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1.0 Instructions 

 

This report has been prepared on behalf of Stuart Lyons (the Applicant) to assess the viability of the 

redevelopment of the Windroos Nursery (the Property) in order to reduce the on-site affordable 

housing requirement.  The Applicant is the freeholder of the Property. 

 

In preparing this report we have relied upon outline plans and schedules of accommodation produced 

by Savills. 

 

2.0 Objective 

 

This report has been commissioned to investigate the following points: 

1. Whether a redevelopment of the Property for residential use produces a land value which is 

at a premium over the existing value of the Property, sufficient to fund the relocation of the 

Applicant’s business. 

2. Whether the proposed development delivers a profit to a house builder which will enable 

them to secure funding and deliver the scheme. 

 

3.0 Background 

  

3.1 The Property 

 

The site area is 2.37 hectares (5.87 acres) and is previously developed land within the settlement 

boundary of Littlehampton.  The area is mixed in character with residential use to the north, west and 

south and commercial uses to the east. 

 

The site has a lawful use as a haulage depot (distribution of agricultural/horticultural produce) with 

ancillary workshop, all within Use Class B8.  This use is unrestricted in planning terms and can be 

lawfully operated 24 hours a day, 7 days a week.   Two bungalows are located at the Property. 

 

The site forms part of a wider area of land as identified in the Local Plan, 2003 and a Development 

Brief for Land at Toddington, Supplementary Planning Guidance, October 2003 for redevelopment to 

principally residential uses.  Development of the adjacent land in accordance with the Local Plan and 

the Development Brief is currently well under construction with a number of dwellings now completed 

and occupied. 

 

For identification purposes a site plan of the Property is attached at Appendix 1.  
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3.2 Planning Policy 

 

The adopted Arun District Local Plan 2003 (the ‘Local Plan’) covers the period up to 2011.  Following 

the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 a number of its policies have expired.  A summary 

of the relevant ‘saved’ Local Plan policies is included in Appendix 1 of the adopted Development Brief 

2003 that covers the site and the adjoining land and briefly, the key policies are identified below.  

 

Policy SITE 7 is relevant.  The extent of SITE 7 is shown on the Proposals Map for the Local Plan 

and includes the adjoining land to the north and west which is currently under construction.   

 

Policy GEN 5 identifies SITE 7 as an allocated site for 180 dwellings with a further 120 homes north 

of SITE 7 as an identified site to deliver in total approximately 300 homes by 2006.   

 

Policy GEN 20 refers to public open space provision for residential development at minimum 

standards of 2.4 hectares per 1,000 population and play equipment to meets the needs of the 

development. 

 

Policy DEV 17 refers to the provision of affordable housing on-site for developments of 25 units or 

more or residential sites of 0.8 hectares or more.  Paragraph 3.25 states that the precise number, mix 

and size of units will be dependent on negotiations however, as a starting point 30% affordable 

housing will be sought on all suitable sites taking account of local housing need, site and market 

conditions. 

 

Policy DEV 27 permits retail development outside of the Principal Shopping Areas provided it would 

not adversely affect the vitality and viability of the existing shopping areas; is accessible by car, public 

transport, bike and foot; and the need for the additional facilities can be demonstrated.  

 

A separate Supplementary Planning Guidance on Parking Standards identifies the Council’s 

maximum parking standards which for Estate Development of 16 or more dwellings is as follows: 

(i) smaller house size (1, 2, 3 bedroom dwellings not exceeding 120 sq.m gross floor area excluding 

internal garage) @ 2.2 spaces per dwelling.* 

(ii) larger house size (4 or more bedrooms, or each dwelling exceeding 120 sq.m gross floor area) @ 

3.2 spaces per dwelling.*  

 

*an additional 0.2 spaces per dwelling required for visitors and service vehicles. 

 

ARUN DISTRICT COUNCIL LU/229/10/



a 
 

Windroos Nursery 
Viability Report 

Page 3 

 

4.0 Viability 

 

At the date of this report there is no RICS approved definition of viability.  This means that each 

development where viability is an issue has to be assessed on its merits.  With this planning 

application there are two viability issues: 

 

1. What uplift in value above the existing use must be generated before the Applicant will 

consider a sale of the Property for redevelopment, allowing for the costs of relocation to 

a replacement site. 

2. Assuming a land value is generated that will facilitate a sale of the Property, is a level of 

profit achievable which will be acceptable to a commercial house builder. 

  

These issues are explored in greater detail below. 

 

4.1 Issue 1 – The Applicant’s Position  

 

Leaving aside the cost of relocating the Applicant’s business in the first instance, when selling their 

property for redevelopment, landowners normally seek to gain a premium over the existing value.  

We believe that this premium should be 20% over and above the existing value.   

 

The Property extends to 5.87 acres, the majority of which is open storage, however, two bungalows 

are located within the site boundary.  Our investigations have led us to believe that industrial land in 

the area has recently sold at a level of approximately £300,000 per acre and that the bungalows are 

each worth in the region of £220,000.  This would suggest an existing use value for the site in the 

region of £2,200,000.  Therefore, for a sale of the Property for residential development to take place, 

a minimum value of £2,640,000 must be achieved. 

 

For the Applicant to relocate his business he must at least cover the relocation costs by selling the 

Property for a price that is greater than the sum of the existing value (plus a premium for 

redevelopment) and the costs of relocation.  

 

In relocating his business, the Applicant must purchase a replacement property.  Terms have been 

agreed to purchase a replacement site, which is located within Arun, at a price of £1,200,000.   At this 

stage, the exact costs of the relocation are unknown, and are unlikely to be fully accounted for until 

the business has been moved.  We estimate that the cost will be in the region of £50,000 - £100,000 

to include the cost of securing planning permission, providing new loading bays and moving plant and 

machinery from the Property.  Therefore, for a relocation to this site to occur, the Applicant must be 
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able to sell the Property at a value which is greater than the sum of the existing use value, including 

the premium for redevelopment (£2,640,000) and the cost relocating to the replacement property 

(£50,000 - £100,000).  This creates a minimum sale price of between £2,690,000 and £2,740,000.   

 

4.2 Issue 2 – Developer Profit 

 

The minimum level of profit required from any development is dependant upon the risks associated 

with it.  In a strong market, competition can drive the acceptable level of profit down.  This was 

particularly the case in the boom period of the market where shortages of supply and high demand 

for development sites reduced the percentage of profit on cost which a developer would accept.  

Conversely in the current uncertain market, the percentage of profit on cost developers will be 

seeking has increased to reflect the greater risks of delivering a residential development.   

 

Developer’s profit is expressed as a percentage of costs incurred in delivering the development.  

Developers have differing performance criteria based on their individual corporate structure and 

target rates of return for capital employed and acceptable degree of risk. 

 

It is accepted market practice that the benchmark when undertaking development appraisals is to 

employ a minimum return of 20% on costs incurred.   

 

In support of this assumption we have had regard to Appeal reference APP/P0119/A/08/2069226 

(67-73 Bath Road, Longwell Green, Bristol BS30 9DF:  McCarthy and Stone against South 

Gloucestershire Council) dated 21st August 2008.  A copy is attached at Appendix 2.  This Appeal 

was at the time that the current financial downturn was starting to significantly affect the property 

market.  In this case the Inspector stated that it was not necessary to rigidly adhere to the Homes and 

Communities Agency Economic Assessment Toolkit (HCEAT) (for assessing development viability) 

guide figure of 15% profit on GDV (equivalent to 17.5% profit on cost) adopted before the current 

economic downturn.  The Inspector went on to say that the appellant’s figure of 17% profit on GDV 

(equivalent to 20% profit on cost) was not unreasonable to adopt.  The Inspector confirmed the 

principle that profit levels are directly related to risk, and that in current housing market conditions 

risks are greater and therefore profit levels should be correspondingly higher. 

 

In prime locations and with strong underlying fiscal and property markets the rate of return of profit on 

cost may reduce by as much as 5% to 15%.  Similarly, in secondary or tertiary locations and with 

more uncertain economic conditions, or on larger sites where the rate of sale may be slow, this may 

increase by a similar amount to a profit on cost of 25%. 
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From our own experience of the market and speaking to other developers, we are of the opinion that 

an appropriate target profit on cost to be realised within the viability appraisal is currently 20%.  This 

reflects the additional risks associated with a site of this size, such as a protracted sales rate and the 

threat of price volatility during the marketing period. 
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5.0 Proposed Development 

 

We have been provided with drawings and a schedule of accommodation (see Appendix 3) for a 91 

unit scheme.   

  

When considering the scheme it is important to note Arun District Council’s affordable housing policy 

which states that as a starting point 30% affordable housing will be sought on all suitable sites taking 

account of local housing need, site and market conditions 

 

In order to improve the viability of the scheme this planning application is submitted on the basis of 

the provision of 30% affordable housing.  To illustrate the impact of the delivery of more affordable 

housing we have run appraisals on the basis of the provision of both 30% and 40% affordable 

housing. 
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6.0 Indicative Financial Appraisal 

 

In appraising the scheme we have undertaken research into the local market for residential property, 

and have spoken with local agents.  We have paid particular regard to the prices being achieved by 

Taylor Wimpey on the adjoining development.  As the following table shows, generally, the average 

prices being achieved by Taylor Wimpey this year are lower than in 2009. 

 

Unit Average Sale Price 2009 Average Sale Price 2010 

2 bedroom flat £160,000 £157,000 

3 bedroom semi detached house N/A £200,000 

3 bedroom town house £190,000 £184,000 

4 bedroom link-detached house £270,000 £275,000 

 

We have considered the price that could be achieved for the Property on the basis that residential 

consent is forthcoming for a 91 unit scheme.  As stated in the previous section we have looked at this 

on the basis of both 30% and 40% affordable housing provision.  We have assumed that 70% of the 

affordable units will be for general needs and that 30% will be for shared ownership. 

 

In our appraisal, the price that could be achieved through the sale of the land is calculated by 

assessing the value of the completed development, the Gross Development Value (GDV), and 

subtracting from this the costs of construction and finance, and an allowance for profit for the 

developer. 

 

Within our appraisal we have applied a number of industry standard assumptions and ‘rules of 

thumb’.  We have assumed an 18 month build period within which to construct the housing, followed 

by an 18 month period within which to sell the open market units.  For a scheme such as this, we 

believe that housebuilders would seek to achieve a return of at least 20% profit on the cost of 

development and we have adopted this figure within our appraisals.  Within our appraisals we have 

applied a discounted profit allowance to the affordable housing, to reflect the reduced risk when 

selling to a housing association.  

 

We have arrived at indicative Gross Development Values within our appraisals of £16,527,000 with 

an allowance of 30% affordable housing and £15,969,368 with 40% affordable housing.  These 

numbers are achieved by adopting the following indicative unit prices for house within the scheme;  
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Unit Price 

1 bedroom apartment £110,000 

2 bedroom apartment £160,000 

2 bedroom house £175,000 

3 bedroom terraced house £200,000 

3 bedroom semi detached house £225,000 

3 bedroom town house £225,000 

4 bedroom house £270,000 

 

Affordable housing numbers are exclusive of grant funding at a level of £40,000 per general needs 

unit and £25,000 per shared ownership unit.  Any decrease in grant funding will impact upon the 

viability of the scheme. 

 

Please note that our views on price are not intended as a formal valuation and should not be relied 

upon as such.  They are given in the course of our estate agency role.  No liability is given to any 

third party and the figures suggested are given purely as guidance.   

 

Within our appraisals for the open market units we have accounted for build costs of £97 per sq ft, 

professional fees at 8% of build costs and preliminary costs of 5% of the build costs.   For the 

affordable housing we have assumed an ‘all-in’ build cost of £120 per sq ft, which is inclusive of all 

professional fees.  We have made an allowance for demolition costs of £65,000 and an allowance for 

S106 contributions of £600,000 

 

For the 30% affordable housing scheme these assumptions produce a residual land price of 

approximately £2,450,000.  For a scheme which includes 40% affordable housing the land price is 

£2,085,000.  We note immediately that in both scenarios, the residual land price is below what we 

have identified to be the minimum sale price. 

 

Copies of our appraisals can be found at Appendix 4. 
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6.1 Summary 

 

In assessing the above options we have calculated the land value that would be forthcoming to the 

applicant if the Property was sold to a developer who wished to receive a profit of 20% on costs.  

Within our appraisals we have applied a discounted profit allowance to the affordable housing, to 

reflect the reduced risk when selling to a housing association.   

 

In making our assessment of values we have considered comparable evidence from the 

neighbouring Taylor Wimpey scheme. 

 

Both scenarios produce a residual land value which is less than the minimum sale price that we have 

identified within this report.  Notwithstanding this, the Applicant intends to pursue the purchase of the 

alternative site, and the Property must be sold to fund this.  The provision of 30% affordable housing, 

rather than 40% affordable housing, mitigates the difference between the value of the Property and 

what we have identified to be a minimum sale price.   

 

We acknowledge that there is a desire from Council members to see 40% affordable housing within 

the redevelopment the Property.  To this end, we believe that within a S106, a cascade mechanism 

can be agreed whereby more affordable housing can be delivered should this become viable during 

the lifetime of the development.  To do this, we would envisage the residual value of the Property 

being calculated at different stages of the development, by a third party.  Should the residual value be 

greater than the minimum sale price we have identified, more affordable housing can be provided. 

 

ARUN DISTRICT COUNCIL LU/229/10/



a 
 

Windroos Nursery 
Viability Report 

Page 10 

 

7.0 Conclusions 

  

The downturn in the economy has impacted heavily on house prices, both locally and nationally.  

Within the locality of the Property, Taylor Wimpey have sold newly built properties, which represent 

good comparable evidence. 

 

At current prices the redevelopment of the Property does return a positive site value, however, this is 

less than what we consider to be the minimum sale price, sufficient to encourage the Applicant to 

dispose of the Property for redevelopment.  The provision of 30%, rather than 40% affordable 

housing mitigates this deficit.  Should house prices recover to an extent that 40% affordable housing 

can be delivered, we would consider that a cascade mechanism can ensure additional units are 

provided on site.   

  

 

Yours faithfully 

 

 

 

 

Jonathan Kiddle MSc MRICS   

Development Consultancy  

For and on behalf of Savills (L&P) Limited 
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Appeal Decision 
Inquiry held on 19, 20 and 21 August 
2008 

Site visit made on 21 August 2008 

by JP Roberts  BSc(Hons) LLB(Hons) MRTPI 

The Planning Inspectorate 
4/11 Eagle Wing 
Temple Quay House 
2 The Square 
Temple Quay 
Bristol BS1 6PN 

! 0117 372 6372 
email:enquiries@pins.gsi.g
ov.uk

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State 
for Communities and Local Government 

Decision date: 
7 January 2009 

Appeal Ref: APP/P0119/A/08/2069226 
67-73 Bath Road, Longwell Green, Bristol BS30 9DF 
• The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 

against a refusal to grant planning permission. 
• The appeal is made by McCarthy and Stone (Developments) Ltd. against the decision of 

South Gloucestershire Council. 
• The application Ref, PK07/2616/F dated 31 July 2007, was refused by notice dated       

9 November 2007. 
• The development proposed is redevelopment to form 29 sheltered apartments for the 

elderly including associated communal facilities and car parking. 

Please note:

This decision is issued in accordance with section 56(2) of the Planning and 
Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 and supersedes that issued on 26 November 2008. 

Decision

1. I allow the appeal, and grant planning permission for redevelopment to form 
29 sheltered apartments for the elderly including associated communal facilities 
and car parking at 67-73 Bath Road, Longwell Green, Bristol BS30 9DF in 
accordance with the terms of the application, Ref PK07/2616/F dated 31 July 
2007, and the plans submitted with it, subject to the conditions listed in the 
Annex to this Decision. 

Procedural matters 

2. The reasons for refusal included the failure of the proposal to make 
contributions towards library services, public art, and public transport 
infrastructure, and also alleged that the level of amenity space proposed was 
inadequate.  The Council subsequently decided not to pursue their objections 
about public art or the level of amenity space. 

3. A unilateral undertaking under Section 106 of the Town and Country Planning 
Act 1990 was submitted for the appellants at the inquiry, which offered 
financial contributions towards affordable housing, library services and public 
transport infrastructure.  The Council agreed that the undertaking overcame 
the reasons for refusal relating to library services and public transport matters. 
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4. Additional plans were submitted by the appellants at the Inquiry, but these 
illustrated particular features and did not change the nature of the proposal. 

Main issues 

5. The main issues are: 

i) whether the proposal would harm the character and appearance of the 
surrounding area or the setting of the adjacent listed building at 65 Bath 
Road, and, 

ii) whether the proposal would make suitable provision for affordable 
housing.

Reasons

Character and appearance  

6. The site does not lie in a conservation area and nor is it subject to any other 
designation in respect of its character.   It is currently occupied by three 
buildings, two of which appear as dwellings and the third is a former dwelling 
last used for conservatory sales.  Their design is unexceptional and the Council 
has no objection to their removal.   The site fronts Bath Road, the main street 
in Longwell Green, a significant feature of which is a row of roadside plane 
trees, which would be unaffected by the proposal. 

7. The density would be about 88 dwellings per hectare, which exceeds what the 
Council’s Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) South Gloucestershire 
Design Checklist says may be appropriate for such a location.  However, the 
SPD concerns about density relate mainly to implications for travel and 
accessibility, which the Council accepts is not of concern in this case, rather 
than design.   

8. The proposed development would comprise a single block with single storey, 
two storey, two and a half storey and three storey elements.   It would sit 
forward of the existing buildings on the site.  The Council argues that this siting 
would appear out of character with the building line on this part of Bath Road.  
However, from what I saw on my visit, I cannot agree that there is any obvious 
building line.  Forward visibility along the road is interrupted by the substantial 
plane trees on the roadside verge and by other planting.  Buildings to the south 
and north of the appeal site would be further forward than the appeal building, 
and in such a context, I consider that the proposed block would not appear 
obviously incongruent and I find no harm arising in this respect. 

9. I see some force in the appellants’ argument that the wider building on the 
road frontage would reinforce a sense of enclosure.  Although the roadside 
plane trees create some enclosure, it is mainly from the road and would have 
less impact in winter.  The public footway runs between the trees and the 
properties along Bath Road, and the building would provide a stronger sense of 
continuity and enclosure.  

10. I acknowledge that the building would be large and extend deep into the site.  
The Memorial Hall on Shellards Road is bigger than the proposed building, and 
whilst it is relevant to the overall character of the area, its importance to this 
proposal is limited because it is not seen in the same vistas as the appeal site.  
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However, the height of the proposed building would be similar to nearby 
buildings.  There are also large buildings in the area which are clearly non-
domestic in scale and character, such as the flats at Longwell House on the 
opposite side of the road, All Saints Church and the petrol filling station to the 
south-west.   

11. The block would fit reasonably with the mix of building heights in the area, and 
the space on either side of the building would assist in ensuring that the scale, 
massing and bulk would not be out of place.  Amongst such a mix, I consider 
that there is no clear grain to the pattern of buildings in the vicinity of the 
appeal which it is important to respect. 

12. All Saints Church to the south-east is a large building, but I do not regard it as 
a landmark because of its screening, and its limited height and set back 
position from Bath Road.  The proposed block would not project forward of the 
existing building line to any great extent, and would not materially affect 
important views of the church.  Whilst the church is a valuable part of the 
character of the area, I consider that there would be sufficient space between it 
and the proposed block to ensure that its role in the street scene would not be 
unduly diminished. 

13. In an area lacking any clear unifying character, I consider that the important 
objective is to ensure that any building has its own distinct identity.  The bulk 
of the building would be broken up into clearly identifiable elements which 
would possess a domestic scale.  The massing of the building would reflect its 
purpose, and would be readily distinguishable from its neighbours, but again, in 
an area with a mixed character, I consider that it would fit in satisfactorily in 
the street scene.  There is generally simplicity in the design of buildings in the 
locality, and I consider that the repetition of hips and gables reflects that 
simplicity of approach, whilst imbuing it with an identity of its own. 

14. Turning to the Council’s criticisms of the design of the building the southern 
corner and the south-east elevation of the building would be the most 
prominent in views because of the openness of the church car park next to it, 
and the gap in the street trees adjacent this part of the site.  Owing to its 
visibility, this part of the building would play a key role in giving an overall 
impression of the building.   

15. Whilst there would be no eye-catching architecture on either the south-eastern 
corner or the south-east facing elevation, I consider that there would be 
sufficient articulation and visual interest to avoid the building seeming bland.  
Whilst the Council criticises the mix of roof and window forms as lacking 
rhythm or coherence, I consider that the mix of hips and gables provides an 
element of consistency and the variety would avoid monotony and would 
present a lively frontage. 

16. The elevations facing Bath Road and the church car park would be fringed by a 
path and landscaping, clearly signalling the private nature of these parts of the 
building, whilst the vehicular access to the site, and the main entrance would 
be highlighted by a taller element with an entrance porch.  In my view, the 
layout and elevations would provide clear legibility. 

17. The building would use a mix of materials all of which are found in the 
surrounding area, including stone panels, stone window surrounds, two colours 
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of render and white weatherboarding.  The Council argued that such a mix 
would be fussy and complex; in its context of buildings with a more restrained 
use of materials I agree that the use of two colours of render, along with other 
materials, would be uncharacteristic, and would draw attention to the diverse 
components of the building.   

18. However, I see no reason why the arrangement of materials could not be the 
subject of a condition.  The relationship of the site to surrounding buildings is 
not so complex or sensitive that it is essential that an acceptable palette of 
materials has to be determined before planning permission is granted.  I have 
no doubt that this is a matter which could readily be left for the Council to 
agree subsequently, and this would be consistent with the advice in paragraph 
47 of Circular 11/95 The Use of Conditions in Planning Permissions.

19. Although I have considered the proposal on its own merits, my views are 
reinforced by the Council’s view that an as yet undetermined proposal for a 28 
unit scheme, which in my opinion, is not significantly different from this 
proposal, provides the basis for addressing the Council’s concerns. 

20. I therefore conclude that the proposal would not harm the character and 
appearance of the surrounding area or conflict with South Gloucestershire Local 
Plan (LP) Policies D1 and H2 which are concerned with good design and 
residential development respectively. 

Effect on the listed building 

21. 65 Bath Road is a Grade II listed building located close to the junction of Bath 
Road with Watsons Road.  It comprises a render and stone built two-storey 
dwelling in a reasonably large garden.   The curtilage of the dwelling is well 
defined by a stone wall along the road boundaries and by planting on the 
boundary with the appeal site.  The neighbouring properties are of a more 
modern era and do not form part of the historical context of the listed building.  
Nevertheless, the listed building is part of a predominantly residential street, 
and the street scene forms part of its setting.  

22. The proposed block would be located further away from the listed building than 
the nearest existing house at 67 Bath Road.  However, the much greater depth 
of the block and its higher elements would ensure that it was visible from 
public viewpoints around the listed building. 

23. At the inquiry the Council conceded that the photographic impressions 
submitted in evidence were inaccurate, and that the amended versions 
prepared by the appellants were correct.  There is a considerable difference 
between the two impressions, and the inaccuracy of the Council’s version 
makes me question whether the Council’s appreciation of the effect on the 
listed building was well-founded.   

24. In my view, the setting of the listed building is predominantly made up of a 
backdrop of more modern houses and their gardens.  From Watsons Road, the 
listed building can be seen over the garden wall of the property, and there is a 
degree of openness between the house and the outbuilding fronting Watsons 
Road.  The roof and upper part of 67 Bath Road can be seen in this vista, and 
the proposal would result in a longer building being seen, but further away.  In 
my view, this would not materially alter the setting. 
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25. From Bath Road, there would be a change in the relationship between the listed 
building and its neighbours.  However, I consider that the proposal would not 
overwhelm the listed building.  The property has strong planting on the 
boundary with appeal site, and there would be a significant planted area in the 
northwestern corner of the appeal site.  I consider that the contribution that 
greenery makes to the setting of the building from this viewpoint would largely 
be retained.   

26. Despite the larger scale and bulk of the proposal, I find that the garden of the 
listed building and the gap between its southern boundary and the nearest part 
of the proposed building would be sufficient to prevent an overwhelming 
impact.   Whilst the materials of the proposed building would include different 
ones from those used on the listed building, the existing dwellings adjacent to 
it are dissimilar in both form and materials.   

27. In comparison with the existing houses, the larger size of the proposed building 
and the use of some dissimilar materials would be offset by the greater 
distance between it and the listed building, and by what I consider to be an 
improvement in the setting by the creation of a gap between the curtilage of 
No 65 and the nearest part of the proposed block. 

28. The proposed building would impinge on views of the hills to the east, but in 
my judgement, these views are already limited to a narrow viewpoint near the 
corner of Watsons Road and Bath Road and are not an important part of the 
building’s setting. 

29. I therefore find that the proposal would preserve the setting of the listed 
building and would not conflict with LP Policy L13 which encompasses that aim. 

Affordable housing 

30. The most relevant policy is LP Policy H6, which sets out detailed expectations in 
respect of affordable housing.  The Council’s Affordable Housing Supplementary 
Planning Document (SPD) is currently in draft form, but I was told at the 
Inquiry that it is to be adopted in September this year.  In view of the 
advanced stage it has reached, I afford it significant weight.   

31. The policy seeks a target of 33.3% of housing to be affordable.  It is common 
ground between the parties that, if it is economically viable to do so, a full 
contribution towards affordable housing should be made.  The Council accepts 
that the normal requirement for on-site provision is not appropriate in this 
case, because it recognises that there is no need for sheltered affordable 
housing, and that general needs affordable housing on the site would give rise 
to unacceptable highway dangers arising from the increased traffic generation.  
I agree that in these circumstances, a commuted sum to finance off-site 
provision would be appropriate. 

32. The main parties agree that a full off-site contribution would, in the absence of 
viability considerations, fall within the range of £414,471 to £683,858.  Whilst 
there is no agreement on the precise figure, it is unnecessary for me to delve 
into this further, because the Council has agreed that a contribution of      
£414,471 would be acceptable, based on the methodology adopted in other 
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recent appeals1 relating to the pro-rata cost of providing affordable housing 
units.  This was not based on any assessment of viability, because viability was 
not in dispute in those appeals. 

33. The appellants’ stance at the Inquiry was that the viability of the proposal 
would only allow a contribution of £115,000 to be offered.  This would fund 
only 1 or 2 affordable housing units, and is well below the target of 33.3% 
sought in the Council’s policy. 

34. The difference between the parties turns on likely costs and market conditions, 
factors to which Policy H6 says the Council will have regard.  In looking at 
economic viability, the SPD (at 10.4) says that applicants should provide 
“open-book” evidence.  No such evidence has been submitted by the 
appellants, and the Council has not sought it.   

35. Instead, the main parties have both approached the question of economic 
viability on a generic basis, using site specific circumstances, but applying 
generic inputs to the appraisal.  The Council’s SPD endorses the principle of 
this approach by not taking into account what the applicant has paid for the 
land.  I consider that this is a sensible method of assessment, as any planning 
permission runs with the land and the viability assessment would be of equal 
applicability to any developer.  I also recognise that to do otherwise, and to 
require a developer to reveal commercially-sensitive information could be 
highly damaging in a competitive market. 

36. Thus, it is irrelevant when looking at economic viability whether the particular 
appellants in this case could afford the Council’s target contribution figure.  
Thus, I attach little weight to the appellants’ initial offer in March 2008 of 
£414,471 as an affordable housing payment.  It is clear from what I was told at 
the Inquiry that the offer was not made on the basis of a viability assessment.   

37. The appellants’ first economic viability assessment was carried out in June 
2008, when a revised offer of £378,050 was made.  Subsequently the offer of 
£414,471 was reinstated verbally over the telephone.  I agree with the Council 
that there have not been any significant changes in circumstances between 
then and the date of the inquiry which would affect viability.  The precise 
circumstances surrounding the initial offer are opaque, but I consider that it 
would be bizarre to conclude that the offer was made by professional agents 
with close relationship with the appellants without their authority.  Even so, 
there may have been commercial considerations which motivated the offer and 
I cannot assume that the offer necessarily reflected generic economic viability.  

38. I was told for the appellants that the June assessment was undertaken by 
someone who is not a valuer and was unfamiliar with carrying out viability 
assessments, and that the appellants’ subsequent assessment was carried out 
by a specialist with expertise in the field.  It seems to me that I should attach 
greater weight to that latter evidence, even though by that time a greater 
gross development value for the site was forecast. 

39. The appellants and the Council have both based viability assessments on the 
Housing Corporation Economic Appraisal Toolkit (HCEAT).  This toolkit provides 
a generic means of arriving at the residual land value (RLV) of the site after the 

                                      
1 APP/P0119/A/07/2050865 &  APP/P0119/A/07/2062186 
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cost of the development, including the developer’s reasonable profit, has been 
taken into account.  The difference between the RLV and the existing site value 
provides a basis for ascertaining the viability of contributing towards affordable 
housing.  The Council’s assessment arrived at a RLV of £1,564,523, which 
would enable the full affordable housing contribution of £414,471 to be paid. 

40. A significant difference between the parties concerns the appropriate method of 
calculating the costs of constructing the development.  The Council argues that 
using the BCIS2 mean cost for three-storey sheltered housing schemes 
(£929/sq.m) is the most appropriate way of doing so.  However, that figure 
disguises the fact that there is a significant variation around the mean (varying 
from between £597/sq.m and £1798/sq.m).   

41. The BCIS data reveals that there is a clear difference between the building 
costs for public and private sheltered housing schemes, with the mean private 
sector schemes being 13% more costly than the equivalent public sector 
projects.  This suggests to me that the private sheltered housing schemes 
would cost more than the three-storey sheltered housing mean.  The HCEAT 
user manual indicates that BCIS information is extremely useful for estimating 
and checking build cost information for a given scheme.  However, it does not 
say that the mean figure should be adopted, and thus it seems to me to be 
reasonable not to adopt such a figure which because of the inclusion of lower 
cost public sector schemes, would not be representative of private schemes. 

42. The appellants’ most recent assessment adopts a build cost figure of 
£1160/sq.m., which includes a 10% contingency, 5% above the HCEAT toolkit 
recommended percentage.  The HCEAT toolkit was produced in October 2007, 
at which time the property market was buoyant.  Since then there has been a 
marked downturn in the economy and the housing market in particular, and 
against a background of rising material and fuel prices, I consider that a 10% 
contingency would be prudent.   

43. The appellants’ figures also build in costs relating to energy efficient measures 
compliant with Code Level 3 of the Code for Sustainable Homes.  Whilst such 
measures are not mandatory as yet, they are nevertheless encouraged in both 
local and national policies, and they will be required by April 2009, within a 
relatively short time after this decision.  I therefore find it realistic, desirable 
and appropriate to include such costs. 

44.  I was told that the figure was tested against actual costs of three other 
schemes, but all of these relate to unspecified projects in London and the 
south-east of England.  No specific details of these sites were provided, and I 
attach little weight to this means of validating the appellants’ costs figures. 

45. Other inputs to the toolkit methodology I have less concern about.  I consider 
that the HCEAT toolkit guide figure for a development profit of 15%, adopted 
well before the current decline in market conditions should not be rigidly 
adhered to.  The appellants have adopted a figure of 17%.  Although there is a 
shortage of sheltered accommodation in the area, it seems that the appellants 
are not immune from the effects of the current economic climate.  I was told at 
the inquiry that work has been suspended on 2 sites and that some 200 people 

                                      
2 Building Cost Information Service 2 August 2008 

ARUN DISTRICT COUNCIL LU/229/10/



Appeal Decision APP/P0119/A/08/2069226 

8

in the company have been made redundant.  Not only might construction costs 
rise, but sales might take longer to achieve, increasing interest paid on finance, 
and sales prices might also go down.  In such circumstances, and with no 
recovery in the market in sight, it seems to me that there are significant risks 
in developing such a site, which can be appropriately reflected in a higher 
development profit.    Bearing in mind that the 15% figure is only a guideline, I 
do not think that a 17% figure is unreasonable. 

46. The appellants’ appraisal incorporates interest payable using LIBOR3 rates, 
which I was told were now generally used in the development industry.  Thus 
whilst the HCEAT toolkit suggests that interest should be based on bank rates, 
I do not find it unreasonable to adopt a generally used interest rate, especially 
having regard to the changes in the market since the publication of the HCEAT 
toolkit.

47. The Council also criticised other aspects of the appellants’ assessment, relating 
to the time taken to start the development, the likely build period and the likely 
pattern of sales.  There are also inconsistencies in some of the various costings 
so that it is not possible to compare like with like.  I recognise that many of 
these factors can be arguable; but from what I have read and heard, there is 
nothing that indicates to me that the appellants’ estimations are unreasonable, 
or substantively inflate the building costs in an unjustified manner.  

48. The HCEAT user manual warns of the draw-backs of the model, and says that 
inaccurate estimates of any of the key variables can have a disproportionate 
effect on the residual answer.  The Council argues that the appellants have 
loaded or inflated their model inputs to come up with a low residual value, but 
taken in the round, I am not convinced that this is the case. 

49. The Council sought to test its RLV assessment with reference to another site 
subject of the one of the appeals mentioned in paragraph 31.  However, there 
is some force in the appellants’ argument that the viability of that scheme 
cannot be assumed because the development has not gone ahead, and whilst I 
do not attach undue weight to the appellants’ suggestion that the developer 
wishes to dispose of the site, it adds to my reasons for not wishing to use that 
as a yardstick indicating clear viability. 

50. I therefore conclude on this issue that the proposal would make suitable 
provision for affordable housing and would not conflict with the objectives of LP 
Policy H6. 

Other matters 

51. Any reservations that I may have about the balance of viability arguments are 
outweighed by what I consider are clear benefits of the proposal.  Whilst there 
would be some highway safety benefits and a wider planning benefit in making 
a more efficient use of previously developed land in a sustainable location, 
these do not carry much force.  The proposal would provide some affordable 
housing benefits which the fallback position of resuming the existing uses 
would not.  But to my mind, the more compelling benefit is the provision of a 
kind of housing which is in particular need.   

                                      
3 London U nterU U anU  U ffered Rate

ARUN DISTRICT COUNCIL LU/229/10/



Appeal Decision APP/P0119/A/08/2069226 

9

52. The Council accepts that there is a shortage of open market sheltered 
accommodation, but argues that the need is for accommodation which would 
meet the longer-term needs of the elderly.  This is specifically identified in the 
South Gloucestershire / NHS Primary Care Trust Joint Accommodation and Care 
Strategy for Older People in South Gloucestershire which identifies a particular 
need for “Extra Care” accommodation, which would not be provided by the 
proposal. Such accommodation would cater for people’s long term needs and 
provide facilities like meals and 24 hour care.   

53. Whilst I have no doubt that there is a need for such accommodation, this does 
not mean that there is not also a need, as well as a demand, for 
accommodation of the type proposed.  I consider that it is likely that many 
prospective occupiers would never need, want or possibly be able to afford the 
kind of facilities offered in private market Extra Care accommodation. Bearing 
in mind that there are no vacancies in private sheltered accommodation in the 
district, I consider that the proposal would contribute towards meeting some of 
the requirements of older people, consistent with an objective of Planning 
Policy Statement 3 (PPS3): Housing.

54. Car parking, a buggy and cycle store and electricity sub-station would be 
located near to the northern boundary of the site, adjacent gardens of 65 Bath 
Road and dwellings on Watson Road.  Whilst there might be some noise from 
cars using the parking spaces, I would not envisage that there would be large 
numbers of traffic movements, and consider that any disturbance from such 
parking or the use of the cycle and buggy stores would be acceptable within a 
residential area.  I see no reason why the electricity sub-station should result 
in noise sufficient to disturb neighbours. 

55. Whilst the proposed building would have windows to habitable rooms at first 
floor level facing the bungalows on Watsons Road, I am satisfied that there 
would be sufficient distance between them to ensure that there would be no 
material harm through overlooking. 

56. The Highway Authority has no objection to the amount of car parking proposed, 
and given the particular characteristics of the likely occupiers of the building I 
have no reason to think that the level of provision would not be sufficient. 

57. I have had regard to the terms of the unilateral undertaking offered by the 
appellants and on the basis of the evidence before me, I see no reason to 
doubt the appropriateness of the contributions offered for transport and library 
services. 

Conditions

58. A number of conditions were agreed as part of the main parties’ statement of 
common ground, which I have considered in the light of national advice and the 
discussion at the Inquiry.  A condition requiring drainage details to be provided 
is necessary to promote sustainable drainage.  I have amended the wording of 
the condition agreed by the main parties to deal with the possibility that 
ground conditions might preclude sustainable drainage systems. 

59. The provision of parking is required for highway safety reasons, and cycle 
parking and refuse storage details are needed for sustainable travel, 
environmental and amenity reasons.  Hard and soft landscaping details are 
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required in the interests of appearance and means of protecting the highway 
plane trees are needed for the same reason. 

60. Details of external lighting are needed to protect the living conditions of local 
residents and in the interests of appearance.  Details of external materials and 
specifications of stonework are also needed for reasons of appearance. 

61. The appellants wished a condition to be imposed to require that the 
development meets Code 3 of the Code for Sustainable Homes.  One of the 
Council’s concerns about such a condition relates to the Council’s resources to 
approve any details, but I consider that the most straightforward means of 
ensuring compliance is for the development to be certified.  Whilst the code is 
voluntary, the appellants are willing to comply, and as it is part of the 
justification for the level of affordable housing contribution offered, I consider 
that there are sound planning reasons to impose such a condition. 

62. The Council wished a number of conditions to be imposed which required 
details to be submitted within 6 months of the date of the decision.  Whilst I 
recognise that this would have advantages in terms of the Council’s monitoring 
of conditions, it could be unduly onerous should any developer wish to 
implement towards the end of the life of the planning permission, or indeed, 
not wish to implement it at all, and I see no compelling reason to impose it. 

63. Advice in Circular 06/05 Biodiversity and Geological Conservation- Statutory 
Obligations and their Impact within the Planning System indicates that 
developers should not be required to undertake surveys for protected species 
unless there is a reasonable likelihood of the species being present and 
affected by the development, and if there is, it should be undertaken before 
planning permission is granted.  There is insufficient evidence in this case to 
justify a survey. 

64. For the reasons given above I conclude that the appeal should be allowed. 

JP Roberts 

INSPECTOR 
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APPEARANCES 

FOR THE LOCAL PLANNING AUTHORITY: 

Miss Suzanne Ornsby, of 
Counsel

Instructed by Ms Juliet Gill, South 
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She called  
Mr Christopher Cox, 
MRICS

Mr David Haigh, BA, MA, 
IHBC, AA Grad. Dip. 
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Mr Richard Eastham, 
BSc, MA, DipUP, MRTPI 

Miss Karen Ross, BA 

South Gloucestershire Council 

South Gloucestershire Council 

South Gloucestershire Council 

South Gloucestershire Council 

FOR THE APPELLANT: 

Mr David Manley QC Instructed by Mr P Graham, The Planning 
Bureau, Homelife House, 26-32 Oxford Road, 
Bournemouth BH8 8EZ 

He called  
Mr Simon Mitchell, BA 
(Hons), FCIH, Dip Hsg  

Mr Robert Morrissey, 
RIBA

Mr Christopher 
Butterworth, Dipl Arch, 
RIBA, MAE 

Mr Matthew Shellum, 
BA(Hons), DipTP, MRTPI 

Levvel Consulting, Leigh House, 147 Leigh Road, 
Wimborne, Dorset BH21 2AD 

Director, The Planning Bureau, Homelife House, 
26-32 Oxford Road, Bournemouth BH8 8EZ 

Canada House, 1 Carrick Way, New Milton, Hants 
BA25 6UD 

The Planning Bureau, Homelife House, 26-32 
Oxford Road, Bournemouth BH8 8EZ 

INTERESTED PERSONS: 

Mrs Bush 6 Watsons Road, Longwell Green, Bristol  
BS30 9DW 

Mrs Willis 65 Bath Road, Longwell Green, Bristol BS30 9DF 

DOCUMENTS  
Document 1 List of persons present at the inquiry 
Document 2 Planning obligation submitted by Mr Manley 
Document 3 Letter from C Gosling dated 10 July 2008 submitted by Mr Manley 
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Document  4 Rebuttal proof of Mr Mitchell 
Document  5 Financial analysis & BCIS figures submitted by Miss Ornsby 
Document  6 Correspondence between Mr Mitchell & Mr Cox 
Document  7 Rebuttal proof and appendices of Miss Ross 
Document 8 Affordable Housing Supplementary Planning Document  
Document 9 Extracts from South Gloucestershire Joint Accommodation and 

Care Strategy for Older People in South Gloucestershire 
Document 10 e-mail from Mr Mitchell dated 4 August 2008 
   
PLANS  
Plans A Bundle of plans Refs: 1464/SUP/01, 04 and 07 
Plans  B Bundle of plans Refs: PA1464/2/20, 21 & 22 

PHOTOGRAPHS
A Photo montage Refs 1464/SUP/05 and 06 
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ANNEX

CONDITIONS 

1) The development hereby permitted shall begin not later than three years 
from the date of this decision. 

2) Development shall not begin until an assessment has been carried out 
into the potential for disposing of surface water by means of a 
sustainable drainage (SuDS) scheme, in accordance with the principles of 
sustainable drainage systems set out in Planning Policy Guidance Note 
25: Development and Flood Risk (PPG25) and the results of that 
assessment have been provided to the local planning authority. The 
assessment shall take into account the design storm period and 
intensity; methods to delay and control the surface water discharged 
from the site; and, measures to prevent pollution of the receiving 
groundwater and/or surface waters. 

3) Surface water drainage works shall be carried out in accordance with 
details that have been submitted to and approved in writing by the local 
planning authority before the development commences. Those details 
shall include a programme for implementing the works. Where, in the 
light of the assessment required by condition 2, the local planning 
authority concludes that a SuDS scheme should be implemented, details 
of the works shall specify: 

a) a management and maintenance plan, for the lifetime of the 
development, which shall include the arrangements for adoption by 
any public authority or statutory undertaker or any other 
arrangements to secure the operation of the scheme throughout 
its lifetime; and 

b) the responsibilities of each party for implementation of the SuDS 
scheme, together with a timetable for that implementation. 

4) The off-street parking facilities shown in the approved plans shall be 
provided before the building hereby approved is occupied and thereafter 
shall be retained for that purpose. 

5) Prior to the commencement of development, detailed plans showing the 
provision of cycle parking and refuse storage facilities shall be submitted 
to and approved in writing by the local planning authority.  The facilities 
shall be provided in accordance with the approved details prior to the 
occupation of the building hereby approved. 

6) Prior to the commencement of development, a scheme of landscaping 
which shall include details of all existing trees and hedgerows on the land 
and details of any to be retained, together with measures for their 
protection during the course of the development, proposed planting and 
times of planting, boundary treatments and areas of hardsurfacing and 
other hard landscaping shall be submitted to and approved in writing by 
the local planning authority.  The development shall be carried out in 
accordance with the approved details. 

7) Prior to the commencement of development a method statement 
specifying a “no dig” construction method in the vicinity of the plane 
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trees on the public highway shall be submitted to and approved in writing 
by the local planning authority.  The development shall be carried out in 
accordance with the approved details. 

8) Prior to the commencement of development details of external lighting 
shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning 
authority.  The lighting shall be implemented in accordance with the 
approved details. 

9) Notwithstanding the approved plans, details of the roofing and external 
materials shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the local 
planning authority.  The development shall be carried out as approved. 

10) Sample panels of stonework, demonstrating the colour, texture and 
pointing shall be erected on site and approved in writing by the local 
planning authority before any stonework is constructed.  The approved 
samples shall be kept on site for reference until the stonework is 
complete.  The development shall be carried out in accordance with the 
approved details. 

11) The apartments shall achieve Level 3 of the Code for Sustainable Homes.  
No apartment shall be occupied until a final Code Certificate has been 
issued for it certifying that Code Level 3 has been achieved. 

12) The sheltered apartments hereby permitted shall only be occupied by 
persons aged 60 years or over or, in the case of occupation by couples, 
one occupant is aged 60 years or over and the other 55 years or over. 
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Land at Worthing Road, Littlehampton
INDICATIVE SCHEDULE OF ACCOMMODATION

Plot Unit type Bedrooms Area sqm Area sqft Tenure Parking Requirment Mix dwellings %

1 House 4 140 1507 Private 3.2 1 6 6.59
2 House 4 140 1507 Private 3.2 2 31 34.07
3 House 3 95 1023 Private 2.2 3 45 49.45
4 House 3 95 1023 Private 2.2 4 9 9.89
5 House 3 95 1023 Private 2.2
6 House 3 95 1023 Private 2.2 Total 91 100
7 House 3 95 1023 Private 2.2
8 House 3 95 1023 Private 2.2 Flat 19 20.88
9 House 4 120 1292 Affordable 3.2 House 72 79.12
10 House 2 70 754 Private 2.2
11 House 2 70 754 Private 2.2 Total 91 100
12 House 3 110 1184 Affordable 2.2
13 House 3 110 1184 Affordable 2.2
14 House 3 110 1184 Affordable 2.2 Tenure dwellings %
15 House 3 110 1184 Affordable 2.2
16 House 2 70 754 Private 2.2 Private 63 69.23
17 House 2 70 754 Affordable 2.2 Affordable 28 30.77
18 House 4 120 1292 Affordable 3.2
19 House 2 70 754 Private 2.2 Total 91 100
20 House 2 70 754 Private 2.2
21 House 2 70 754 Private 2.2
22 House 3 80 861 Private 2.2 Affordable Mix dwellings %
23 House 3 80 861 Private 2.2
24 House 3 80 861 Private 2.2 1 6 21.43
25 Flat 2 65 700 Private 1.7 2 11 39.29
26 Flat 2 65 700 Private 1.7 3 8 28.57
27 House 4 140 1507 Private 3.2 4 3 10.71
28 House 3 95 1023 Private 2.2
29 House 3 95 1023 Private 2.2 Total 28 100
30 House 3 95 1023 Private 2.2
31 House 3 95 1023 Private 2.2 Flat 11 39.29
32 House 2 70 754 Private 2.2 House 17 60.71
33 House 2 70 754 Private 2.2
34 House 2 70 754 Private 2.2 Total 28 100
35 House 2 70 754 Private 2.2
36 House 3 95 1023 Private 2.2
37 House 3 95 1023 Private 2.2 Open Spaces Area (ha.)
38 House 3 95 1023 Private 2.2
39 House 3 95 1023 Private 2.2 Total  Required 0.42
40 House 3 95 1023 Private 2.2 Total  Provided 0.43
41 House 3 95 1023 Private 2.2
42 House 3 95 1023 Private 2.2 Note: In addition 1 LEAP and 1 LAP will be provided
43 House 3 95 1023 Private 2.2
44 House 2 70 754 Private 2.2
45 House 2 70 754 Private 2.2 Parking Spaces
46 Flat 2 65 700 Private 1.7
47 House 4 120 1292 Private 3.2 Total  Required* 196.7
48 House 3 95 1023 Private 2.2
49 House 3 95 1023 Private 2.2 Note: Applying Arun DC Parking standards SPG 
50 House 4 140 1507 Private 3.2         (October 2000)
51 House 3 110 1184 Private 2.2
52 House 3 110 1184 Private 2.2     1 bed flat = 1.2 spaces
53 House 3 110 1184 Private 2.2     2 bed flat = 1.7 spaces
54 Flat 1 48 517 Affordable 1.2     2 bed flat over garage = 1.7 spaces
55 Flat 2 65 700 Affordable 1.7     2 bed house = 2.2 spaces
56 Flat 1 48 517 Affordable 1.2     3 bed house = 2.2 spaces
57 Flat 2 65 700 Affordable 1.7     4 bed house = 3.2 spaces
58 Flat 1 48 517 Affordable 1.2
59 Flat 2 65 700 Affordable 1.7
60 Flat 1 48 517 Affordable 1.2
61 Flat 2 65 700 Affordable 1.7
62 Flat 1 48 517 Affordable 1.2
63 Flat 2 65 700 Affordable 1.7
64 Flat 1 48 517 Affordable 1.2
65 House 2 65 700 Affordable 2.2
66 House 2 80 861 Affordable 2.2
67 House 2 80 861 Affordable 2.2
68 House 2 80 861 Affordable 2.2
69 House 2 80 861 Affordable 2.2
70 House 3 95 1023 Affordable 2.2
71 House 3 95 1023 Affordable 2.2
72 House 3 80 861 Private 2.2
73 House 3 80 861 Private 2.2
74 House 3 80 861 Private 2.2
75 House 3 80 861 Private 2.2
76 Flat 2 65 700 Private 1.7
77 Flat 2 65 700 Private 1.7
78 House 4 140 1507 Private 3.2
79 Flat 2 65 700 Private 1.7
80 House 3 95 1023 Private 2.2
81 House 3 95 1023 Private 2.2
82 Flat 2 65 700 Private 1.7
83 House 4 140 1507 Affordable 3.2
84 House 3 95 1023 Affordable 2.2
85 House 3 95 1023 Affordable 2.2
86 House 3 95 1023 Private 2.2
87 House 3 95 1023 Private 2.2
88 House 3 95 1023 Private 2.2
89 Flat 2 65 700 Private 1.7
90 House 3 95 1023 Private 2.2
91 House 3 95 1023 Private 2.2
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 Savills 

 Development Appraisal 

 Windroos Nursery 

 Littlehampton 

 30% affordable 

 Report Date: 27 July 2010 

 Prepared by Savills 
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 APPRAISAL SUMMARY  SAVILLS 
 Windroos Nursery 
 Littlehampton 

 Summary Appraisal for Merged Phases 1 2 3 

 REVENUE 
 Sales Valuation  ft²  Rate ft²  Gross Sales 

 Private Sale Units  60,661  £214.72  13,025,000 
 Shared Ownership  6,975  £156.85  1,094,000 
 General Needs Rent  17,439  £83.03  1,448,000 
 Totals  85,075  15,567,000  15,567,000 

 Additional Revenue 
 SO SHG  160,000 
 GNR SHG  800,000 

 960,000 
 NET REALISATION  16,527,000 

 OUTLAY 

 ACQUISITION COSTS 
 Residualised Price  2,449,515 
 Stamp Duty  4.00%  88,711 
 Agent Fee  1.00%  24,495 
 Legal Fee  0.75%  18,371 

 2,581,092 
 CONSTRUCTION COSTS 
 Construction  ft²  Rate ft²  Cost 

 Private Sale Units  60,661  £97.00  5,884,117 
 Shared Ownership  6,975  £120.00  837,000 
 General Needs Rent  17,439  £120.00  2,092,680 
 Totals  85,075  8,813,797  8,813,797 

 Contingency  3.00%  264,414 
 Demolition  65,000 

 329,414 
 Section 106 Costs 

 Section 106  600,000 
 600,000 

 PROFESSIONAL FEES 
 Prof fees  8.00%  470,729 
 Prelims  5.00%  294,206 
 On Cost  5.00%  146,484 

 911,419 
 MARKETING & LETTING 

 Marketing  1.00%  130,250 
 130,250 

 DISPOSAL FEES 
 Sales Legal Fee  0.50%  65,125 

 65,125 
 FINANCE 

 Multiple Finance Rates Used (See Assumptions) 
 Total Finance Cost  709,241 

 TOTAL COSTS  14,140,338 

 PROFIT 
 2,386,662 

 Performance Measures 
 Profit on Cost%  16.88% 
 Profit on GDV%  15.33% 
 Profit on NDV%  15.33% 

 IRR  26.91% 
 Profit Erosion (finance rate 8.000%)  1 yr 12 mths 

  File: E:\Development Land\Professional\Littlehampton, Windroos Nursery\Appraisals\July Development Appraisal_ SW 30%.wcf 
  ARGUS Developer Version: 4.05.001  Date: 27/07/2010
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 APPRAISAL SUMMARY  SAVILLS 
 Windroos Nursery 
 Littlehampton 

  File: E:\Development Land\Professional\Littlehampton, Windroos Nursery\Appraisals\July Development Appraisal_ SW 30%.wcf 
  ARGUS Developer Version: 4.05.001  Date: 27/07/2010
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 40% affordable 

 Report Date: 27 July 2010 

 Prepared by Savills 
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 APPRAISAL SUMMARY  SAVILLS 
 Windroos Nursery 
 Littlehampton 

 Summary Appraisal for Merged Phases 1 2 3 

 REVENUE 
 Sales Valuation  ft²  Rate ft²  Gross Sales 

 Private Sale Units  50,713  £224.40  11,380,000 
 Shared Ownership  10,058  £152.75  1,536,333 
 General Needs Rent  24,305  £75.42  1,833,035 
 Totals  85,076  14,749,368  14,749,368 

 Additional Revenue 
 SO SHG  220,000 
 GNR SHG  1,000,000 

 1,220,000 
 NET REALISATION  15,969,368 

 OUTLAY 

 ACQUISITION COSTS 
 Residualised Price  2,083,567 
 Stamp Duty  4.00%  83,511 
 Agent Fee  1.00%  23,597 
 Legal Fee  0.75%  17,698 

 2,208,373 
 CONSTRUCTION COSTS 
 Construction  ft²  Rate ft²  Cost 

 Private Sale Units  50,713  £97.00  4,919,161 
 Shared Ownership  10,058  £120.00  1,206,960 
 General Needs Rent  24,305  £120.00  2,916,600 
 Totals  85,076  9,042,721  9,042,721 

 Contingency  3.00%  271,282 
 Demolition  65,000 

 336,282 
 Section 106 Costs 

 Section 106  600,000 
 600,000 

 PROFESSIONAL FEES 
 Prof fees  8.00%  393,533 
 Prelims  5.00%  245,958 
 On Cost  5.00%  206,178 

 845,669 
 MARKETING & LETTING 

 Marketing  1.00%  113,800 
 113,800 

 DISPOSAL FEES 
 Sales Legal Fee  0.50%  56,900 

 56,900 
 FINANCE 

 Multiple Finance Rates Used (See Assumptions) 
 Total Finance Cost  553,901 

 TOTAL COSTS  13,757,646 

 PROFIT 
 2,211,722 

 Performance Measures 
 Profit on Cost%  16.08% 
 Profit on GDV%  15.00% 
 Profit on NDV%  15.00% 

 IRR  29.40% 
 Profit Erosion (finance rate 8.000%)  1 yr 11 mths 
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