also set out that:

= Authorities should avoid setting charges up to the margin of viability for the bulk of sites;

= CIL charging rates may vary across geographical zones and building uses (and only
across these two factors). But there are restrictions on this differential charging. It must
be justified by differences in development viability, not by policy or by varying
infrastructure costs; it should not introduce undue complexity; and it should have regard
to State Aid rules.

= Charging rates should be informed by ‘appropriate available evidence’, which need not
be ‘fully comprehensive or exhaustive’;

'® DCLG (April 2013) Community Infrastructure Levy Guidance (Para 9)
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= While charging rates should be consistent with the evidence, they are not required to
‘mirror’ the evidence'. In this and other ways, charging authorities have discretion in
setting charging rates.

2.27 In our analysis and recommendations below, we aim both to meet these legal and statutory
guidance requirements and to maximise achievement of the Councils’ own priorities, using
the discretion that the legislation and guidance allow.

' Planning Act 2008 (Section 212 (4) (b))
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3

3.2

3.3

3.4

3.5

3.6

PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT CONTEXT

To help ensure that the CIL supports development of Christchurch and East Dorset, we
need to understand development plans.

In identifying future plans for development in the district and borough we have referred to
the emerging Core Strategy and specifically the Christchurch and East Dorset Pre
Submission Core Strategy and the Proposed Changes to the Core Pre Submission
Document.

Summary

The land uses which are likely to account for the largest quantum of development, and
hence are critical to the delivery of the Core Strategy, comprise:

= Residential

= Lightindustrial and warehousing space

= Offices

= Retail

= Public services and community facilities.

In our viability assessments and the resulting recommendations, we have focussed on

these types of development, aiming to ensure that they remain broadly viable after the CIL
charge is levied.

We have also assessed the viability of other types of development where the Councils
believe that it is particularly appropriate.

We have provided more detail of emerging plans in the relevant sections of this report.

Final Report | June 2013 9
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4

41

4.2

4.3

VIABILITY ASSESSMENT METHOD

Development appraisal

Viability assessment is at the core of the charge-setting process. The purpose of the
assessment is to identify charging rates at which the bulk of the development proposed in
the development plan is financially viable, in order to ensure that the CIL does not put at
risk the overall development planned for the area.

Our viability assessments are based on development appraisals of hypothetical schemes,
using the residual valuation method. This approach is in line with accepted practice and as
recommended by RICS guidance® and the Harman report.?' Residual valuation is applied
to different land uses and where relevant to different parts of the Borough and district,
aiming to show typical values for each. It is based on the following formula:

Value of completed development scheme
Less development costs - including build costs, fees, finance costs etc

Less developer’s return (profit) — the minimum profit acceptable in the market to undertake the scheme
Less policy costs — building in (for example) Section 106 costs and other policy requirements

Equals residual land value
— which in a well-functioning market should equal the value of the site with planning permission

Figure 4.1 Method diagram

Less development
costs —including build
costs, fees, finance
costs etc

Value of completed £ ess planning Equats rnslidual land
development obligations — at this el ol
scheme stage assuming no local -— —which in a well-
— CiL — functioning market
should equal the value of
the site with planning
permission
Less developer’s

return (profit) — the
minimum profit
acceptableinthe
marketto undertake the
scheme

For each of the hypothetical schemes tested, we use this formula to estimate typical
residual land values, which is what the site should be worth once it has full planning

2 RICS (2012), Financial Viability in Planning, RICS First Edition Guidance Note
2 Local Housing Delivery Group Chaired by Sir John Harman (2012) Viability Testing Local Plans
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4.4

4.5

4.6

4.7

4.8

4.9

permission. The residual value calculation requires a wide range of inputs, or assumptions,
including the costs of development, the required developer’s return.

The arithmetic of residual appraisal is straightforward (we use a bespoke spreadsheet
model for residential appraisals, and the popular Argus Developer software for most other
building uses). However, the inputs to the calculation are hard to determine for a specific
site (as demonstrated by the complexity of many S106 negotiations). The difficulties grow
when we are required to make calculations that represent a typical or average site — which
is what we need to do for CIL purposes. Therefore our viability assessments are
necessarily broad approximations, subject to a margin of uncertainty.

Detailed individual appraisals are at Appendix 1.

The summary tables

Having estimated the residual value, we compare this residual value with the ‘benchmark
land value’ or ‘land cost’, which is the minimum land value the landowner will accept to
release their land for the development specified.

This process of comparison takes place in what we call the ‘viability summary’ table. These
summary tables can be found in the relevant sections. The first example in this report is
found at Table 6.3.

Benchmark values will vary to reflect the landowner’s judgements, which might include the
contextual nature of development, the site density achievable, the approach to the delivery
of affordable housing (in the context of residential development) and so on. There are a
wide range of permutations here. In order to make progress, we have to assume a central
value, even though there could be a margin of error in practice. These values are discussed
further in section 5.

= |f the residual land value shown by the appraisals is below the benchmark value, the
development is not financially viable, even without CIL. That means that unless the
circumstances change it will not happen.

= |f the residual value and the benchmark values are equal, the development is just
viable, but there is no surplus value available for CIL.

= |f the residual land value shown by the appraisals is above the benchmark value, the
development is viable. The excess of residual over benchmark value measures the
maximum amount that may be potentially captured by CIL. The summary table then
converts this amount available for CIL into a per square metre charge in the column at
the far right.

It is important to bear in mind that these calculations are no more than approximations,
surrounded by margins of uncertainty but are based on best available evidence and
judgement. In drawing the implications for CIL, we take account of this uncertainty and use
professional judgment to interpret the figures. We explain below.

Final Report | June 2013 12
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4.10

4.1

4.12

Recommending a CIL charge

The summary table discussed above indicate that CIL charges of a given amount may be
capable of being sustained in the area. However, we are likely to recommend that the
charge is set well under this point. The principal reasons for this are that:

= Markets fluctuate over time. There must be sufficient latitude for fluctuations to happen
without rendering the CIL Charge unviable; and

» |ndividual site costs and values vary. Developments should remain viable after CIL
Charge is paid in the bulk of cases.

It is conceivable that a simple, arithmetical approach could be used to take us from the
‘overage’ that the summary table suggests is available for CIL, to a recommended CIL
Charge. For example, it would be possible to set a CIL at 50% of the overage indicated in
the viability testing, and to mechanically apply this deflator.

However, we have intentionally avoided this approach, because the viability tests
necessarily cannot take account of developers’ market understanding of risk, or of
institutional investors’ willingness to invest. These are important components of the
judgement on a sensible level of CIL charge, but they cannot emerge arithmetically from the
viability model. Instead, we use our market judgement in arriving at a sensible charge.
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5.2

5.3

5.4

5.5

5.6

5.7

5.8

5.9

5.10

5.11

VIABILITY ASSESSMENT ASSUMPTIONS

In this chapter we discuss the main assumptions used in our development appraisals. A
number of these assumptions require detailed explanation and are discussed in the next
section. Other assumptions will be set out briefly in Table 5.1 below.

Benchmark land values

Our estimates of benchmark values are based on market comparables. We have examined
a variety of land transactions in Christchurch and East Dorset using the following main
sources:

= Land currently being marketed on the UK Land Directory website.
= Consultations with local property agents and developers

Our consultees are listed at Appendix 3 below. In some instances, the actual comparables
we have used were provided in confidence and cannot be made public.

It is important to appreciate that assumptions on benchmark land values can only be broad
approximations, subject to a wide margin of uncertainty. We take account of this uncertainty
in drawing conclusions and recommendations from our analysis.

Residential

We have examined a cross section of residential land comparables across the borough and
district. These comparable recent transactions generally relate to urban, brownfield sites,
which were fully serviced with roads and major utilities to the site boundary.

In collecting evidence on residential land values, we aimed to distinguish between small
sites, providing fewer than 10 units, and larger sites. One would expect small sites to be
worth more, because the offsite affordable housing contributions do not appear to be high
enough to create parity with larger sites which are expected to make on-site contributions.

Historically we would expect that land values for smaller sites would be higher, because the
offsite contribution policy. In this assessment we have assumed that a new policy is in
place and will remove the disparity in land values. This approach is in line with the Harman
report which advises authorities to work on the basis of future policy and its effects on land
values.

Land values vary across Christchurch and East Dorset. The evidence gathered on land
values is as follows.

Although Battens do not undertake land transactions they consider land values within East
Dorset to be around £2,000,000 per ha (£800,000 acre to £1m per acre), on average,
although again these can vary widely depending upon type of development and density.

Within Christchurch it is more difficult to fix a figure because of the urban nature of the
environment. Anecdotal evidence would suggest values are towards the upper end of the
scale due to higher existing use values.

Looking at other areas with comparable residential sales values we have taken a more
conservative view on land values and we have therefore used the following benchmark land
values in this report.
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5.12

5.13

5.14

5.15

5.16

5.17

= East Dorset: £1,500,000 per ha
= Christchurch: £1,650,000 per ha

Offices

Traditional employment space is under considerable pressure in both Christchurch and
East Dorset in particular from mixed use intensification. There were some instances of
offices converting to D1 non-residential uses such as créches, clinics and vets.
Discussions with various agents have failed to establish any evidence of recent land
transactions within either Christchurch or East Dorset for pure office schemes.

Based on these discussions we have adopted a value of £1,750,000 per ha in both
Christchurch and East Dorset. This is intended to reflect the fact that office development
may at times - though not always - compete with residential uses in land markets. This is
the base level at which landowners would be willing to dispose of land in a standard
functioning market and not in a forced situation.

Industrial

Discussions with various agents have failed to establish any evidence of recent land
transactions within either area for industrial schemes. We have based our estimate of land
values on the views of agents and our experience of land values where similar values
would be expected. On this basis we conclude that a serviced development plot suitable
for industrial development would have a land value of approximately £1,235,000 /ha
(E500,000/acre) and have adopted this value within Christchurch and East Dorset.

The price reflects a value which a potential occupier would pay for a site, given that land
available for sale and which is suitable for industrial development is in short supply.

Retail

We have examined the convenience and comparison retail sectors separately and
concluded that land values for convenience retailing are higher than comparison retailing,
although comparable evidence is scarce for both sectors. We have adopted the following
values;

= Comparison retail at £2,600,000 per ha in the most viable development location
(Christchurch town). We have arrived at these values following discussion with local
agents, although the majority were unable to comment with respect to appropriate land
values. There is a lack of transactional evidence to directly support these values, so we
have triangulated our evidence from local agents with information on local rent and
yields together with national evidence in arriving at these values.

= Convenience at £2,600,000 per ha across all of Christchurch and East Dorset. We
have compared this against other existing uses in the areas, taking note of the broad
values within the region.

Care homes

Transactional evidence is very scarce. Care homes tend to need to compete for similar
sites to residential, and so benchmark land values will be in the region of residential sites.
We have referenced local residential values to arrive at a level of £1,400,000 per ha.
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5.18

5.19

5.20

5.21

5.22

5.23

5.24

Hotels

Transactional evidence is very scarce. We have looked at wider regional and national
experience to arrive at a sensible level of £2,000,000 per ha.

Viability testing assumptions
Policy costs

In order to assess development viability, we need to make assumptions about the broader
policy costs faced by development. S106 and energy requirements form some of these
policy costs, and so these costs need to be allowed for in our viability calculations.

Energy requirements

Policy MES5 of the Core Strategy states that on residential development of 10 or more
dwellings ‘the expectation will be that 10% of total energy used’ will be from renewable,
decentralised or low carbon energy, ‘unless having regard to the type of development
involved and its location and design, this is not feasible or viable, in which case the highest
levels of this type of energy generation possible will be sought’).??

Our engineers have stated that this requirement should be comfortably delivered by a
£3,000 per housing unit PV installation for 10%, depending on the site orientation
and local factors such as shading. We have therefore built this assumption into
modelling. Costs could be considerably less, and PV panel prices are falling rapidly.

Policy states that non-residential development of 1,000 sq m floorspace (or 1 ha or greater)
will have a similar requirement. We have not been able to accurately cost this requirement
because energy uses for different types of development will vary so widely. No allowance
has therefore been made in our viability calculations for non-residential
development. Note that these requirements will only be made when feasible or viable.

S106 contributions on residential development

Section 106 will continue to exist after CIL begins to be charged in April 2014. However,
the use of S106 will be scaled back. Under recent CIL Regulations (which also cover
Section 106), Section 106 is now expected to be very tightly targeted at mitigating the
impacts of individual developments.

In general, we expect that Section 106 agreements, together with Section 278 highways
agreements and planning conditions, will still be used to secure the following elements:

= Site-specific mitigation. These might be local improvements/infrastructure necessary to
enable the grant of planning permission such as access roads, on-site open space,
archaeology, and some off-site requirements directly related to support individual sites.

= Development-specific infrastructure on large-scale major development sites (of around
200-300 or more dwellings). In these instances, developers frequently prefer the use of
S106 agreements, because they provide comfort that key infrastructure (which is
frequently essential to sales) will be delivered.

22 Christchurch and East Dorset (2012) Core Strategy Pre-Submission (160)
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5.25

5.26

5.27

5.28

5.29

5.30

= Affordable housing. Under the current Regulations, Section 106 agreements will also
continue to be used to secure affordable housing. However, the Government recently
published a consultation document asking whether it should allow local authorities to
deliver affordable housing through CIL, or through a combination of Section 106 and
CIL. Christchurch and East Dorset will need to keep the outcome of this consultation
under close review, and make any necessary alterations to the CIL charging schedule.
We have assumed for the purposes of this exercise that affordable housing will be paid
for through S106.

To investigate how much might be allowed for S106 in Christchurch and East Dorset, we
have looked through the typical types of activities which used S106 funding, and indicated
whether we would ordinarily expect to pay for a type of impact mitigation through S106 or
through CIL. S106 and S278 contributions will typically be used for:

= Site-specific transport improvements, such as connections from a development to the
wider transport network;

= Some open space and playspace. Frequently these are secured as part of the
condition on the planning permission, but there may be infrequent instances when these
demands form part of a S106 agreement; and

= Affordable housing, which is separately allowed for in our viability testing.

Based on the above, and in agreement with the client team, our appraisals allow £1,000
per housing unit for S106 and S278 contributions, excluding affordable housing.

We would also stress that individual sites are still subject to a site specific viability test.
S106 contributions on non-residential development

Because S106 payments are now very precisely determined by the impacts of a specific
development, it is very difficult to be specific about what, if anything, might be required
under S106. Generally speaking, therefore, we have not allowed for S106 payments on
non-residential development. For development at employment locations in particular, S106
contributions immediate junction improvements could not be ruled out. However, as will be
demonstrated, these developments are already unviable, and making an allowance for
S106 will simply render the development even more unviable than previously. We have
therefore avoided this extra complexity, because the additional analysis tells us nothing
useful.

However, in the case of convenience retail development, our viability assessments have
allowed for some modest S106 payments (on the basis that CIL will now pick up area-wide
strategic infrastructure requirements). As an example, these costs might be used to pay for
a small amount of signage or small site specific works. Our viability assessments have
allowed for

= £5,000 S106 payment for each smaller in-town convenience development.
= £10,000 S106 payment for each larger out-of-town convenience development.
SANGS costs

Strategic Alternative Natural Green Space (SANGS) provision may be required. Costs for
the provision of SANGS are expected to be met from CIL receipts, rather than falling
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directly on developments themselves. Consequently, no additional allowance has been
made for SANGS provision costs in our viability appraisals.

Other assumptions

5.31 The other assumptions underlying our development appraisals are in Table 5.1 below.
Inevitably, these assumptions are broad estimates. We have aimed to model typical new
build schemes, as opposed to high-specification or particularly complex schemes that
require particular construction techniques or materials.
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Table 5.1 Viability testing assumptions

Assumption Source Notes
Revenue
Property values are derived from different sources, depending
on land use.
For housing, Land Registry data forms a basis for analysis.
This provides a full record of all individual transactions.?® This
data is then supplemented following conversations with agents
and house builders’ sales representatives, which allows us to
form a view on new build sales values. Values used are as
follows.
Location Average
prices per sq
m
Christchurch £2,800
and East
Dorset
Land (houses)
Sales value of Redi
completed egistry, Christchurch £3,200
CoStar and and East
scheme EGi
' Dorset (flats)
For non-residential uses, we used the CoStar* and EGi
databases®, supplemented by discussions with local property
agents.
Offices: £155 per sq m capitalised at 8.5%
Light industrial: £110 per sq m capitalised at 8.5%
Convenience Retail (465 sq m): £185 per sq m capitalised
at 7.5%
Convenience Retail (4,000 sq m): £170 per sq m
capitalised at 7%
Town Centre Retail (comparison): £260 sq m capitalised
at 9%
Hotel: £5,700 per room capitalised at 6%
Care Home: £7,400 per room capitalised at 7%.
Affordabl In our residential appraisals we have assumed a blended rate
ordable _ based on current policy of £1,700 per sq m for flats and £1,550
housing HCA policy sq m for houses.
transfer values
Regeneration The Christchurch and East Dorset Core Strategy Pre-
ang Submission Document (Policy LN2) states that ‘a minimum

Densities

Environment
LDD

density of net 30dph will be encouraged, unless this would
conflict with the local character and distinctiveness of an area
where a lower density is more appropriate.’ (p174)

% Land Registry data is aggregated onto www.home.co.uk and mouseprice.co.uk. This is collated by postcode.

2 http://www.costar.co.uk/
% http://www.egi.co.uk/
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Assumption Source Notes

We have therefore assumed average densities as follows:

e 35 dwellings per hectare (houses)
e 65 dwellings per hectare (flats)

The policy states that higher density development will be
possible in the right locations. Therefore, in making these
assumption of relatively low densities we have erred on the
side of caution. This is not in order to endorse a particular
interpretation of the density policy. Instead, we are a) following
our local market knowledge of typical site densities delivered,
and are b) following CIL guidance, and have made prudent
assumptions in CIL appraisal work. Because developments at
higher densities than those assumed above will tend to be
more viable, it is prudent to assume a relatively low density.
This helps us comply with the spirit of the guidance which
requires us to show that the CIL Charges set do not ‘set a
charge right up to the margin of economic viability.’26

Construction
costs

BCIS offers a range of prices dependent on the final
specification. Build costs used are derived from recent data of
actual prices in the marketplace. As early as 2009, the market
across the UK was building at around Code for Sustainable
Homes Level 3 to 4 for private and Level 4 for social housing”.

The following costs have been used in this study and are
considered to cover realistic costs for Code Level 4:

e Build costs houses £837 per sq m
e Build costs flats £992 per sq m

Costs may alter in future. In particular, there may be national
policy change regarding Code for Sustainable Homes building
standards. The final effect of these changes on viability is
difficult to foresee. While we have reviewed -current
Government research on cost impacts of CSH?® we note that
past forecasts of price changes (such as that predicted in the
original Cyril Sweete work)®® have never affected costs to the
extent forecast. When these future requirements come into
force, they will impact on both development costs and land
values. We have not incorporated these possible impacts into
our calculations, because CIL should deal with current market
conditions, not forecasts of potential future change. Our
approach to incorporating these (and other) potential but
unknown costs is to set a wide margin for error that will cover
variations in factors such as build costs, site conditions, and
timing.

All major non-domestic development which does not qualify for
assessment under Code for Sustainable Homes will need to be

Construction BCIS Online

% DCLG (March 2010) CIL Charge Setting and charging schedule Procedures (10)

" In 2009, the NHBC stated that Code 3 and 4 was the level most commonly specified in new building. See NHBC
(2009, revised Jan 2010) The Code for Sustainable Homes Simply Explained

% DCLG (2010) Code for Sustainable Homes — a Cost Review
2 Cyril Sweete for DCGL (2008) Cost Analysis of The Code for Sustainable Homes

Final Report | June 2013 21



lpeterbrett

Christchurch and East Dorset CIL Viability Assessment

Assumption Source Notes
built to a minimum of BREEAM (Building Research
Establishment Assessment Method) Very Good standard.
We have assumed average floorspaces of
Floorspace e 90sg m (houses)
. Industry
size . standard e 67 sqg m (flats)
assumptions Floorspace assumptions for non-residential uses are detailed
in the specific scenarios for that use explained in each chapter.
Indust Contingency is an expression of risk relating to a specific
Contingency ry scheme and will vary from site to site. We have adopted a
standard . : R
generic average of 5% though in practice it will vary.
Road/site Indust On-site preparation for internal access roads and other
works/ standarrYd external works. This will vary from site to site, but we have
external works assumed a figure of 10% of development costs.
Christchurch and East Dorset Consultation on the Schedule of
Proposed Changes to the Core Strategy Pre-Submission
document states that the Councils have set an overall target of
35% provision for all housing delivered over the plan period.*
Affordable housing policy requires up to 50% provision on new
neighbourhood sites (excluding Roeshot Hill, Christchurch) and
Affordab Regeneration up to 40% elsewhere, subject to negotiation.
hosginag e and We have viability tested housing assuming 30%

(Section 106)

Environment
LDD

affordable, given current markets. Developments of 1to 4
units are assumed to make an offsite contribution.

Christchurch and East Dorset Core Strategy Pre-Submission
Document (Policy LN3) states that ‘tenure split should normally
allow for 30% intermediate housing, with the remainder being
affordable rented or social rented’. The blended transfer value
is derived from from this policy.

Section 106
assumptions Local See text above this table in paragraph 5.23 onwards.
for residential analysis
development
Section 106
?osrs:g:]ptlons Local See text above this table in paragraph 5.28 onwards.
residential LS
development
Profit
Developers profit has been calculated on the following basis:
Industry Residential: 20% on gross development cost
Developer standards
Profit

For non-residential appraisals we have assumed 20% on costs

% Policy KS3, Consultation on the Schedule of Proposed Changes to the Core Strategy Pre-Submission document
http://www.dorsetforyou.com/media.jsp?mediaid=177569&filetype=pdf
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Assumption Source Notes

as a minimum return for developer.
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6

6.1

6.2

6.3

6.4

RESIDENTIAL

Introduction

In this section, we review the potential for setting CIL charges in Christchurch and East
Dorset. We follow the following process.

= We set out by understanding the planning context, and undertake a high level market
review.

= We then deal with whether setting up different charging zones is worthwhile, given the
CIL Regulations and legislation and the planning and market context. We use Land
Registry data and analysis of plans for future development in this process.

= New build values and market evidence from agents and developers are then used to
inform this working hypothesis.

= Formal viability testing is then undertaken in order to understand a level of CIL charge
that will strike the balance between retaining development viability and raising money
for local infrastructure.

Planned growth
Housing growth

East Dorset and Christchurch have challenging housing growth targets. In particular,
research shows that there is an acute need for more affordable housing: Christchurch and
East Dorset are amongst the least affordable areas in the South West.

The difficulty in meeting housing needs provides the exceptional circumstances required to
amend Green Belt boundaries, where appropriate. The greenfield areas allocated in the
Core Strategy have been identified through a rigorous process, as set out within the Key
Strategy Background Paper and Masterplan Reports. An assessment of the function of
settlements has been undertaken to identify those where housing would be best located in
terms of proximity to services, facilities and employment.

About 8,200 new homes will be provided in the plan area between the years 2013 and
2028. This will comprise up to 4,800 homes within the existing urban areas and a further
3,400 provided as new neighbourhoods at Christchurch, Burton, Corfe Mullen,
Wimborne/Colehill, Ferndown/West Parley and Verwood.
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Figure 6.1 Housing growth in Christchurch — main site boundaries

FLaDUT | N

ors) JRRC T T8 O gTYM&PARTNER_s
\ L2 % / Kin gston Planners and Development Economists
/ 2 st Leonards /\ Part of Peter Brett Associates LLP
' m[

3 z@ J

(s
(O}
~
by R'P %{j

.....

as n'cke : Cross

anfiown=2\_ 7/

P rley e
mon ”@,Fc

-
Thorneyg

" IBournemouth
Hill
E?:: ,Internatlonal AurP @nsg?l;e I N
\ <§“plev <$\J:D \
,Q Ba
0y (f i
Hlll' Iy 3 “ A

}éunon and Wlnlcton =

rMoordown 7
H.

\

'IntOI'l Lr . . . . - _.,:,.._. - £ B g, 4 |
- { ; Pl () - : ‘ E Mi@mnﬁe
/ : > 3 t. ‘ )
Bournemo uth 1 udefnru.and

LA338 ) 5 Pokesdow %_-5 rririg URCH

4
’ r 2
A } Boscombe@k’ ““’”’ -#’ udeford Christch

o '- \__ .
e == 0uourr1\ o 4 | Bay
UURN EMOUTH " HENGISTBURY

irne -
® Crown cop ‘. GMszmrﬂ:%ﬁfemmywm H?AD
| ICensus Standard Table Wards Housing 1 0 " 5 3

Local Authority

Boundaries Kilometers

Source: RTP, Christchurch BC. Note: ST wards are used because very precise boundary mapping exists
which shows ward boundaries, and is not subject to the degree of change that electoral wards or postcode
boundaries are subject to.

Final Report | June 2013 26



Christchurch and East Dorset CIL Viability Assessment

peterborett

6.5

Figure 6.2 Housing growth in East Dorset —main site boundaries
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Market overview

We have presented data on longer-term changes in house prices. We have presented data
from the BH23 and BH21 postcodes. These postcodes cover parts of Christchurch and
East Dorset respectively, although they do spill over into neighbouring areas and are not
contiguous with local authority boundaries. Grouping together a large area in this way does
however give a larger sample size, and more stable data. The data thus provides a
reasonable picture of price change in the sub-region.
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Figure 6.3 BH23 boundary (Christchurch

and surrounding area)
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Figure 6.4 BH21 boundary (Wimborne
and surrounding area)
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6.6 Data in Figure 6.5 below shows that local prices have fallen over the past year, with
average prices for all dwelling types in the area falling by 4% in Christchurch and 5% in the
Wimborne area. Prices of lower value properties have held up better: in the Christchurch
area, semis, terraces and flats (which, on average, are cheaper than the largest category of
detached houses) in this area have risen, however. This is also the case in the Wimborne
area, with the exception of flats, which have fallen in price by 55%. However, this finding
shows just how carefully we should approach the data: this apparent price fall is due to the
fact that only one flat was sold in the area in May 2012, with the result that this single
transaction had an apparently significant impact on the headline data.
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Figure 6.5 postcode average property selling price change over 1 year (May 2011 to
May 2012) — (£000s) BH23 (Christchurch and surrounding area)
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Figure 6.6 postcode average property selling price change over 1 year (May
2011 to May 2012) — (E000s) BH21 (Wimborne and surrounding area)
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6.7 Figure 6.7 looks at the longer term picture. Over this time scale, prices have risen. Since
April 2000, average prices for all property types have risen by 130% and 119% in the
Christchurch and Wimborne areas respectively. Prices have recovered after the

immediate impact of the 2008 credit crunch.

Figure 6.7 Postcode average property selling price change over 12 years (April 2000
to May 2012) — (E000s) BH23 (Christchurch and surrounding area)
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6.8

6.9

6.10

6.11

6.12

Figure 6.8 Postcode average property selling price change over 12 years (April 2000
to May 2012) — (E000s) BH21 (Wimborne and surrounding area)
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Charging zones

As we showed in Chapter 2 above, CIL Regulations (Regulation 13) allow the charging
authority to introduce charge variations by geographical zone within its area, by intended
use of buildings, or both. All differences in rates need to be justified by reference to the
economic viability of development.

Setting up a CIL which levies different amounts on development in different places
increases the complexity of the CIL, and is only worthwhile if the additional complexity
generates significant additional revenues.

Principles

Identifying different charging zones for CIL has inherent difficulties. One reason for this is
that house prices are an imperfect indicator; we are not necessarily comparing like with like.
Even within a given type of dwelling, such as terraced houses, there will be variations in,
say, quality or size which will impact on price.

Another problem is that even a split that is correct ‘on average’ may produce anomalies
when applied to individual houses — especially around the zone boundaries. Even between
areas with very different average prices, the prices of similar houses in different areas may
considerably overlap.

A further problem with setting charging area boundaries is that they depend on how the
boundaries are defined, as well as the reality of actual house prices. Boundaries drawn in a
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different place might alter the average price of an area within the boundary, even with no
change in individual house prices.

6.13 To avoid these statistical and boundary problems, it is our view that a robust set of
differential charging zones should ideally meet two conditions:

i The zones should be separated by substantial and clear-cut price differences.

i They should also be separated by substantial and clear-cut geographical boundaries —
for example with zones defined as individual settlements or groups of settlements, as
urban or rural parts of the authority. We avoid any charging boundaries which might
bisect a strategic site or development area.

6.14 We have held to these principles in devising zone boundaries.

Method

6.15 Setting zones requires us to marshal the ‘appropriate available evidence’ from a range of
sources in order to advise on the best way forward. We took the following steps.

= Our first step was to look at house prices. These are a good proxy for viability. We
downloaded Land Registry data to do this. This was only a first step, and generated a
range of options or hypotheses.

= Secondly, we talked to agents, developers and officers. Together with Land Registry
data, this allowed us to generate a main hypothesis.

= Thirdly, we tested this main hypothesis through formal development appraisals.
6.16  We explain this process below.
We looked at residential sales prices

6.17 In advising on charging zones, our first step was to look at residential sales prices. In
Figure 6.10 below, we looked at the average sales prices of houses and flats over a two
year period.®' Maps were assembled from data which looked at each individual house sale
in the area over the period (see Figure 6.9). The map shows that, obviously enough, most
sales took place in the more urbanised areas. House sales in rural areas are more
infrequent. This has important consequences, because it means that a small number of
individual house sales can have a significant impact on the average prices in an area. We
therefore need to approach data in rural areas with some caution.

3 Land Registry data shows that there have been 2,167 terrace house sales over the period. 2,042 records have been
mapped. The remaining 125 records did not have recognised postcodes. This is less than 5% of the sample.
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Figure 6.9 House sales point data
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We mapped sales prices

6.18 This point data was mapped into averages. The results are shown in Figure 6.10. Average
prices are shown for each Census Standard Table (ST) ward.*? Aside from the highest and
lowest bands (which are tailored to actual values), average prices are broken in eight equal
bands of £32,000 each.

6.19 We have presented this data on a map because it allows us to understand the broad
contours of residential prices in the area. Sales prices are a reasonable, though imperfect,
proxy for development viability, so the map provides us with a broad idea of which areas
would tend to have more viable housing developments, other things being equal.

6.20 We used data on both new and second hand homes because, firstly, datasets on sales
values for new homes only would be very much smaller (and so more unstable), and
secondly, because at this stage it is the differentials between areas that we are seeking to

%2 3T wards are used because very precise boundary mapping exists which shows ward boundaries, and is not subject
to the degree of change that electoral wards or postcode boundaries are subject to.
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identify, not the absolute price levels®®. There were therefore good reasons to look at both
new and second hand data, and no compelling reasons to avoid it.

6.21 The map suggests that:

values in Christchurch break very broadly into two parts: the northern more rural areas

have higher prices, whilst there are lower prices in the more urban areas to the south.
There are pockets of high value in the south.

values in East Dorset are more geographically dispersed. It is difficult to see a

consistent pattern from the historic price sales data, but there appeared to be a central
ribbon of lower prices stretching from north to south.

Figure 6.10 Average sales price of homes (June 2010- June 2012)
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Note that the map we have produced here is sophisticated, in that it shows the results after eliminating the outlier
values which skew the average. We have removed these outlier values using an accepted Interquartile Range test
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6.22 The chart below uses the same data as that found in Figure 6.10, except it is not averaged
into eight bands.

Figure 6.11 Average home prices by ST ward
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We looked at the likely location of new development

6.23 Understanding the patterns of development is the next stage in our analysis. If we overlay
a rough approximation of the likely housing development areas (see Figure 6.12) we can
better understand whether it is worthwhile creating separate charging bands for residential
development in different areas.

= |n Christchurch, the fact that there is limited development in the north of the Borough
means that there is little point identifying a separate charging zone. This suggests that
creating a separate charging boundary would add complexity without increasing
revenue.

= |n East Dorset, the main development is expected to take place in the urban areas and
the new neighbourhoods which are nearby existing settlements. These are
concentrated in the “ribbon” of lower values that runs from the north east of East Dorset
towards the south west. Again, this suggests that creating a separate charging
boundary would add complexity without increasing revenue.

6.24 A very close examination of a number of the larger development sites and urban areas
revealed that there could be problems with setting differential charging rates using these
boundaries as justification.

= Some sites straddled ST ward boundaries between price zones. For example, strategic
development sites in Wimborne straddled ST ward boundaries between a) Wimborne
Minister and Stour, and b) Wimborne Minster and Colehill West, and were thus at risk of
being charged at different rates in different charging bands.

= Some parts of the same urban area would fall into different potential charging bands,

were these to be used. For example, part of the Wimborne urban area (in Colehill West
ST ward) fell into the higher four value bands, and part (in Wimborne Minister ST ward)
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6.25

6.26

6.27

fell into the lower four value bands. However, these areas would be seen on the ground
as very much part of the same urban area, and the boundary between the two would
not be particularly apparent.

Clearly, it would be undesirable to set different CIL charges for the same site, as it would be
likely to lead to market distortions on land prices.

Figure 6.12 Strategic Development Areas (East Dorset and Christchurch
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The emerging working hypothesis: a simple single-band charging structure

At this stage, then, we had an initial emerging hypothesis on geographical charging bands.
This hypothesis was that both Christchurch and East Dorset should have a single CIL
charge set on the basis of the areas which were likely to see the bulk of development in
future.

We then used findings from interviews with developers and agents to test this hypothesis,
to see if their views broadly agreed. (We did not ask them to confirm the hypothesis
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6.28

6.29

6.30

6.31

6.32

6.33

directly). We were particularly interested in using the interview process to understand the
values of new development, and how these values might fit with the bands suggested in our
emerging hypothesis.

Testing the hypothesis with agents and developers

We talked to a range of sources on residential markets, including local agents and local
housebuilders active in the area. They were able to provide some guidance on
comparables for land values, as well as sales price information. Comparable information
was however limited. We also undertook a stakeholder seminar which provided the
opportunity for further input.

Christchurch and East Dorset officers also have the benefit of a good understanding of the
local market obtained from their local knowledge and their part in the Core Strategy
process.

Christchurch
The geography of the housing market

Interviews confirmed that within Christchurch, values vary significantly depending upon the
type of property and location.

The highest value areas are within the town centre and on the waterfront. Beyond the town
centre, to the east of the borough values are also high; particularly in Friars cliff, Mudeford
and Highcliffe. Whilst it will be very limited in volume terms, infill development in these
areas is likely to have high sales values. Local agents cite that average values for 3-bed
bungalows range in the order of £450,000-£550,000 and family homes in the order of
£650,000. These locations are in close proximity to the beach and Christchurch Harbour
which are key attractors.

Burton provides the second rung of the property ladder and comprises a mix of flats, semi-
detached and detached properties.

New development sales prices
New developments are as follows.

= A development of two detached bungalows at The Grove (within Christchurch town
itself) has been recently undertaken by local developer Fox Homes. One bungalow
has been sold subject to contract and the other which extends to 139 sq m is currently
being marketed for sale for £545,000.

= Within Christchurch, a new development has commenced on Bronte Avenue on the site
of the former Avon View Care Home. The site was acquired from Dorset County
Council in 2010. Development is due for completion in April 2013. The scheme will
comprise 21 private, two, three and four bed new houses and affordable housing will
comprise 17, two and three bed houses for shared ownership and rent. Miller Homes is
working in partnership with Raglan Housing Association. Off plan marketing has
commenced and two dwellings have been sold. Values with respect to a-2 bed property
range from £217,000 to £245,000.

= An apartment scheme is also currently under construction within Christchurch by Caleb
Developments comprising of ten, one and two bed apartments. The one bed
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apartments range from £124,950 - £129,950. The available two bed apartments are

currently being marketed for sale for £154,950 - £174,950. The development is due for
completion in November 2012. We understand from discussions that marketing

commenced last month and one unit has been sold to an investor.

= Highcliffe is situated to the east of the borough. Its centre has excellent shopping and
walks to its beaches with views to the Isle of Wight. Highcliffe comprises a range of

properties from clifftop apartments and retirement bungalows to large family houses. A

new build 3 bed detached property is currently on the market for sale for £312,500 on
Coltsfoot Way, Highcliffe. In addition, a new 4 bed detached house is being marketed

at Firshill, Highcliffe for £625,000.

6.34  With respect to the proposed greenfield North Christchurch Urban Extension agents

commented that development here is likely to be popular as new properties are sought
after. Values are expected to be similar to those currently being commanded at the Miller

scheme at Bronte Avenue, although it is also worth noting that modern detached 1970’s 3-
bed detached properties in this area have recently sold for in the region of £270,000. New
build properties can expect something of a premium.

6.35 The schedule below summarises new apartment and housing developments currently being

marketed within Christchurch.

Table 6.1 New developments in Christchurch

Christchurch Description Price Quoted
Bronte Avenue, Christchurch 4 bed detached house £335,000
Bronte Avenue, Christchurch 3 bed end terrace £249,950
Bronte Avenue, Christchurch 3 bed terrace £244,950
Bronte Avenue, Christchurch 2 bed semi detached £219,950
Bronte Avenue, Christchurch 2 bed semi detached £219,950
Bronte Avenue, Christchurch 2 bed semi detached £217,950
Somerford Road, Christchurch 3 bed terraced £214,950
Somerford Road, Christchurch 3 double bed detached £249,950
Somerford Road, Christchurch 3 double bed detached £249,950
Somerford Road, Christchurch 3 bed terraced £214,950
Somerford Road, Christchurch 3 bed terraced £214,950
Walford Road, Christchurch 4 bed detached house £395,000
Firshill Highcliffe 4 bed detached house £625,000
Coltsfoot Way Highcliffe 3 bed detached £312,500
East Cliff Way, Mudeford 4 bed detached house £699,950
Gardner Road, Christchurch 2 bed flat £174,950
Gardner Road, Christchurch 1 bed flat £129,950
Gardner Road, Christchurch 1 bed flat £124,950
Gardner Road, Christchurch 1 bed flat £124,950
Gardner Road, Christchurch 2 bed flat £174,950
Gardner Road, Christchurch 2 bed flat £154,950
Gardner Road, Christchurch 2 bed flat £154,950

Source: www.Zoopla.co.uk and agent websites
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East Dorset

The geography of the housing market

= The higher end of the East Dorset market is predominantly rural in nature, with housing
being located in small villages and hamlets.

= Local agents highlight for example that settlements such as Colehill can command
values ranging from £750,000 to £1.5m for older Victorian properties. There are also
wide variations in values within villages for example, within Cranborne, property
values can range from £300,000 - £2m depending upon the type of property.
However, new development in these areas is expected to remain very constrained.

= Ex-local authority or housing association houses within good locations such as the
villages of Hinton Martell, Holt and Gussage All Saints, to the north of Wimborne,
easily achieve values in excess of £300,000 up to £500,000.

= Cranborne, Edmondsham and Wimborne St Giles, are also popular areas where
values can range widely from £250,000 to £1m plus, depending on the type of
property.

= St Leonards and St Ives East house prices are largely influenced by Ringwood in
neighbouring Hampshire. This area including St Ives, St Leonards and Ashley
Heath has no recognisable centre. Ringwood town centre is the main centre
serving the residents.

=  Mid market areas are as follows.

= Wimborne is a popular attractive market town. Relatively speaking, Wimborne is
more expensive than Ferndown, with local agents suggesting in the region of 3-5%
more expensive and 10% more expensive than Verwood. Family housing located
within well performing school catchment areas is highly sought after. Local agents
highlight that Wimborne has always been a popular area for schooling and this has
not changed in recent years.

= Elsewhere within the district areas such as Colehill, Canford Bottom, Hampreston
and the nearby villages such as Furzehill and Broomhill, are popular as they feed
into excellent First, Middle and Upper School catchment areas. General values
range between £250,000 and £500,000.

= Lower priced areas of the market are as follows.

= West Moors comprises a large proportion of bungalow stock and retired residents,
many of whom have located here from the outer-London suburbs and offering
slightly more affordable accommodation than Ferndown.

= Areas such as Three Legged Cross and Verwood, are less desirable locations and
provide relatively more affordable housing. Three Legged Cross comprises ex-
social and social housing stock.

New development sales prices

6.36 East Dorset has witnessed very little new housing development in the past 12 months.
There have been just a few individual developments.

= One new development has been undertaken by Mildren Homes. The development is
located at Potters Place, Black Hill, Verwood and comprises a development of five,

Final Report | June 2013 39



lpeterbrett

Christchurch and East Dorset CIL Viability Assessment

luxury 3 and 4 bed detached properties. The scheme was launched at the end of 2011
and discussions with Mildren Homes confirm that one of the 4-bed properties, extending
to 128 sq m has now sold achieving a sales value of £399,995. The 3-bed property of

102 sq m was being marketed at a quoted price of £347,995 and has recently been

reduced to £336,995. The quoted prices with respect to the remaining 4-bed properties
range from £434,995-£469,995. There is now a sales office on site which has served to

generate interest in the development.

6.37 The table below summarises new build properties currently being marketed.

6.38

6.39

Table 6.2 New developments in East Dorset

Price
East Dorset Description Quoted
Station Road, Wimborne 3-bed semi-detached £299,950
Wareham Road, Corfe Mullen 3-bed semi-detached £315,000
Wareham Road, Corfe Mullen 3-bed semi-detached £295,000
Coopers Lane, Verwood 4 bed detached £450,000
Black Hill, Verwood 3 bed detached £347,995
Black Hill, Verwood 4 bed detached £449,995
Black Hill, Verwood 4 bed detached £469,995
Black Hill, Verwood 4 bed detached £448,995
Black Hill, Verwood 4 bed detached £399,995
Lake Road, Verwood 4 bed detached £410,000
Lake Road, Verwood 4 bed detache