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11 IINNTTRROODDUUCCTTIIOONN

Adams Integra produced a Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) Viability 
Assessment in July 2013. Following consultation on the Preliminary Draft 
Charging Schedule the Borough Council requested further supporting work to be 
undertaken. As a result of this work the recommended CIL rates are: 

1.1 Residential: 

Charging zone 1:  
£60 with no affordable housing, or £0 when affordable housing is provided. 

Charging zone 2: 
£100 with no affordable housing, or £80 when affordable housing is provided. 

Charging zone 3: 
£100 in all cases. 

Gosport Waterfront regeneration site - £40 for residential development only. 

1.2 Non-residential: 

£60 for supermarkets and retail warehouses. 

All other uses - nil. 

22 BBAACCKKGGRROOUUNNDD

2.1 In October 2013 the Council consulted on its Preliminary Draft Charging 
Schedule and this produced a number of responses. This addendum report 
will address these responses and conclude with a recommendation as to 
whether the recommended CIL rates should change. As part of the 
methodology for this report, we did invite the main objectors to meet with 
us. These invitations were taken up by only one party and the outcome of 
that meeting is included below. Otherwise we respond to the written 
comments received. 

2.2 It should be noted that certain comments from objectors relate to matters 
that are more for the Council to address, for example matters relating to 
general compliance with the CIL regulations or other aspects of policy. We 
will concentrate on those issues that relate to viability and the Adams 
Integra methodology and findings. 
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2.3 Having considered sites of up to 25 units for the original report, we were 
asked by the Council to also consider, for this addendum, sites of 50 units. 
These sites might incur s106 contributions in connection with public open 
space, in addition to CIL. We have, therefore, tested the viability of these 
sites at Value Points 3 and 4 only, on the basis that our recommended CIL 
rate for Value Point 2 locations is zero. The 50 unit sites have been tested 
on the assumption of 40% affordable housing and Code Level 4, at varying 
densities. We consider the implications of this further testing in Section 6. 

2.4 We are attaching, at Appendix 1, tables that show the outcomes of current 
sales research in the Gosport plan area. These tables show both asking 
and sold prices for the different locations that were identified in the 
original 2013 report. We will discuss the outcomes of the research below. 

2.5 We attach, at Appendix 2, tables that illustrate the outcomes of sensitivity 
testing around both sales and marketing costs and sales revenue, as 
discussed in the report. 

2.6 We attach, as Appendix 3, a table that illustrates the land value outcomes 
for the 50 unit sites. 

2.7 We attach, as Appendix 4, commercial development appraisals for retail 
warehouses, supermarkets and extra care uses. 

33 RREESSIIDDEENNTTIIAALL SSAALLEESS VVAALLUUEESS

3.1 As part of the exercise to consider the objections to the Preliminary Draft 
Charging Schedule, we have also considered whether current sales 
evidence would suggest any variation in the recommended CIL rates. The 
outcome of the new sales research is shown at Appendix 1. From this, we 
do not believe that any significant upward movement in values can be 
demonstrated, although we recognise that this would be counter to the 
much-publicised rise in values, particularly for London and the South-East. 
Therefore we have checked this against web-based data and consulted 
Home.co.uk and the Land Registry. 

3.2 Home.co.uk showed an overall price rise for Gosport between July 2013 
and February 2014 of 4%. For Lee on the Solent, over the same period, 
the rise was 7%. The Land Registry’s House Price Index does not specify 
Gosport by location, but the price rise for Portsmouth between July 2013 
and March 2014 was 4.7%. The rise for Hampshire over the same period 
was 4%. 
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3.3 On this basis, we felt it reasonable to sensitivity test a rise in prices of 5% 
between July 2013 and May 2014. 

3.4 The outcomes of this exercise are shown in Appendix 2, where we relate 
the potential sales increase to an increase in sales and marketing costs, 
which we have also tested as an outcome of the consultation process. 

44 MMAAIINN PPOOIINNTTSS FFRROOMM TTHHEE CCOONNSSUULLTTAATTIIOONN

4.1  We would list the main points arising from the consultation as follows: 

1. Challenge to the evidence base for retail warehouses and 
supermarkets. 

2. Challenge to the evidence base for residential uses, including 
appraisal inputs, housing mixes, s106 contributions and the 
Waterfront site. 

3. Viability Buffer.  

4. The Housing Standards Review. 

5. Key worker housing. 

6. Extra Care housing. 

We will set out, first, our responses to the objections for residential uses 
and then we will consider objections relating to non-residential uses.  

4.2  Residential Uses 

4.2.1 It should be noted that an inception meeting was held between the Council 
and Adams Integra on 31st August 2012. The purpose of this meeting was 
to establish the parameters within which the viability study would be 
carried out. In particular, the meeting settled upon the housing numbers, 
mixes and densities for the notional site valuations, designed to test a 
wide range of development scenarios that might be experienced within the 
plan area. These scenarios were then tested for the different geographical 
market areas that were illustrated in the Value Points table. 

4.2.2 In addition, Adams Integra were advised as to the appropriate level of 
s106 costs that should be used in the appraisals, based upon the Council’s 
experience of s106 receipts and the likely s106 costs that would remain in 
place once CIL was adopted. It was concluded that a zero s106 charge for 
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sites of 10, 15 and 25 units would apply. Since the original report only 
considered sites of up to 25 units, there was no separate allowance for 
s106 costs in addition to CIL. For this addendum report, however, we have 
also considered 50 unit sites with s106 costs that would relate to open 
space provision, as provided by the Council. This addresses the provisions 
of the draft Gosport Borough Local Plan for sites of 50 units or more. 
These s106 costs are as follows: 

1 bed units  £1,343 per unit 
2 bed units  £1,806 per unit 
3 bed+ units  £2,579 per unit. 

4.2.3 The outcome of these appraisals is shown on the table at Appendix 3. It 
should be noted that the s106 figures in Appendix 3 are the averages, 
when the above figures are applied across the whole development. 

4.2.4 It should be noted that all residential developments in Gosport are 
required to mitigate the impact of recreation disturbance on the European 
designated nature conservation sites in the Solent. The Solent Recreation 
Mitigation Partnership have determined, in their interim Mitigation 
Strategy, that a sum of £172 is required from each dwelling as a 
contribution to the mitigation. Accordingly, we have tested this sum, in 
addition to the above s106 costs, on the 50 unit sites. It is concluded that 
the addition of this cost does not adversely affect the viability of proposed 
residential schemes, as shown in Appendix 3. 

  
4.2.5 Furthermore, the inception meeting concluded that the viability study 

should test the proposed Gosport Waterfront site, on the basis that it is 
the most likely to be affected by new CIL charges, and given the different 
nature of costs and values that would be applicable in this situation. It was 
decided that it was not necessary to test any further existing strategic 
sites. 

4.3  Residential appraisal inputs 

The objectors questioned the following appraisal inputs: 

1. Sales and Marketing Costs 

2. Professional fees 

3. House Types 

4. Site specific issues 

5. Development profit 
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4.3.1 In response to the sales costs, fees and profit, we believe that it is 
relevant to consider not only our own experience of these costs through our other 
studies, but also the views of other consultants, when producing reports for either 
Gosport or for neighbouring authorities. We have set out below, therefore, a 
comparison of our assumed values for each heading, together with those of other 
consultants. The consultants are: 

DTZ viability report for Gosport 2010. 

Roger Tym and Partners 2012 CIL viability report for Fareham. 

Dixon Searle Partnership 2011 CIL viability report for Portsmouth. 

Figure 1: Comparison of valuation inputs 

Item Adams Integra 2013 DTZ 
2010 

Roger 
Tym 2012 

Dixon Searle 
2011 

Sales and 
Marketing 
Costs 

3% on total revenue 3% on 
market 
sales 
only 

£1,000 per 
unit plus 
1% of 
market 
sales 

3% on market 
sales 

Professional 
Fees 

7% consultants, plus 
extra for insurances, 
surveys and planning, 
see below. Total 10-
11% 

10% 8% 12% 

Development 
Profit 

20% on market 
housing. 
6% on affordable 
housing 

15% 20% 20% on 
market 
housing. 6% 
on affordable 
housing. 

4.3.2 With regard to sales and marketing costs, it will be seen that our 
allowance of 3% is in line with the assumptions of other consultants. We 
do believe, however, that whereas the actual cost of sales and marketing 
might be similar in different locations, the percentage that this cost bears 
to the sales revenue could be greater in lower value areas. We have, 
therefore, considered this in the tables attached at Appendix 2, which 
show the cumulative impact of increasing marketing costs to 5% and then 
increasing the sales revenue by 5%. 

4.3.3 For each table at Appendix 2, the first land value column shows values as 
they appear in Appendix 5B of the 2013 report. At the bottom of each 
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column we show an average land value per hectare. The second column 
shows the impact of increasing the sales and marketing percentage to 5%, 
while the third column shows the impact of both the increased marketing 
costs and sales values. 

4.3.4 From this we would conclude that, whilst it might be reasonable to test a 
higher sales and marketing cost, it is also reasonable to relate this to a 
rise in sales values over the period since our last report. As a result of this 
exercise, the average land values per hectare do show a rise since the 
2013 report but, when also considered against a marginal rise in build 
costs, we do not believe that the results merit a change to the 
recommended CIL rates.  

4.3.5 In connection with the professional fees, we set out below the outcomes 
from two of the appraisals, to illustrate the total fee allowance that we 
have made. 

4.3.6 Example 1 

25 units at 45dph with 40% affordable housing and assuming Code Level 4 build 
costs. 

Total build costs £2,488,340. 

Architect and consultants 7%   £174,184 
Insurances      £  62,209 
Land survey costs     £  12,500 
Planning application costs    £    8,375 

Total       £257,268 
Equates to 10.3% of the build cost. 

4.3.7 Example 2 

10 units at 80dph with 40% affordable housing and assuming Code Level 4 build 
costs. 

Total build costs £629,000. 

Architect and consultants 7%   £44,030 
Insurances      £15,725 
Land survey costs     £  7,500 
Planning application costs    £  3,350 

Total       £70,605   
Equates to 11.2% of the build cost. 
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4.3.8 On this basis, we would conclude that the overall allowances that we have 
made for fees are reasonable. 

4.3.9 With regard to development profit, the objectors appear to be 
specifically addressing the profit level assumed for the affordable housing, 
which we took at 6%. We would make a couple of points in this 
connection: 

1. It will be seen from the above table that a lower percentage for affordable 
housing was assumed for the Portsmouth viability study. 

2. We are assuming that a developer will build the affordable units and that 
he is paid by a registered provider for each unit upon build completion. In 
this event, there is a reduced sales risk to the developer for these units 
and this is reflected in the lower profit percentage.  

3. This is not, therefore, a profit to the registered provider, as suggested in 
the objection. 

4.3.10 The objection in relation to site specific issues states that “the 
Development Appraisals should include or make allowances for sites with 
specific viability implications.” We would comment as follows: 

4.3.11 In establishing appropriate build costs for the viability study, we consulted 
the BCIS cost index, as is common practice for reports of this nature. This 
index provides a range of build costs for samples of developments that 
take place in specific locations. In this instance, we adopted the costs 
applicable to the upper quartile, as opposed to the median, of the quoted 
range. The purpose of this was to provide a level of buffer within the build 
costs that would allow for an element of abnormal costs in specific 
circumstances. We then add 15% to this base cost to take into account 
external works. 

4.3.12 In addition, our appraisals allow a sum of between £2,000 and £4,000 per 
unit as site preparation costs, to address potential issues such as 
demolition, levels and extra depth foundations. 

4.3.13 Whilst it is inevitable that some sites will have abnormal costs that are 
specific to them, we believe that a study of this nature can only address 
the more general build costs that might be experienced. 

55 VVIIAABBIILLIITTYY BBUUFFFFEERR

5.1 In February 2014 the Department for Communities and Local Government 
updated its Community Infrastructure Levy Guidance. At paragraph 
2.2.2.4 the guidance states that “it would be appropriate to ensure that a 
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“buffer” or margin is included, so that the levy rate is able to support 
development when economic circumstances adjust. We would say that we 
have allowed for a buffer in the following ways, demonstrating that we 
have not adopted CIL rates that would test the limits of viability: 

1. We derived our build costs from the upper quartile build costs of the 
BCIS index, as opposed to a lower median figure. Based on current 
BCIS figures, this adds some 15% to the costs, before externals are 
added. In doing so, we believe that we have applied a level of build 
cost buffer that would absorb a degree of adjustment to “economic 
circumstances” and/or abnormal costs. 

2. We believe that the buffer can also be demonstrated through an 
analysis of land values per hectare, compared to the assumed viability 
thresholds. At paragraph B5.13.1 of our July 2013 report, we stated 
that “the identified housing supply is expected to be provided on sites 
that are currently in employment, garage court or greenfield use”. We 
also noted that a proportion of windfall sites could be in existing 
residential uses. 

3. In order to comply with current Council policy, we are particularly 
interested in those development scenarios that reflect 40% affordable 
housing and Code Level 4. The full set of these scenarios is set out at 
Appendix 5B of the 2013 report, where we need to consider those 
columns that show outcomes for £80 CIL in Charging Zone 2 and £100 
CIL in Charging Zone 3, being the proposed CIL rates for these 
locations with on-site affordable housing. 

4. In Appendix 5B, each column shows a range of land value outcomes 
for a series of development scenarios. If we look at the outcomes for 
£80 CIL in Charging Zone 2, we see that the average land value per 
hectare for that £80 column is £900,747 per hectare, equating to the 
employment threshold. As noted above, however, the identified 
housing supply will also arise on existing garage court or Greenfield 
sites, which have much lower threshold values of £550,000 and 
£450,000 per hectare respectively. At Appendix 5B we can also see 
that 77% of land value outcomes for zone 2 (value point 3) at £80 CIL 
exceed the garage court threshold. On this basis, we do not believe 
that we are recommending a rate that pushes the margins of viability. 

5. At Appendix 2 of this addendum report, we have tested the sensitivity 
of viability by showing land value outcomes that result from an 
increase in both the sales and marketing fee, and the sales values. 
This results in an increase in the average land value per hectare to 
£976,000 from £900,747. Whilst we have concluded, above, that this 
exercise does not allow us to change the recommended residential CIL 
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rates, we do believe that it further enhances the buffer that has been 
assumed. 

6. We would say, therefore, that we have considered the buffer principles 
at different stages of the appraisal process, being aware of the need 
for a cushion against unforeseen costs or market movements that 
could test viability. 

66 5500 UUNNIITT SSIITTEESS

6.1 For this addendum report, the Council asked us to consider sites of 50 
units, that would incur a s106 open space charge, as well as a CIL cost, in 
order to test policy requirements. The land value outcomes are shown at 
Appendix 3. Since we had already tested 25 unit sites, we created the 50 
unit scenarios by doubling the housing numbers for the 25 unit schemes, 
with the result that the proportions of units, both affordable and market, 
are the same in both instances. In light of the fact that we are adding 
s106 costs, as in Section 4 above, the land values per hectare are 
inevitably reduced, when compared to sites with a similar CIL charge, but 
with zero s106 costs. It will be seen from Appendix 3 that a range of land 
values per hectare is produced, depending upon density, In the report of 
July 2013, it was felt that the main sites identified for development would 
have existing uses corresponding to our MOD and garage court uses; 
existing residential uses might be linked to future windfall sites. 

6.2 From the outputs in Appendix 3 we see that, with 40% affordable housing 
and at Value Point 3, there is one scenario that falls below the lowest 
threshold level, while others correspond to greenfield and MOD uses. One 
scenario corresponds to residential uses. At Value Point 4, the land values 
match both higher value employment uses and residential. 

6.3 If we look at the outcomes with 30% affordable housing, we see that the 
land values are matching at least the higher value employment uses and, 
in some instances, the residential uses. 

6.4 These outputs show that, whilst some flexibility might be required in zone 
2 locations with a s106 charge and 40% affordable housing, the average 
land value per hectare is matching greenfield, garage court and MOD site 
thresholds. 

6.5 Whilst the Council would not to expect to receive a significant number of 
applications for sites of more than 50 units, we should consider the 
potential viability implications, when compared to the 50 unit testing that 
we have undertaken. We believe that the main implication of a larger 
number of units would be in the finance costs, as a result of the longer 
development and sales period. This would be incurred on both the fees 
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and the land value, assuming that the land had been paid for in a single 
instalment at the beginning of the project. In this instance, there could be 
an adverse impact on viability. It is possible, however, that the 
development would be viewed as a number of phases and that the land 
would be paid for phase-by-phase. In this case, any adverse impact on 
viability, resulting from the larger number of units, would be reduced and 
our conclusions for such sites would be as for the 50 units.   

77 HHOOUUSSIINNGG SSTTAANNDDAARRDDSS RREEVVIIEEWW

7.1 The Housing Standards Review has been hailed by Government as 
introducing a simplified system of design and construction standards for 
new homes, to be introduced by the end of the current Parliament. There 
was a consultation in 2013, particularly around the following five areas: 

7.1.2 Accessibility. The question was posed as to whether there is a need for 
dwellings to meet accessibility requirements beyond those of Part M of the 
Building Regulations. 

7.1.3 Space standards. Should a national space-labelling system be 
introduced, that will allow consumers to compare space provision and 
improve standards in the private sector? 

7.1.4 Security. Measures to reduce burglary and crime are desirable, such that 
a case could be made for security standards to be included within housing 
standards. 

7.1.5 Water efficiency. There remains a strong case for a minimum level of 
water efficiency in new homes. 

7.1.6 Energy. Building Regulations Part L 2013 is estimated to sit somewhere 
between Code Levels 3 and 4 of the Code for Sustainable Homes. For new 
homes, the Government is committed to Building Regulations as the way 
to drive up energy performance standards. 

7.2 With regard to the assumptions made for our 2013 report, we carried out 
a series of valuations at Code Level 4 (see Appendix 5B to the 2013 
report). In addition, we allow a cost heading called Renewables, which 
adds a further sum of £3,500 per unit to the Code 4 base costs. Figures 
taken from our valuations would show that the resultant build costs per 
square metre would be: 
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7.3 Example 1:  
25 units at 45dph with 40% affordable housing, being all houses. 

 Floor area is      2,106 sqm 

 Base build cost, code 4, is  £1,140 per sqm 

 Total base build cost is  £2,400,840 

 Add renewables @ £3,500   £     87,500  

 Total build cost is   £2,488,340 equating to £1,182 per sqm. 

7.4 Example 2:  
25 units at 100dph with 40% affordable housing, being all flats. 

 Floor area is      1,215 sqm 

 Base build cost, code 4, is  £1,240 per sqm 

 Total base build cost is  £1,506,600 

 Add renewables @ £3,500   £     87,500  

 Total build cost is   £1,594,100 equating to £1,312 per sqm 

7.5 By way of comparison with a recent study completed nearby, we have 
looked at the build costs assumed for the CIL viability study of Fareham 
Borough Council, dated March 2012. From this, we note that a base build 
cost, to Code 4, was assumed at £1,000 and £1,100 per square metre for 
houses and flats respectively. In addition, there was added a cost for 
infrastructure at £250,000 per hectare. At our average density levels, this 
would equate to approximately £4,000 to £5,000 per unit. It will be seen 
that we adopted slightly higher Code 4 base costs as at July 2013, of 
£1,140 and £1,240, to which we added the renewables costs of £3,500 per 
unit, as mentioned above. In addition, we have added a further cost of 
between £2,000 and £2,500 per unit for abnormals/site preparation. 

7.6 From a reading of the Impact Assessment that accompanied the 
consultation, we believe that the above allowances would cover the new 
draft proposals. We understand, however, that the final proposals will not 
be forthcoming until later in 2014, at which point we would advise that the 
Council should seek further confirmation in this regard. 
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88 KKEEYY WWOORRKKEERR HHOOUUSSIINNGG

8.1 The Defence Infrastructure Organisation submitted an objection, on 
grounds that Service Family Accommodation is provided to supply a 
specific need, in the same way as affordable housing. On this basis, such a 
use should be exempt from a CIL charge, or significantly discounted. 

8.2 We understand that Service Family Accommodation is either rented at 
below market rents, or is provided through the Government’s Private 
Finance Initiative (see the Defence Infrastructure Organisation website). 
On this basis, it would appear to be similar to affordable housing, provided 
through a registered provider, for those who cannot afford accommodation 
in the open market. In both instances, there is an element of subsidy, 
which sets it apart from housing that is either sold or rented at full market 
rates. It is the full market sales values or rents that justify the proposed 
CIL rates and we would suggest, therefore, that Service Family 
Accommodation should be exempt from CIL, on the same basis that 
affordable housing is exempt. 

99 RREESSIIDDEENNTTIIAALL CCOONNCCLLUUSSIIOONNSS

9.1 In connection with residential uses, we have considered the objections and 
have provided our responses, as above. We have considered it reasonable 
to test a higher level of sales and marketing fee, but believe it is 
reasonable to offset this against likely rises in sales values. We have not 
recommended a change to the CIL rates, on account of this, but have 
assumed that any rise in sales values would contribute to the buffer that 
cushions against site specific abnormal costs. 

9.2 With regard to the other objection headings, raised by objectors, we do 
not believe that it has been necessary to change our previous positions; 
instead we have provided further clarification of those positions. 

9.3 Having tested the 50 unit sites with the Council’s proposed levels of s106 
cost, we would conclude that, with 40% affordable housing, the 
combination of s106 and CIL will put pressure on some scenarios, with the 
result that some flexibility could be required in certain specific instances, 
being dealt with on a case-by-case basis. 

9.4 We await final details of the impact of the Housing Standards Review, but 
our initial assessment is that our existing cost allowances should cover the 
cost impact that might result. 
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9.5 On the basis of the above, we have concluded that the residential CIL 
rates, as proposed in our report of July 2013, should remain the same.   

1100 NNOONN-- RREESSIIDDEENNTTIIAALL CCOOMMMMEENNTTSS

10.1 The proposed CIL charges for all non-residential uses were nil other than 
for retail warehouses and supermarkets. The findings and 
recommendations were based on a limited amount of transactional data 
due to the poor economic climate and the local market dynamics. 
However, in accordance with the CIL Guidance it was demonstrated that 
what evidence that was available was used and other appropriate evidence 
drawn from historical data, neighbouring authorities, local and regional 
trends or national statistics.  

10.2 Three comments on the proposed non-residential charges were submitted. 
The Gosport Society challenged the zero charge for offices and industrial 
on the grounds that these uses put pressure on infrastructure, more so 
that residential uses. There was some misunderstanding that these 
categories are not being proposed to be exempt from a CIL charge. Rather 
it has been demonstrated that these uses are not currently sufficiently 
viable to support a charge. If and when they show sufficient viability a 
charge could be imposed.  

10.3 Secondly, The Theatre Trust requested specific definitions within the 
schedule for community facilities which are proposed to be zero rated. We 
consider that as the Guidance recommends simplicity and clarity in the 
charging schedule, that the current category of ‘All other uses’ is adequate 
to address this concern.  

10.4 The third comment came from Barton Wilmore planning consultants on 
behalf of developers Milln Gate Gosport LLP. These being a challenge to 
the £60 per m2 charge for retail warehouses and supermarkets. Milln Gate 
was selected by Defence Estates (now Defence Infrastructure 
Organisation) as the preferred development partner to develop 4.65 Ha 
[11.5 acres] of former Ministry of Defence land at Brockhurst Gate, 
Heritage Way, Gosport, PO13 0AF.  

10.5 Milln Gate’s proposals include a mixed use scheme for which a planning 
application is expected to be submitted shortly. A meeting was held with 
Milln Gate and their advisors on 9th June 2014 to investigate their 
objections to the data used and the viability study’s findings.  

10.6 In essence the issue was whether the values and costs used in the residual 
appraisals used by Adams Integra were sound, based on the available 
evidence. Furthermore that the approach used was considered 
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‘inconsistent with the advice provided in the Community Infrastructure 
Levy Guidance, April 2013 (“the Guidance”)’.  

10.7 Firstly we respond to whether the approach used and the methodology 
employed were sound.  

10.8 The methodology used was set out in the 2013 Viability Report. The 
system of residual appraisals used to test various scenarios has been 
established now as a robust test of whether a particular form of 
development can generate sufficient surplus to allow for a CIL charge to 
be made without affecting that type of development coming forward. 
2:2:2:4 of the Community Infrastructure Guidance February 2014 sets out 
how development should be valued for the purpose of the levy. It states 
that there are a number of valuation models and methodologies available.   
The methodology used by Adams Integra has been widely used and tested 
at Public Examination and in particular by nearby Winchester City Council 
and has been found to be sound.  

10.9    Barton Wilmore refer to section 14(1) of The Community Infrastructure 
Levy Regulations 2010 requiring viability appraisal to be fit for purpose 
and contain relevant evidence. In fact 14(1) states that the charging 
authority must strike what appears to be an appropriate balance to 
funding infrastructure from CIL charging and the likely effects (taken as a 
whole) on development across the charging authority’s area.  

10.10  The method of using residual appraisals has been used to demonstrate 
that an appropriate balance has been struck to allow a sufficient 
developers profit and “buffer” or surplus to allow a modest CIL charge to 
be made on the two types of retail development. We now go on to 
examine the detailed comments made by Milln Gate in this regard. 

1111 RREETTAAIILL WWAARREEHHOOUUSSEESS AANNDD SSUUPPEERRMMAARRKKEETTSS

11.1 2:2:2:4 of the CIL Guidance states that ‘the outcome of the sampling 
exercise should be to provide a robust evidence base about the potential 
effects of the rates proposed, balanced against the need to avoid 
excessive detail’.  

11.2 It is against this guidance that a residual appraisal model has been 
developed that is simple to understand and avoids the more detailed and 
complex residual appraisal software used elsewhere in the industry. 
Furthermore the comparable evidence used is not required to be listed in 
detail although a sample of the evidence used was set out in Appendix 13 
of the 2013 report.  
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11.3 Milln Gate go on to request that Adams Integra are instructed to review 
their evidence and undertake an updated Development Appraisal to test 
the sensitivity based on the evidence given under the following headings: 

1. Site Value 
2. Rental Levels 
3. Building Costs & External Works 
4. Professional Fees/Planning Costs 
5. Development Duration 
6. BREEAM 
7. S106 

11.4 We address these matters raised in the same order: 

11.4.1 Site Value - no data or figures have been provided by Milln Gate for 
appropriate existing use site values. As stated in the 2013 report there has 
been very little non-residential development activity since 2008 and 
consequently few freehold transactions both within Gosport and locally on 
which to base values. The residential appraisals use a standard fixed 
threshold of £650,000 per Ha for Ministry of Defence land and £900,000 
per Ha for employment land, against which to bench mark viability. 
Because the non-residential market is much more diverse, it is deemed 
appropriate to use more relevant bench mark values to reflect how such 
issues as location and potential for alternative non-residential uses impact 
on the value of the land. 

Hence, in the absence useful evidence, the method of deducing an existing 
use value from the scenario of a redevelopment of a brown field site is still 
considered to be the most robust and is tested against what evidence is 
available. The figure previously used for retail warehouses is £615,515 
equating to £1,324,500 per Ha [£536,236 per acre] based on a sample 
building of 1,858 m2 [20,000 sqft] and the industry standard of 40% site 
cover.  Milln Gate recommend that a standard retail warehouse is now 
smaller and 1,580 m2 [17,000 sqft]  is a more appropriate size to test and 
30% site cover this requires a plot of 0.5 Ha [1.3 acres].   

 It was agreed that there was no current demand for new stores in Gosport 
from the main 4 supermarket operators (Tesco, Sainsbury, Asda, 
Morrisons) but that there was demand from the discount food retailers 
such as Aldi and Lidl. These types of stores use a smaller format store with 
2,323 sqm [25,000 sqft] being the average. Based on 30% site cover 
which allows for customer parking, circulation space, landscaping, loading 
areas and trolley parks, the notional 2,323 sqm [25,000 sqft] store is 
estimated to require site area of 0.77 Ha [1.9 acres]. Therefore the 
threshold site values used equate to approximately £960,000 per Ha 
[£390,000 per acre]. 
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 In the light of the comments made we have amended both of the 

appraisals to reflect a threshold site value of approximately £650,000 per 
Ha [£263,000 per acre].  

11.4.2 Rental Levels - we have reviewed the comments that the rental levels we 
have used are too high. No further evidence of values has been provided. 
We do not consider that £162 per m2 for retail warehouses is high based 
on our findings. We have further researched discount supermarket rents 
and consider that a rate of £162 per m2 is also appropriate. We have 
adjusted the appraisals accordingly.  

11.4.3 Building Costs and External Works - whilst our appraisals have taken 
into account all of the items the objector has identified, these may be 
included within different categories within our appraisals. We recognise 
that supermarkets generally attract larger s106 contributions than other 
forms of non-residential development. This is due to the higher impact of 
supermarkets on the local infrastructure. These contributions have been 
accounted for, in part, through an increase in the planning fees. However 
we have also avoided the effect of ‘double dipping’ through a CIL charge 
as well.    

We have increased the costs suggested to take into account the 
developers experiences.  

11.4.4 Professional Fees/Planning Costs - we have taken on board the 
comments and reviewed the costs allowed for these elements and 
adjusted our data accordingly.  

11.4.5 Development Duration - development finance would normally only be 
required once the site has been acquired. It would be normal to secure 
pre-lettings before these types of development were started or detailed 
planning permission applied for. Therefore we do not consider it necessary 
to make further allowances for finance costs.  

 We have listened to the need to account for different forms of 
development funding and to include an allowance for additional finance 
costs associated with forward funded schemes where an additional 0.5% 
on the investment yield has been allowed for to cover these costs.  

11.4.6 BREEAM - In the light of the Housing Standards Review Gosport Borough 
Council are reviewing their requirement for BREEAM standards as part of 
the local plan review. Therefore there is no longer a need to examine the 
effect of a requirement for BREEAM standards as Building Regulations will 
be relied on to control sustainability issues.   
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11.4.7 S106 – as stated above allowances have been made for additional 
planning costs over and above other non-residential uses. This has been in 
recognition of the higher impact retail warehousing and supermarkets 
have on the infrastructure. It is a generic allowance and it is not 
appropriate to allow for site specific demands which would be negotiated 
through the s106 system in the usual way.  

11.5 In the light of these comments we have reviewed the two appraisals for 
retail warehousing and supermarkets. Copies are included in the Appendix 
3. The outcomes of both continue to show a significant surplus. After 
allowing for a £60 CIL charge there remains a sufficient buffer that is 
considered large enough not to unduly affect a development coming 
forward. The CIL contribution at £60 per m2 equates to 2.55% of the 
Gross Development Value for retail warehouses and 2.11% for 
supermarkets. These are well below the level of 4%-5% being used by 
Public Examiners to assess the levels of viability.  

     
1122 CCIILL IINN NNEEIIGGHHBBOOUURRIINNGG CCHHAARRGGIINNGG AARREEAASS

12.1 We list the CIL charges for retail warehouses and supermarkets in the 
context of other neighbouring areas.   

Fareham Borough Council All retail other than comparison retail in 
town, district and local centres: £120

Winchester City Council High Street/Centre Retail A1 Retail in 
Winchester Town Centre : £120

All other areas: £nil 

Out of Centre Retail All other areas 
other than Winchester Town Centre: 
£nil

All areas other than Winchester Town 
Centre – Convenience Stores, 
Supermarkets and Retail warehouse: 
£120

Portsmouth City Council Basic CIL rate: £105
A1-A5 Retail In Centre Retail of any 
size and small (less than 280 sqm) out 
of centre: £52   

Eastleigh Borough Council Supermarkets and superstores and 
retail warehousing over 280 sqm 
outside of centre: £120  
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 12.2 As can be seen the proposed charges for Gosport at £60 are considerably 
lower than the surrounding charging authorities where many of the values 
and costs are similar to those that would be used in Gosport.  

1133 EEXXTTRRAA CCAARREE

13.1 Following comments from Hampshire County Council we have been 
specifically asked to examine Extra Care uses.  

13.2 Extra Care housing is often defined as “purpose built accommodation in 
which varying amounts of care and support can be offered and where 
some services are shared”. 

13.3 The key feature of an extra care scheme is that the design, layout, 
facilities and support services available enhance the life of the occupier. 
Facilities can include: 

On site carers 
24 hour cover 
Ability to provide hot meals daily 
Enhanced bathing and toilet facilities 

13.4 The amount of care provided and the level of facilities needed is often a 
determining factor as to whether the Extra Care facility will sit within class 
C3 (dwelling houses) or class C2 (residential institutions) of the Town and 
Country Planning (Use Classes Order) 1987 as amended. 

13.5 If the occupiers can live in independent flats and receive care either into 
their home, which may be designed to be adaptable to their changing 
needs, and there are some communal facilities then a C3 use is 
appropriate. Where perhaps more concentrated needs are required to be 
met, and consequently there are more intensive shared facilities, the 
actual accommodation may not be designed to allow fully independent 
living within the unit. Hence the scheme could sit within Class C2. 

13.6 The residential care homes market is split almost equally between those 
that are used, and hence paid for by the public sector, and those that 
provide for private patients and income. It is our view that public sector 
provision whether it be providing Extra Care in a C2 or a C3 scheme will 
benefit from the affordable housing exemption as it is being designed and 
developed to meet an identified housing need and therefore no CIL will be 
charged.  
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13.7 We would expect some form of protection to be afforded through S106 
agreements to schemes which are developed solely for public sector use 
so that they remain as public/ social provision. We have considered C3 
Extra Care private sector developments and note that they exhibit similar 
viability dynamics to that of sheltered accommodation where schemes are 
built for sale. The independent units are sold with support paid for through 
a service charge and top up charges for more intensive care.  

13.8 We understand that there are issues with this type of development such as 
potentially slower sales rates, the need to complete schemes before sales 
can take place, higher build costs and recognise that these issues could 
impact on the return to the developer. On the other hand this form of 
development makes very efficient use of land and there may be a 
premium attached to sheltered housing schemes and potentially these 
issues could balance each other out. 

13.9 We have undertaken some modelling to cover this aspect particularly in 
terms of the values associated with sheltered development within C3 use 
class. We have found from the evidence available a significant premium 
attached to the values generated by sheltered housing when compared to 
similar apartment developments unencumbered by an age restriction. Our 
modelling shows that the premium on sales values compensates for the 
concerns expressed above, about the particular characteristics of this form 
of development.  

13.10 We have undertaken sensitivity analysis in this area. At this stage of the 
economical cycle we see no overriding reason to amend the CIL charging 
recommendation in order to treat sheltered/Extra Care housing differently 
from the overall C3 charge. In terms of Extra Care within C2 we have 
modelled provision in accordance with the methodology we use to assess 
the impact of CIL on cost and revenue. In this case we have mirrored the 
testing undertaken to inform the Fareham Borough Council CIL C2 
assessment but with Gosport economic dynamics within our appraisal. 

13.11 The modelling shows (see Appendix 4) that with the current state of the 
market, C2 Extra Care proposals appear very marginal and show no 
surplus able to support a CIL charge. We are therefore not recommending 
a CIL charge against C2 Extra Care. 

13.12  For all other C2 and C2a (secure residential institution) uses, the 
occupation generally do not generate revenue and is usually funded by 
public subsidy. Even when services within these categories are contracted 
out, they are usually subsidised by public funding. Therefore we consider 
that a zero CIL charge rate is appropriate.  
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1144 NNOONN--RREESSIIDDEENNTTIIAALL CCOONNCCLLUUSSIIOONNSS

14.1 Our conclusions are that no new evidence has been provided that changes 
the outcomes for retail warehouses or supermarkets. Also that Extra Care 
uses do not show sufficient surplus to be able to afford a CIL charge.  

14.2  Consequently our recommendation is that no change is made to the Draft 
Charging Schedule. 

  

Adams Integra 
July 2014



  

Community Infrastructure Levy Viability 
Assessment 

Addendum Report in Response to the Consultation 

APPENDICES 























A
pp

en
di

x 
3

Te
st

in
g 

50
 u

ni
t s

ce
na

rio
s 

w
ith

 G
os

po
rt'

s 
ac

hi
ev

ed
 s

10
6 

le
ve

ls
 a

nd
 C

IL
, a

t v
al

ue
 p

oi
nt

s 
3 

an
d 

4.
C

IL
 is

 £
80

 fo
r V

P3
 a

nd
 £

10
0 

fo
r V

P4
.

S1
06

 c
os

ts
 a

re
: 1

 b
ed

 u
ni

t £
1,

34
3,

 2
 b

ed
 u

ni
t £

1,
80

6,
 3

 b
ed

 +
 u

ni
t £

2,
57

9.
Ap

pr
ai

sa
ls

 c
ar

rie
d 

ou
t a

t 3
0%

 a
nd

 4
0%

 a
ffo

rd
ab

le
 h

ou
si

ng
. A

ll 
ar

e 
at

 c
od

e 
4 

of
 C

fS
H

.

A
ve

ra
ge

30
%

 a
ffo

rd
ab

le
A

ve
ra

ge
40

%
 a

ffo
rd

ab
le

D
en

si
ty

 p
er

 h
a

S1
06

 p
er

 u
ni

t
VP

3
VP

4
S1

06
 p

er
 u

ni
t

VP
3

VP
4

35
£2

,5
79

la
nd

 v
al

ue
£1

,4
35

,3
43

£2
,7

72
,6

55
£2

,5
79

la
nd

 v
al

ue
£9

36
,2

52
£2

,1
74

,2
33

la
nd

 v
al

ue
 p

er
 h

a
£1

,0
04

,7
40

£1
,9

40
,8

58
la

nd
 v

al
ue

 p
er

 h
a

£6
55

,3
76

£1
,5

21
,9

63

45
£2

,2
08

la
nd

 v
al

ue
£8

48
,6

03
£1

,7
17

,4
22

£2
,3

00
la

nd
 v

al
ue

£3
09

,1
04

£1
,0

57
,2

96
la

nd
 v

al
ue

 p
er

 h
a

£7
63

,7
43

£1
,5

45
,6

80
la

nd
 v

al
ue

 p
er

 h
a

£2
78

,1
94

£9
51

,5
66

60
£1

,7
87

la
nd

 v
al

ue
£6

22
,0

67
£1

,3
91

,0
11

£1
,9

00
la

nd
 v

al
ue

£3
67

,1
66

£1
,0

76
,3

82
la

nd
 v

al
ue

 p
er

 h
a

£7
46

,4
80

£1
,6

69
,2

13
la

nd
 v

al
ue

 p
er

 h
a

£4
40

,5
99

£1
,2

91
,6

58

10
0

£1
,3

80
la

nd
 v

al
ue

£1
,0

09
,4

68
£1

,9
72

,7
71

£1
,3

80
la

nd
 v

al
ue

£7
76

,5
83

£1
,6

59
,5

99
la

nd
 v

al
ue

 p
er

 h
a

£2
,0

18
,9

35
£3

,9
45

,5
43

la
nd

 v
al

ue
 p

er
 h

a
£1

,5
53

,1
67

£3
,3

19
,1

98

Av
. L

an
d 

va
lu

e
pe

r h
ec

ta
re

£1
,1

33
,4

75
£2

,2
75

,3
24

£7
31

,8
34

£1
,7

71
,0

96

Th
re

sh
ol

d 
va

lu
es

 p
er

 h
a

G
re

en
fie

ld
£4

50
,0

00
G

ar
ag

e 
C

ou
rts

£5
50

,0
00

M
O

D
 s

ite
s

£6
50

,0
00

Em
pl

oy
m

en
t

£9
00

,0
00

R
es

id
en

tia
l V

P3
£1

,2
85

,0
00

R
es

id
en

tia
l V

P4
£1

,5
30

,0
00



Ap
pe

nd
ix

 3

Te
st

in
g 

50
 u

ni
t s

ce
na

rio
s 

w
ith

 G
os

po
rt'

s 
ac

hi
ev

ed
 s

10
6 

le
ve

ls
 a

nd
 C

IL
, a

t v
al

ue
 p

oi
nt

s 
3 

an
d 

4.
C

IL
 is

 £
80

 fo
r V

P3
 a

nd
 £

10
0 

fo
r V

P4
.

S1
06

 c
os

ts
 a

re
: 1

 b
ed

 u
ni

t £
1,

51
5,

 2
 b

ed
 u

ni
t £

1,
97

8,
 3

 b
ed

 +
 u

ni
t £

2,
75

1,
 in

cl
ud

in
g 

£1
72

 p
er

 u
ni

t f
or

 re
cr

ea
tio

na
l d

is
tu

rb
an

ce
 to

 h
ab

ita
ts

.
Ap

pr
ai

sa
ls

 c
ar

rie
d 

ou
t a

t 3
0%

 a
nd

 4
0%

 a
ffo

rd
ab

le
 h

ou
si

ng
. A

ll 
ar

e 
at

 c
od

e 
4 

of
 C

fS
H

.

Av
er

ag
e

30
%

 a
ffo

rd
ab

le
Av

er
ag

e
40

%
 a

ffo
rd

ab
le

D
en

si
ty

 p
er

 h
a

S1
06

 p
er

 u
ni

t
VP

3
VP

4
S1

06
 p

er
 u

ni
t

VP
3

VP
4

35
£2

,7
51

la
nd

 v
al

ue
£1

,4
28

,4
01

£2
,7

65
,7

13
£2

,7
51

la
nd

 v
al

ue
£9

29
,3

10
£2

,1
67

,2
91

la
nd

 v
al

ue
 p

er
 h

a
£9

99
,8

80
£1

,9
35

,9
99

la
nd

 v
al

ue
 p

er
 h

a
£6

50
,5

17
£1

,5
17

,1
04

45
£2

,3
80

la
nd

 v
al

ue
£8

41
,6

61
£1

,7
10

,4
80

£2
,4

72
la

nd
 v

al
ue

£3
02

,0
90

£1
,0

50
,3

54
la

nd
 v

al
ue

 p
er

 h
a

£7
57

,4
95

£1
,5

39
,4

32
la

nd
 v

al
ue

 p
er

 h
a

£2
71

,8
81

£9
45

,3
18

60
£1

,9
59

la
nd

 v
al

ue
£6

15
,1

25
£1

,3
84

,0
69

£2
,0

72
la

nd
 v

al
ue

£3
60

,1
52

£1
,0

69
,4

40
la

nd
 v

al
ue

 p
er

 h
a

£7
38

,1
50

£1
,6

60
,8

83
la

nd
 v

al
ue

 p
er

 h
a

£4
32

,1
82

£1
,2

83
,3

28

10
0

£1
,5

52
la

nd
 v

al
ue

£1
,0

02
,5

26
£1

,9
65

,8
29

£1
,5

52
la

nd
 v

al
ue

£7
69

,6
41

£1
,6

52
,6

57
la

nd
 v

al
ue

 p
er

 h
a

£2
,0

05
,0

51
£3

,9
31

,6
59

la
nd

 v
al

ue
 p

er
 h

a
£1

,5
39

,2
83

£3
,3

05
,3

14

Av
. L

an
d 

va
lu

e 
(L

V)
pe

r h
ec

ta
re

hi
gh

er
 s

10
6

£1
,1

25
,1

44
£2

,2
66

,9
93

£7
23

,4
66

£1
,7

62
,7

66

Av
. L

an
d 

va
lu

e 
(L

V)
pe

r h
ec

ta
re

lo
w

er
 s

10
6

£1
,1

33
,4

75
£2

,2
75

,3
24

£7
31

,8
34

£1
,7

71
,0

96
Th

re
sh

ol
d 

va
lu

es
 p

er
 h

a

G
re

en
fie

ld
£4

50
,0

00
G

ar
ag

e 
C

ou
rts

£5
50

,0
00

M
O

D
 s

ite
s

£6
50

,0
00

Em
pl

oy
m

en
t

£9
00

,0
00

R
es

id
en

tia
l V

P3
£1

,2
85

,0
00

R
es

id
en

tia
l V

P4
£1

,5
30

,0
00









  

Adams Integra 
St John’s House 
St John’s Street 

Chichester 
West Sussex 
PO19 1UU 

T: 01243 771304 
F: 01243 779993 

E: enquiries@adamsintegra.co.uk 
W: www.adamsintegra.co.uk


