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1. Introduction

Scope

1.1 Stevenage Borough Council (the Council / SBC) is preparing a new Local Plan (the Plan). In
June 2013 the Council published the First Consultation version and is now well on in the
process of preparing the next iteration to incorporate the latest evidence, to be in line with the
most recent guidance and to deliver the Council’'s aims and objectives.

1.2 This Whole Plan Viability Study has been commissioned to build on the Council’s existing
viability evidence and to assess the impact on viability of the policies in the emerging Local
Plan. In 2013 the Council made a decision not to pursue Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL)
until at least 2015. The Council’s options will be further explored and this report will consider
CIL as a mechanism to fund, at least in part, the infrastructure required to support the
development set out in the Plan.

1.3 HDH Planning and Development Ltd has been appointed to advise the Council in several

regards:

a. Firstly, to consider the impact on development viability of the policies in the emerging
Plan and the deliverability (in the context of the NPPF) of the development set out in
the Plan.

b. Secondly, to assess the effect that CIL would have on development viability in the

Borough (in the context of the CIL Regulations).

C. Thirdly, to recommend rates of CIL for the Council’s Preliminary Draft Charging
Schedule — although it is important to note that the Council has not made a decision to
pursue CIL further at this stage.

14 In addition to, and in parallel with, this work, AECOM are considering the delivery of the
infrastructure required to support the Plan and are exploring the full range of funding
mechanisms and options. This document sets out the methodology used, the key
assumptions adopted, and contains an assessment of the effect of CIL, in the context of
policies in the emerging Plan. This will allow the Council to engage with stakeholders, to
ensure that the Plan is effective, and to set CIL.

1.5 It is important to note that whilst this Viability Study contains fresh work, on the whole it builds
on the existing evidence used to develop the Plan which was prepared through a process of
consultation with the development industry. This present document takes the general advice
forward and builds on those conclusions.

1.6 CIL is set having regard to a range of factors, one of which is viability. This report only
considers viability. Outside this report the Council will consider the need for infrastructure and
other sources of funding.
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1.7 At the start of a study of this type, it is timely to note that not all sites will be viable, even without
any policy requirements or CIL imposed or sought by the Council. It is inevitable that the
Council’s requirements will render some sites unviable. The question for this report is not
whether some development site or other would be rendered unviable by a policy requirement
or CIL, it is whether the delivery of the overall Plan is threatened and whether CIL will facilitate
the delivery of the Plan.

1.8 This Viability Study has been prepared following a consultation process with landowners,
agents and developers. To inform this study, an event was held on the 27" March 2015, to
which the representatives of the main developers, development site landowners, their agents
and housing providers were invited. The meeting was used to set out the methodology, to
test the assumptions used in the report, and to put the report in context.

Metric or imperial

1.9 The property industry uses both imperial and metric data — often working out costings in metric
(£/m?) and values in imperial (£/acre and £/sqgft). This is confusing so we have used metric
measurements throughout this report. The following conversion rates may assist readers.

0.30m
0.093m?

1m 3.28ft (3' and 3.37") 11t

10.76 sqft 1sqft

1m?2

1.10 A useful broad rule of thumb to convert m? to sqft is simply to add a final zero.
HDH Planning and Development

1.11 HDH is a specialist planning consultancy providing evidence to support planning and housing
authorities. The firm was founded in the summer of 2011 by Simon Drummond-Hay who is a
Chartered Surveyor and associate of the Chartered Institute of Housing. Previously he and
his team worked for Fordham Research.

1.12 The firm’s main areas of expertise are:

a. District wide and site specific viability analysis

b. Community Infrastructure Levy testing

C. Local and Strategic Housing Market Assessments and Housing Needs Assessments
d. Future Housing Numbers Analysis (post RSS target setting)

e. Viability and Planning Assessments and Inquiries.

1.13 The findings contained in this report are based upon information provided by the Council and
upon the assumption that all relevant information has been provided. This information has not
been independently verified by HDH. The conclusions and recommendations contained in
this report are concerned with policy requirement, guidance and regulations which may be
subject to change. They reflect a Chartered Surveyor’s perspective and do not reflect nor
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constitute legal advice. No part of this report constitutes a valuation and the report should not
be relied on in that regard.

Report Structure

This report follows the following format:

Chapter 2

Chapter 3

Chapter 4

Chapter 5

Chapter 6
Chapter 7

Chapter 8

Chapter 9

Chapter 10
Chapter 11
Chapter 12

Chapter 13

The reasons for, and approach to, viability testing, including a short review of
the requirements of the CIL Regulations, NPPF and PPG.

The methodology used.

An assessment of the housing market, including market and affordable housing
with the purpose of establishing the worth of different types of housing (size
and tenure) in different areas.

An assessment of the non-residential markets with the purpose of establishing
the worth of different types of commercial uses.

An assessment of the costs of land to be used when assessing viability.

The cost and general development assumptions to be used in the development
appraisals.

A summary of the various emerging policy requirements and constraints that
influence the type of development that come forward.

We have set out the range of modelled sites used for the financial development
appraisals.

The results of the appraisals and consideration of residential development.
The appraisals and consideration of non-residential development.

The consideration and conclusions in relation to the deliverability of the
development in the context of the emerging Local Plan.

CIL setting process, including recommendations of rates.
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2. Viability Testing

2.1 Viability testing is an important part of the Development Plan making process. The
requirement to assess viability forms part of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF),
is part of the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) process, and is a
requirement of the CIL Regulations. In each case the requirement is slightly different but all
have much in common.

2.2 In March 2013 the Government published National Planning Practice Guidance (PPG), in the
form of a website!. The PPG cancelled a number of pre-existing guidance documents and
contains sections on viability and CIL. The PPG does not alter the NPPF.

NPPF Viability Testing

2.3 The NPPF? introduced a requirement to assess the viability of the delivery of Local Plan and
the impact on development of policies contained within it. The NPPF includes the following
requirements (with our emphasis):

173.  Pursuing sustainable development requires careful aftention to viability and costs in plan-
making and decision-taking. Plans should be deliverable. Therefore, the sites and the scale of
development identified in the plan should not be subject fo such a scale of obligations and policy
burdens that their ability to be developed viably is threatened. To ensure viability, the costs of any
requirements likely to be applied fo development, such as requirements for affordable housing,
standards, infrastructure contributions or other requirements should, when taking account of the normal
cost of development and mitigation, provide competitive returns to a willing land owner and willing
developer to enable the development to be deliverable.

174.  Local planning authorities should set out their policy on local standards in the Local Plan,
including requirements for affordable housing. They should assess the likely cumulative impacts on
development in their area of all existing and proposed local standards, supplementary planning
documents and policies that support the development plan, when added fo nationally required
standards. In order fo be appropriate, the cumulative impact of these standards and policies should not
put_implementation of the plan at serious risk, and should facilitate development throughout the
economic cycle. Evidence supporting the assessment should be proportionate, using only appropriate
available evidence.

2.4 The duty to test in the NPPF is a ‘broad brush’ one saying ‘plans should be deliverable’. It is
not a requirement that every site should be able to bear all of the local authority’s requirements
— indeed there will be some sites that are unviable even with no requirements imposed on
them by the local authority. The typical site in the local authority area should be able to bear
whatever target or requirement is set and the Council should be able to show, with a
reasonable degree of confidence, that the Development Plan is deliverable.

2.5 The enabling and delivery of development is a priority of the NPPF. In this regard it says:

1 http://planningguidance.planningportal.gov.uk/
2 The NPPF was published on 27th March 2012 and the policies within it apply with immediate effect.
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47. To boost significantly the supply of housing, local planning authorities should:

e use their evidence base fo ensure that their Local Plan meets the full, objectively assessed
needs for market and affordable housing in the housing market area, as far as is consistent
with the policies set out in this Framework, including identifying key sites which are critical to
the delivery of the housing strategy over the plan period;

o identify and update annually a supply of specific deliverable’" sites sufficient to provide five
years’ worth of housing against their housing requirements with an additional buffer of 5%
(moved forward from later in the plan period) fo ensure choice and competition in the market
for land. Where there has been a record of persistent under delivery of housing, local planning
authorities should increase the buffer to 20% (moved forward from later in the plan period) to
provide a realistic prospect of achieving the planned supply and to ensure choice and
competition in the market for land;

o identify a supply of specific, developable’? sites or broad locations for growth, for years 6-10
and, where possible, for years 11-15;

o for market and affordable housing, illustrate the expected rate of housing delivery through a
housing trajectory for the plan period and set out a housing implementation strategy for the full
range of housing describing how they will maintain delivery of a five-year supply of housing land
to meet their housing target; and

o set out their own approach to housing density to reflect local circumstances.

2.6 Footnotes 11 and 12 of the NPPF are important in providing detail saying:

1 To be considered deliverable, sites should be available now, offer a suitable location for development
now, and be achievable with a realistic prospect that housing will be delivered on the site within five
years and in particular that development of the site is viable. Sites with planning permission should be
considered deliverable until permission expires, unless there is clear evidence that schemes will not be
implemented within five years, for example they will not be viable, there is no longer a demand for the
type of units or sites have long term phasing plans.

2 To be considered developable, sites should be in a suitable location for housing development and
there should be a reasonable prospect that the site is available and could be viably developed at the
point envisaged.

2.7 Some sites within the area will not be viable. In these cases developers have scope to make
specific submissions at the planning applications stage; similarly some sites will be able to
bear considerably more than the policy requirements.

2.8 This study will consider the development viability of the site types that are most likely to come
forward over the plan-period building on the Council’s existing viability evidence base.

29 This study will specifically examine the development viability in the context of the emerging
Plan. It will also consider the development expected to come forward over the plan-period on
smaller sites that are not explicitly included within the Plan but would still be subject to CIL, if
introduced.
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CIL Economic Viability Assessment

2.10 The CIL Regulations came into effect in April 2010 and have been subject to five subsequent
amendments®. CIL Regulation 14 (as amended) sets out the core principle for setting CIL:

Setting rates

(1) In setting rates (including differential rates) in a charging schedule, a charging authority must
strike an appropriate balance between—

(a) the desirability of funding from CIL (in whole or in part) the actual and expected estimated
total cost of infrastructure required to support the development of its area, taking into account
other actual and expected sources of funding; and

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

(2) In setting rates ...

211 Viability testing in the context of CIL will assess the ‘effects’ on development viability of the
imposition of CIL. The financial impact of introducing CIL is an important factor, but the
provision of infrastructure (or lack of it) will also have an impact on the ability of the Council to
meet its objectives through development and deliver its Development Plan. The Plan may not
be deliverable in the absence of CIL.

2.12 The test that will be applied to the proposed rates of CIL are set out in the updated CIL
Guidance contained in the PPG, putting greater emphasis on demonstrating how CIL will be
used to deliver the infrastructure required to support the Plan.

The levy is expected to have a positive economic effect on development across a local plan area. When
deciding the levy rates, an appropriate balance must be struck between additional investment to support
development and the potential effect on the viability of developments.

This balance is at the centre of the charge-setting process. In meeting the requlatory requirements (see
Regulation 14(1)), charging authorities should be able to show and explain how their proposed levy rate
(or rates) will contribute towards the implementation of their relevant plan and support development
across their area.

As set out in the National Planning Policy Framework in England (paragraphs 173 — 177), the sites and
the scale of development identified in the plan should not be subject to such a scale of obligations and
policy burdens that their ability to be developed viably is threatened. The same principle applies in
Wales.

PPG ID: 25-009-20140612

381 2010 No. 948. The Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations 2010 Made 23rd March 2010, Coming into
force 6th April 2010. SI 2011 No. 987. The Community Infrastructure Levy (Amendment) Regulations 2011 Made
28th March 2011, Coming into force 6th April 2011. SI 2011 No. 2918. The Local Authorities (Contracting Out of
Community Infrastructure Levy Functions) Order 2011. Made 6th December 2011, Coming into force 7th December
2011. 8l 2012 No. 2975. The Community Infrastructure Levy (Amendment) Regulations 2012. Made 28th
November 2012, Coming into force 29th November 2012. 81 2013 No. 982. The Community Infrastructure Levy
(Amendment) Regulations 2013. Made 24th April 2013, Coming into force 25th April 2013. S1 2014 No. 385. The
Community Infrastructure Levy (Amendment) Regulations 2013. Made 24" February 2014, Coming into force 24"
February 2014. 81 2015 No. 836. COMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE LEVY, ENGLAND AND WALES, The
Community Infrastructure Levy (Amendment) Regulations 2015. Made 20th March 2015.
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2.13 The testis whether the sites and the scale of development identified in the Plan are subject to
such a scale of obligations and policy burdens (when considered together) that their ability to
be developed viably is threatened by CIL. This is somewhat more cautious than the approach
set out in earlier guidance. In the March 2010 CIL Guidance, the test was whether the Plan
was put at ‘serious risk’, and in the December 2012 / April 2013 CIL Guidance, the test was
whether CIL ‘threatened the development plan as a whole’ — although it is important to note
that the CIL Regulation 14 is clear that the purpose of the viability testing is to establish ‘the
potential effects (taken as a whole) of the imposition of CIL on the economic viability of
development across its area’ rather than specific sites.

2.14  On preparing the evidence base on economic viability, the Guidance says:

A charging authority must use ‘appropriate available evidence’ (as defined in the Planning Act 2008
section 211(7A)) to inform their draft charging schedule. The Government recognises that the available
data is unlikely to be fully comprehensive. Charging authorities need fo demonstrate that their proposed
levy rate or rates are informed by ‘appropriate available’ evidence and consistent with that evidence
across their area as a whole.

In addition, a charging authority should directly sample an appropriate range of types of sites across its
area, in order to supplement existing data. This will require support from local developers. The exercise
should focus on strategic sites on which the relevant Plan (the Local Plan in England, Local
Development Plan in Wales, and the London Plan in London ) relies, and those sites where the impact
of the levy on economic viability is likely to be most significant (such as brownfield sites).

The sampling should reflect a selection of the different types of sites included in the relevant Plan, and
should be consistent with viability assessment undertaken as part of plan-making.

PPG ID: 25-019-20140612

2.15 This study has drawn on the existing available evidence where it is available. In due course
this study will form one part of the evidence that the Council will use to set CIL. The Council
will also consider other ‘existing available evidence’, the comments of stakeholders and wider
priorities. The NPPF, PPG and the Harman Guidance, as referred to below, recommend that
the development and consideration of a CIL rate should be undertaken as part of the same
exercise, which is what the Council is doing. This report will form the basis of the evidence as
required by the CIL Regulations (when read with the Council’s existing viability evidence?).

2.16  From April 2015, councils have been restricted in relation to pooling s106 contributions from
five or more developments® (where the obligation in the s106 agreement is a reason for
granting consent). This restriction will encourage councils to adopt CIL — particularly where

4 Affordable Housing Development Economics Study, Adams Integra (September 2007). Affordable Housing,
Financial Contributions - Small Sites Viability Study, Adams Integra (August 2008). CIL Viability Study, BNP
Paribas and CIL Knowledge (April 2013). Assessing Viability: Community Infrastructure Levy: A Stage 1 Economic
Viability Assessment prepared for 9 Herefordshire Authorities, Lambert Smith Hampton (2012).

5 CIL Regulation 123(3)
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there are large items of infrastructure to be delivered that relate to multiple sites. This
restriction on pooling may have the effect of bringing s106 tariff policies to an end.

217 Following the implementation of CIL, a council will still be able to raise additional s106 funds
for infrastructure, provided this infrastructure can be directly linked to the site-specific needs
associated with the scheme in question, and that it is not for infrastructure specifically identified
to be funded by CIL, through the Regulation 123 Lists. Payments requested under the s106
regime must be (as set out in CIL Regulation 122):

a. necessary to make the development acceptable in planning terms;
b. directly related to the development; and
C. fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the development.

218 As mentioned above, under CIL Regulation 123, from April 2015, there are restrictions on
pooling contributions from five or more sites where the obligation is a reason for granting
planning permission. It is important to note that the counting of the ‘five or more sites’ relates
to the ‘provision of that project, or type of infrastructure’ and is from the date of the CIL
Regulations, being April 2010. The Council will need to consider whether the threshold has
already been exceeded for some items of infrastructure.

Differential Rates

219 CIL Regulation 13 (as amended) provides scope for CIL to be set at different levels by different
area (zones) and type and size of developments.

Differential rates
(1) A charging authority may set differential rates—
(a) for different zones in which development would be situated;
(b) by reference to different intended uses of development,
(c) by reference to the intended gross internal area of development;

(d) by reference to the intended number of dwellings or units to be constructed or provided
under a planning permission.

(2)  In setting differential rates, a charging authority may set supplementary charges, nil rates,
increased rates or reductions.

2.20 The PPG expands on this saying:

Charging authorities that decide to set differential rates may need to undertake more fine-grained
sampling, on a higher proportion of total sites, to help them fo estimate the boundaries for their
differential rates. Fine-grained sampling is also likely fo be necessary where they wish to differentiate
between categories or scales of intended use.

The focus should be in particular on strategic sites on which the relevant Plan relies and those sites
(such as brownfield sites) where the impact of the levy is likely to be most significant.

6 This is the list of the items that the Council will spend CIL payments on.
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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.

A charging authority’s proposed rate or rates should be reasonable, given the available evidence, but
there is no requirement for a proposed rate to exactly mirror the evidence. For example, this might not
be appropriate if the evidence pointed fo selting a charge right at the margins of viability. There is room
for some pragmatism. It would be appropriate to ensure that a ‘buffer’ or margin is included, so that the
levy rate is able to support development when economic circumstances adjust. In all cases, the charging
authority should be able to explain its approach clearly.

PPG ID: 25-019-20140612

The requlations allow charging authorities to apply differential rates in a flexible way, to help ensure the
viability of development is not put at risk. Differences in rates need fo be justified by reference fo the
economic viability of development. Differential rates should not be used as a means to deliver policy
objectives.

Differential rates may be appropriate in relation to

e geographical zones within the charging authority’s boundary
e types of development; and/or
e scales of development.

A charging authority that plans to set differential rates should seek to avoid undue complexity. Charging
schedules with differential rates should not have a disproportionate impact on particular sectors or
specialist forms of development. Charging authorities should consider the views of developers at an
early stage.

Ifthe evidence shows that the area includes a zone, which could be a strategic site, which has low, very
low or zero viability, the charging authority should consider setting a low or zero levy rate in that area.
The same principle should apply where the evidence shows similarly low viability for particular types
and/or scales of development.

In all cases, differential rates must not be set in such a way that they constitute a nolifiable state aid
under European Commission regulations (see ‘State aid’ section for further information). One element
of state aid is the conferring of a selective advantage to any ‘undertaking’. A charging authority which
chooses fo differentiate between classes of development, or by reference to different areas, should do
so only where there is consistent economic viability evidence to justify this approach. It is the
responsibility of each charging authority to ensure that their charging schedules are state aid compliant.

PPG ID: 25-021-20140612

Any differential rates must only be set with regard to viability. It would be contrary to the
guidance, for example, to set a high rate to deter a particular type of development, or to set a
low rate to encourage it — a consistent approach must be taken across all development types.

CIL, once introduced, is mandatory on all developments (with a very few exceptions) that fall
within the categories and areas where the levy applies, unlike other policy requirements to
provide affordable housing or to build to a particular environmental standard over which there
can be negotiations. This means that CIL must not prejudice the viability of most sites.

When setting CIL it will be necessary for the Council to clearly demonstrate how CIL will fund
infrastructure that will enable development to be delivered.

Payments in kind

Under changes to CIL Regulation 73, a local authority (at its discretion and subject to strict
rules) can accept CIL ‘in kind’. The changes to this Regulation have extended this provision
from the payment of CIL through the transfer of land, to the payment through the transfer of
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infrastructure as well as land. These changes give the increased flexibility to both the
Charging Authority and the developer allowing CIL to be ‘paid’ through the provision of
infrastructure.

Planning Practice Guidance (PPG)

2.25 Viability is a recurring theme through the PPG, and it includes specific sections on viability in
both the plan making and the development management processes. As set out above, the
NPPF says that plans should be deliverable and that the scale of development identified in
the Plan should not be subject to such a scale of obligations and policy burdens that their
ability to be developed viably is threatened. The PPG says:

Understanding Local Plan viability is critical to the overall assessment of deliverability. Local Plans
should present visions for an area in the context of an understanding of local economic conditions and
market realities. This should not undermine ambition for high quality design and wider social and
environmental benefit but such ambition should be tested against the realistic likelihood of delivery.

.... viability can be important where planning obligations or other costs are being introduced. In these
cases decisions must be underpinned by an understanding of viability, ensuring realistic decisions are
made to support development and promote economic growth. Where the viability of a development is
in question, local planning authorities should look to be flexible in applying policy requirements wherever
possible.

PPG ID: 10-001-20140306

2.26 These requirements are not new and are simply stating best practice and are wholly consistent
with the approach taken through the preparation of the Plan. An example is the inclusion of
viability testing in relation to the Council’s affordable housing policy.

2.27 In the section on considering land availability, the PPG says:

A site is considered achievable for development where there is a reasonable prospect that the particular
type of development will be developed on the site at a particular point in time. This is essentially a
Jjudgement about the economic viability of a site, and the capacity of the developer to complete and sell
the development over a certain period.

PPG ID: 3-021-20140306

2.28 The PPG does not prescribe a single approach for assessing viability. The NPPF and the
PPG both set out the policy principles relating to viability assessments. The PPG rightly
acknowledges that a ‘range of sector led guidance on viability methodologies in plan making
and decision taking is widely available’.

There is no standard answer to questions of viability, nor is there a single approach for assessing
viability. The National Planning Policy Framework, informed by this Guidance, sets out the policy
principles relating to viability assessment. A range of sector led guidance on viability methodologies in
plan making and decision taking is widely available.

PPG 10-002-20140306.

2.29 As set out later in this chapter, this study is carried out under the Harman Guidance and is
broadly in accordance with the RICS Guidance, it also draws on the Planning Advisory Service
(PAS) resources and was informed by appeal decisions and CIL Examiner’s reports.

2.30 The PPG does not require every site to be tested:
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Assessing the viability of plans does not require individual testing of every site or assurance that
individual sites are viable; site typologies may be used to determine viability at policy level. Assessment
of samples of sites may be helpful to support evidence and more detailed assessment may be
necessary for particular areas or key sites on which the delivery of the plan relies.

PPG ID: 10-006-20140306

2.31 This supports the approach where the analysis is based on a set of typologies that represented
the expected development to come forward over the plan-period. These typologies were
agreed through the consultation process and the methodology is fully consistent with the PPG.
In addition, the larger potential allocations have been assessed against their known
infrastructure costs.

2.32 Viability Thresholds are a controversial matter and it is clear that different landowners will take
different approaches depending on their personal and corporate priorities. The assessment
is based on an informed assumption being made about the ‘uplift’ being the margin above the
‘Existing Use Value’ which would be sufficient to incentivise the landowner to sell. Both the
RICS Guidance and the PPG make it clear that when considering land value that this must be
done in the context of current and emerging policies:

Site Value definition Site Value either as an input into a scheme specific appraisal or as a benchmark
is defined in the guidance note as follows: ‘Site Value should equate to the market value subject to the
following assumption: that the value has regard fo development plan policies and all other material
planning considerations and disregards that which is contrary to the development plan.’

Box 7, Page 12, RICS Guidance

In all cases, estimated land or site value should: ...reflect emerging policy requirements and planning
obligations and, where applicable, any Community Infrastructure Levy charge; ...

PPG ID 10-014-20140306

2.33 This supports the approach taken in this report.

2.34 The PPG stresses the importance of working from evidence and in collaboration with the
development industry:

Evidence based judgement: assessing viability requires judgements which are informed by the
relevant available facts. It requires a realistic understanding of the costs and the value of development
in the local area and an understanding of the operation of the market.

Understanding past performance, such as in relation to build rates and the scale of historic planning
obligations can be a useful start. Direct engagement with the development sector may be helpful in
accessing evidence.

Collaboration: a collaborative approach involving the local planning authority, business community,
developers, landowners and other interested parties will improve understanding of deliverability and
viability. Transparency of evidence is encouraged wherever possible. Where communities are preparing
a neighbourhood plan (or Neighbourhood Development Order), local planning authorities are
encouraged to share evidence to ensure that local viability assumptions are clearly understood.

PPG ID Reference ID: 10-004-20140306

2.35 The analysis in this report reflects the general comments of stakeholders as well as the more
specific comments of site promoters. These are set out through this report.
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2.36 The meaning of competitive return for the willing landowner is discussed in Chapter 6 below
and is at the core of a viability assessment. The RICS Guidance (see below) includes the
following definition:

Competitive returns - A term used in paragraph 173 of the NPPF and applied to ‘a willing land owner
and willing developer to enable development fo be deliverable’. A ‘Competitive Return’ in the context of
land and/or premises equates to the Site Value as defined by this guidance, i.e. the Market Value
subject to the following assumption: that the value has regard to development plan policies and all other
material planning considerations and disregards that which is contrary to the development plan. A
‘Competitive Return’ in the context of a developer bringing forward development should be in
accordance with a ‘market risk adjusted return’ to the developer, as defined in this guidance, in viably
delivering a project.

RICS Guidance, Financial viability in Planning, Page 43

2.37 The PPG adds to this saying:

The National Planning Policy Framework states that viability should consider “competitive returns to a
willing landowner and willing developer to enable the development to be deliverable.” This return will
vary significantly between projects to reflect the size and risk profile of the development and the risks
to the project. A rigid approach to assumed profit levels should be avoided and comparable schemes
or data sources reflected wherever possible.

A competitive retum for the land owner is the price at which a reasonable land owner would be willing
to sell their land for the development. The price will need to provide an incentive for the land owner to
sell in comparison with the other options available. Those options may include the current use value of
the land or its value for a realistic alternative use that complies with planning policy.

PPG ID: 10-015-20140306.

Viability Guidance

2.38 There is no specific technical guidance on how to test the viability in the CIL Regulations or
Guidance. Paragraph 173 of the NPPF says: “...... To ensure viability, the costs of any
requirements likely to be applied to development, such as requirements for affordable housing,
standards, infrastructure contributions or other requirements should, when taking account of
the normal cost of development and mitigation, provide competitive returns to a willing land
owner and willing developer to enable the development to be deliverable...... * This seems
quite straightforward — although ‘competitive returns’ is not defined.

2.39 There are several sources of guidance and appeal decisions’ that support the methodology
we have developed. In this study we have followed the Viability Testing in Local Plans —

7 Barnet: APP/Q5300/ A/07/2043798/NWF, Bristol: APP/P0119/ A/08/2069226, Beckenham: APP/G5180/
A/08/2084559, Bishops Cleeve; APP/G1630/A/11/2146206 Burgess Farm: APP/U4230/A/11/2157433, CLAY
FARM: APP/Q0505/A/09/2103599/NWF, Woodstock: APP/D3125/ A/09/2104658, Shinfield APP/X0360/
AM12/2179141, Oxenholme Road, APP/M0933/A/13/2193338 Vannes: Court of Appeal 22 April 2010, [2010] EWHC
1092 (Admin) 2010 WL 1608437
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Advice for planning practitioners (LGA/HBF — Sir John Harman) June 20128 (known as the
Harman Guidance). This contains the following definition:

An individual development can be said to be viable if, after taking account of all costs, including central
and local government policy and regulatory costs and the cost and availability of development finance,
the scheme provides a competitive return to the developer to ensure that development takes place and
generates a land value sufficient to persuade the land owner fo sell the land for the development
proposed. If these conditions are not met, a scheme will not be delivered.

2.40 The planning appeal decisions, and the Homes and Communities Agency (HCA) good practice
publication® suggest that the most appropriate test of viability for planning policy purposes is
to consider the Residual Value of schemes compared with the Existing Use Value (EUV), plus
a premium. The premium over and above the EUV being set at a level to provide the
landowner with a competitive return and the inducement to sell. The Harman Guidance and
Financial viability in planning, RICS guidance note, 1st edition (GN 94/2012) which was
published during August 2012 (known as the RICS Guidance) set out the principles of viability
testing. Additionally, the Planning Advisory Service (PAS)'° provides viability guidance and
manuals for local authorities.

RICS Professional Guidance, England

Financial viability in planning

Viability Testing
Local Plans

Advice lor planning practitioners

241 There is common ground between the RICS and the Harman Guidance but they are not
consistent. The RICS Guidance recommends against the ‘current/alternative use value plus
a margin’ — which is the methodology recommended in the Harman Guidance.

One approach has been to exclusively adopt current use value (CUV) plus a margin or a variant of this,
i.e. existing use value (EUV) plus a premium. The problem with this sinqular approach is that it does

8 Viability Testing in Local Plans has been endorsed by the Local Government Association and forms the basis of
advice given by the, CLG funded, Planning Advisory Service (PAS).

9 Investment and planning obligations, Responding to the downturn Good Practice, July 2009

0PAS is funded directly by DCLG to provide consultancy and peer support, learning events and online resources
to help local authorities understand and respond to planning reform. (Note: Much of the most recent advice has
been co-authored by HDH).
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not reflect the workings of the market as land is not released at CUV or CUV plus a margin (EUV
plus).....

Financial viability in planning, RICS guidance note, 1st edition (GN 94/2012)

2.42 The Harman Guidance advocates an approach based on Threshold Land Value. Viability
Testing in Local Plans says:

Consideration of an appropriate Threshold Land Value needs to take account of the fact that future
plan policy requirements will have an impact on land values and landowner expectations. Therefore,
using a market value approach as the starting point carries the risk of building-in assumptions of current
policy costs rather than helping to inform the potential for future policy. Reference to market values can
still provide a useful ‘sense check’ on the threshold values that are being used in the model (making
use of cost-effective sources of local information), but it is not recommended that these are used as the
basis for the input to a model.

We recommend that the Threshold Land Value is based on a premium over current use values and
credible alternative use values (noting the exceptions below).

Viability Testing in Local Plans — Advice for planning practitioners. (June 2012)

2.43 The RICS dismisses a Threshold Land Value approach as follows.

Threshold land value. A term developed by the Homes and Communities Agency (HCA) being
essentially a land value at or above that which it is assumed a landowner would be prepared to sell. It
is not a recognised valuation definition or approach.

2.44 Onface value these statements are contradictory. In order to avoid later disputes and delays,
the approach taken in this study brings these two sources of guidance together. The
methodology adopted is to compare the Residual Value generated by the viability appraisals,
with the Existing Use Value (EUV) or an Alternative Use Value (AUV) plus an appropriate uplift
to incentivise a landowner to sell. The amount of the uplift over and above the existing use
value is central to the assessment of viability. It must be set at a level to provide ‘competitive
returns’' to the landowner. To inform the judgement as to whether the uplift is set at the
appropriate level we make reference to the market value of the land both with and without the
benefit of planning.

2.45 This approach is in line with that recommended in The Harman Guidance (as endorsed by
LGA, PAS) — and also broadly in line with the main thrust of the RICS Guidance of having
reference to market value. It is relevant to note that the Harman methodology was endorsed
by the Planning Inspector who approved the London Mayoral CIL Charging Schedule in
January 2012, In his report, the Inspector dismissed the theory that using historical market
value (i.e. as proposed by the RICS) to assess the value of land was a more appropriate
methodology than using EUV plus a margin.

1 As required by 173 of the NPPF

2 Paragraphs 7 to 9 of REPORT ON THE EXAMINATION OF THE DRAFT MAYORAL COMMUNITY
INFRASTRUCTURE LEVY CHARGING SCHEDULE by Keith Holland BA (Hons) DipTP MRTPI ARICS an
Examiner appointed by the Mayor Date: 27t" January 2012
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3. Viability Methodology

Viability Testing — Outline Methodology

There is no statutory technical guidance on how to go about viability testing. We have
therefore followed the Harman Guidance. The availability and cost of land are matters at the
core of viability for any property development. The format of the typical valuation, which has
been standard for as long as land has been traded for development is:

Gross Development Value
(The combined value of the complete development)

LESS

Cost of creating the asset, including a profit margin
(Construction + fees + finance charges)

RESIDUAL VALUE

The result of the calculation indicates a land value, the Residual Value. The Residual Value
is the top limit of what a developer could offer for a site and still make a satisfactory profit
margin.

In the following graphic, the bar illustrates all the income from a scheme. This is set by the
market (rather than by the developer or local authority) so is, to a large extent, fixed. The
developer has relatively little control over the costs of development (construction and fees)
and whilst there is scope to build to different standards and with different levels of efficiency
the costs are largely out of the developer’s direct control — they are what they are depending
on the development.

Gross Development Value
All income frpm a Scheme

enviro,

design,
etc

Construction Fees Profit Land
Site Remediation Design Developers  Existing /
Abnormals Engineer Builders  Alternative
S$106 Sales Land Value
Etc. Etc. + uplift
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3.4 It is well recognised in viability testing that the developer should be rewarded for taking the
risks of development. The NPPF terms this the ‘competitive return’. The essential balance in
viability testing is around the land value and whether or not land will come forward for
development. The more policy requirements and developer contributions the planning
authority asks for the less the developer can afford to pay for the land. The purpose of this
study is to assess the effect of CIL and to quantify the costs of the Council’s various policies
on development, and then make a judgement as to whether or not land prices are squeezed
to such an extent that, in the NPPF context, that the Development Plan is put at ‘serious risk’
or, in the context of the CIL Guidance, whether development is ‘threatened’ to such an extent
that the Plan is not delivered.

3.5 It is important to note that this study is not trying to exactly mirror any particular developer’s
business model — rather it is making a broad assessment of viability in the context of plan-
making and the requirements of the NPPF and CIL Regulations.

3.6 As evidenced through the consultation process the ‘likely land value’ is a difficult topic since a
landowner is unlikely to be entirely frank about the price that would be acceptable, always
seeking a higher one. This is one of the areas where an informed assumption has to be made
about the ‘uplift’: the margin above the ‘Existing Use Value’ which would make the landowner
sell. Both the RICS Guidance and the PPG make it clear that when considering land value
that this must be done in the context of current and emerging policies.

Limitations of viability testing in the context of CIL and the NPPF

3.7 The high level and broad brush viability testing that is appropriate to be used to assess the
effect of CIL does have limitations. The assessment of viability is a largely quantitative
process based on financial appraisals — there are however types of development where
viability is not at the forefront of the developer’'s mind and they will proceed even if a ‘loss’ is
shown in a conventional appraisal. By way of example, an individual may want to fulfil a dream
of building a house and may spend more than the finished home is actually worth, a community
may extend a village hall even though the value of the facility in financial terms is not
significantly enhanced or the end user of an industrial or logistics building may build a new
factory or depot that will improve its operational efficiency even if, as a property development,
the resulting building may not seem to be viable.

3.8 This sets the Council a challenge when considering its proposals. It needs to determine
whether or not when introducing CIL, that where the impact on a development type that may
appear to be only marginally viable will have any material impact on the rates of development
or will the developments proceed anyway. It is clear, that some development in the area is
coming forward for operational reasons rather than property development purposes.

The meaning of ‘competitive return’

3.9 As set out in Chapter 2 above, the meaning of ‘competitive return’ is at the core of a viability
assessment. Whilst the RICS Guidance includes the following definition, it does not provide
guidance as to the size of that return.
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Competitive returns - A term used in paragraph 173 of the NPPF and applied to ‘a willing land owner
and willing developer to enable development fo be deliverable’. A ‘Competitive Return’ in the context of
land and/or premises equates to the Site Value as defined by this guidance, i.e. the Market Value
subject to the following assumption: that the value has regard to development plan policies and all other
material planning considerations and disregards that which is contrary to the development plan. A
‘Competitive Return’ in the context of a developer bringing forward development should be in
accordance with a ‘market risk adjusted return’ to the developer, as defined in this guidance, in viably
delivering a project.

To date there has been much discussion within the industry as to what may and may not be a
competitive return, as yet the term has not been given a firm definition through the appeal,
planning examination or legal processes.

Competitive return was considered at the Shinfield appeal™ (January 2013). We have
discussed this further in Chapter 6 below. More recently, further clarification has been added
in the Oxenholme Road appeal (October 2013)'* where the inspector confirmed that the
principle set out in Shinfield is very site specific and should only be given limited weight.

It should be noted that this study is about the economics of development. Viability brings in a
wider range than just financial factors. The PPG says:

Understanding Local Plan viability is critical to the overall assessment of deliverability. Local Plans
should present visions for an area in the context of an understanding of local economic conditions and
market realities. This should not undermine ambition for high quality design and wider social and
environmental benefit but such ambition should be tested against the realistic likelihood of delivery.

The following graphic is taken from the Harman Guidance and illustrates the some of the non-
financial as well as financial factors that contribute the assessment process. Viability is an
important factor in the plan making process but it is one of many factors.

13 APP/X0360/A/12/2179141 (Land at The Manor, Shinfield, Reading RG2 9BX)
14 APP/M0933/ A/13/ 2193338 (Land to the west of Oxenholme Road, Kendal, Cumbria)
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What landowners
are willing to sell
What the sites for
community thinks
would make the
development
acceptable

Cost and
availability of
development

finance

Abnormal Developer's return

costs e.g. Economic on capital or
contamination Viability development profit

ofa
local plan

Requirements of Build costs/
national policy and changes in
key stakeholders house prices

Local authority . Critical
policy expectations infrastructure
8.0. affordable housing, that is needed

open space, design
standards, mix of e.g. access roads,

awellings, sustainabiity utilities, CIL,
\simm \s. 106

3.14 It is important to note that the PPG does make it clear that viability is just one of a range of
factors that will considered when determining a planning application:

Assessing viability should lead to an understanding of the scale of planning obligations which are
appropriate. However, the National Planning Policy Framework is clear that where safeguards are
necessary o make a particular development acceptable in planning terms, and these safeguards
cannot be secured, planning permission should not be granted for unacceptable development.

PPG ID: 10-019-20140306

3.15 The above methodology and in particular the differences between the Harman Guidance and
the RICS Guidance were presented and discussed through the consultation process. There
was a consensus that it was an appropriate approach. We acknowledge that one consultee
rejected the residual value approach, saying this was not reflective of how the market worked
and that a more straight forward reference to ‘price per square foot’ and professional judgment
was used on the ground. To some extent we agree, however, due to the nature of this work
it is necessary to use an evidence based approach, such as the one adopted.

Existing Available Evidence

3.16  The NPPF, the PPG, the CIL Regulations and CIL Guidance are clear that the assessment of
the potential impact of CIL should, wherever possible be based on existing available evidence
rather than new evidence. We have reviewed the evidence that is available from the Council.
This falls into three broad types:

3.17 The first is that which has been prepared by the Council to inform its Local Development
Framework (LDF). We have drawn on the following:

a) Affordable Housing Development Economics Study, Adams Integra (September
2007).
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b) Affordable Housing, Financial Contributions - Small Sites Viability Study, Adams
Integra (August 2008).

c) CIL Viability Study, BNP Paribas and CIL Knowledge (April 2013). This work was not
pursued by the Council due to the continued development of the Plan.

d) Assessing Viability: Community Infrastructure Levy: A Stage 1 Economic
Viability Assessment prepared for 9 Herefordshire Authorities, Lambert Smith
Hampton (2012). The Council were involved in the early stages of this project but this
work was not pursued by the Council due to the continued development of the Plan.

3.18 Secondly, the Council holds in the form of development appraisals that have been submitted
by developers in connection with specific developments — most often to support negotiations
around the provision of affordable housing or s106 contributions.

3.19  Our approach has been to draw on this existing evidence and to consolidate it so that it can
then be used as a sound base for setting the affordable housing target and the levels of CIL.

3.20 Thirdly, the Council also holds evidence of what is being collected from developers under the
s106 regime. This is being collected outside this study but will be drawn on when considering
the rates of CIL. We have considered the Council’s policies for developer contributions
(including affordable housing) and the amounts that have actually been collected from
developers.

Stakeholder Engagement

3.21 The PPG and the CIL Guidance require stakeholder engagement — particularly with members
of the development industry. The preparation of the Affordable Housing Viability Study
included specific consultation and engagement with the industry, and more widely the Plan
went through the normal stages of consultation. On the 27" March 2015 an informal
consultation event was held. Residential and non-residential developers (including housing
associations), landowners and planning professionals were invited with about 15 attending.
In addition representatives from neighbouring authorities attended. Appendix 1 includes the
details of those invited and the attendees and Appendix 2 includes the presentation given.

3.22 The event was divided into three parts.
a) An introduction to viability testing in the context of Paragraph 173 of the NPPF and CIL

Regulation 14.

b) Viability Assumptions. The main assumptions for the viability assessments were set
out including development values, development costs, land prices, developers’ and
landowners’ returns.

c) Workshop. The consultants and consultees talked through the main points. The
feedback was recorded.

3.23 A wide ranging and informative discussion took place. The comments of the consultees are
reflected through this report and the assumptions have been adjusted where appropriate.
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There was not agreement on all points although there was a broad consensus on most
matters. Where there was disagreement we have made a judgement and set out why we
have used the assumptions we have. The main points from the consultation event were that:

a) The viability methodology was appropriate.

b) Generally the residential value assumptions were appropriate — although the highest
group may be a ‘little steep’.

c) The non-residential values were appropriate, although there is little difference between
industrial uses and distribution uses, with industrial being a little low.

d) The residential land values need revisiting as they are ‘a bit light'.

3.24 Following the event, copies of the presentation and an early draft of this report was circulated
to all those invited and the attendees were asked to make any further representations by email.
These further comments were broadly reflective of those already made at the event and have
been reflected in this report.

3.25 We take this opportunity to thank those developers, landowners and agents who attended the
event and provided written responses. We believe that the consultation process has been
carried out fully in accordance with the requirements of the Harman Guidance.

Viability Process

3.26 The assessment of viability as required under the NPPF and the CIL Regulations is not done
through a calculation or a formula. It is a quantitative and qualitative process. The NPPF
requires that ‘the sites and the scale of development identified in the plan should not be subject
to such a scale of obligations and policy burdens that their ability to be developed viably is
threatened" and whether ‘the cumulative impact of these standards and policies should not
put implementation of the plan at serious risk'®. The CIL Regulations require that ‘councils
must strike an appropriate balance between (a) the desirability of funding from CIL (in whole
or in part) the actual and expected estimated total cost of infrastructure required to support
the development of its area, taking into account other actual and expected sources of funding;
and (b) the potential effects (taken as a whole) of the imposition of CIL on the economic
viability?” .

3.27 The basic viability methodology is summarised in the figure below. It involves preparing
financial development appraisals for the larger sites in the Plan and the representative range
of sites, and using these to assess whether development, generally, is viable. The sites were
modelled based on discussions with Council officers, the existing available evidence supplied
to us by the Council, and on our own experience of development. Details of the site modelling

8 NPPF Paragraph 173
6 NPPF Paragraph 174
17 CIL Regulation 14 (with deletions as per the February 2014 amendments).
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are set outin Chapter 9. This process ensures that the appraisals are representative of typical
development in Stevenage and the other development types that are likely to be subject to
CIL.

3.28 An important aspect of this project is to consider the development of the Stevenage town
centre. The core area is somewhat dated and is not fulfilling its potential as a retail area or for
residential development. The Council is exploring various ways of ‘lifting’ this area to make it
a more vibrant place. Viability of this ‘place changing’ is also considered.

3.29 The appraisals are based on the emerging policy requirements and include appropriate
sensitivity testing of a range of scenarios including different levels of affordable housing
provision and different levels of infrastructure requirements.

3.30 We surveyed the local housing and commercial markets, in order to obtain a picture of sales
values. We also assessed land values to calibrate the appraisals and to assess existing and
alternative use values. Alongside this we considered local development patterns, in order to
arrive at appropriate built form assumptions for those sites where information from a current
planning permission or application was not available. These in turn informed the appropriate
build cost figures. A number of other technical assumptions were required before appraisals
could be produced. The appraisal results were in the form of £/ha ‘residual’ land values,
showing the maximum value a developer could pay for the site and still return a target profit

level.
Figure 3.1 Viability methodology
LOCAL MARKET SURVEY & SHORT LIST SITES ASSUMPTIONS FOR
DATA SURVEY LOCAL AFFORDABLE & 5106
DEVELOPMENT
PATTERNS
. CONTACT
LOCALRSLs
SELECT ACTUAL SITES <
\ 4
BUILT FORM
FOR EACH SITE
\ 4 \ 4 v
LAND VALUES MARKET AFFORDABLE PRICES
PRICES & v
VALUES BUILD COSTS OTHER TECHNICAL
| ForEacHsITE ASSUMPTIONS
»
\ 4 v
ALTERNATIVE USE PREPARE MODELLED APPRAISALS
VALUES > <
» -
FOR EACH SITE
ITERATE FOR OTHER
AFFORDABLE OPTIONS
v 4
- IS THE SCHEME VIABLE?
>

Source: HDH 2014
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3.31 The appraisals are based on the policy options set out in the Stevenage Borough Local Plan
2011-2031. For appropriate sensitivity testing we have assessed of a range of scenarios
including different levels of affordable housing provision and different levels of developer
contributions.

3.32 We surveyed the local housing and commercial markets, in order to obtain a picture of sales
values. We also assessed land values to calibrate the appraisals and to assess alternative
use values. Alongside this we considered local development patterns, in order to arrive at
appropriate built form assumptions for those sites where information from a current planning
permission or application was not available. These in turn informed the appropriate build cost
figures. A number of other technical assumptions were required before appraisals could be
produced. The appraisal results were in the form of £/ha ‘residual’ land values, showing the
maximum value a developer could pay for the site and still return a target profit level.

3.33 The Residual Value was compared to the Existing Use Value (EUV) for each site. Only if the
Residual Value exceeded the EUV, and by a satisfactory margin, could the scheme be judged
to be viable.

3.34 We have used a bespoke viability testing model designed and developed by us specifically for
area wide viability testing as required by the NPPF and CIL Regulations'. The purpose of
the viability model and testing is not to exactly mirror any particular business model used by
those companies, organisations and people involved in property development. The purpose
is to capture the generality and to provide high level advice to assist the Council in assessing
the deliverability of the Plan and to set CIL.

Development Types

3.35 The modelling in this study was based on the types of development most likely to come forward
on the sites within the Plan. The work in this study is proportionate to allowing a judgement
be made as to whether the cumulative impact of the policies puts the Plan at serious risk and
whether CIL with threaten the development and delivery of the Plan. Inevitably some of the
development will be on land that was not included in the Plan — there is no need to assess
that.

8 This Viability Model has is used as the basis for the Planning Advisory Service (PAS) Viability Workshops. It is
made available to Local Authorities, free of charge, by PAS.
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4. Residential Property Market

4.1 This chapter sets out an assessment of the housing market (including sheltered and extracare
housing), providing the basis for the assumptions on house prices to be used in the financial
appraisals for the sites tested in the study. We are concerned not just with the prices but the
differences across different areas.

4.2 Although development schemes do have similarities, every scheme is unique, even schemes
on neighbouring sites. Market conditions will broadly reflect a combination of national
economic circumstances, and local supply and demand factors, however, even within a town
there will be particular localities, and ultimately site specific factors, that generate different
values and costs.

Stevenage’s Residential Market

4.3 Stevenage is situated on the A1(M) and the East Coast mainline with excellent connections to
the north and south. The housing market is strongly influenced by London. Direct trains run
into Kings Cross taking less than half an hour. Having said this, the town has suffered in terms
of reputation when compared to the nearby garden cities of Welwyn and Letchworth, or market
towns of Hitchin and Baldock, or the county town of Hertford.

Figure 4.1 Average Residential Values £/m?
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Source: Zoopla.com (February 2015)

4.4 These lower prices may be due to the housing choice and current offer. As shown in the
following figure much of the town was developed since the 1950s and the range of house
types and types of development is typical of the second half of the 20" Century and is rather
homogenous. To some extent the lower prices are a factor of the type, style and age of the
houses in the town, rather than their location. Whilst this will have an influence on wider prices,
there is no reason to suggest that should modern homes, with a greater appeal, be developed
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in the town, that they should not achieve prices that are somewhat higher. This can be seen
at Bellway Homes’ new Chrysalis Park scheme to the northeast of the town.

Figure 4.2 Phases of Stevenage’s Development

Stevenage today

Mast development during Most development
1650s and 1660s since 1560

Mast development during
I:’ 10708 and 16808 e Bewugh berndery

Source: Page 28, Stevenage Borough Local Plan. First consultation — June 2013

The current direction and state of the housing market has improved markedly since the earlier
viability evidence was prepared. The housing market peaked late in 2007 (see the following
graph) and then fell considerably in the 2007/2008 recession during what became known as
the ‘Credit Crunch’.

Average house prices across England and Wales have recovered to their pre-recession peak,
however this is strongly influenced by London. Prices in London are now well in excess of the
2007/2008 peak but, as can be seen in the figure below, the recovery has been less strong in
Stevenage and the surrounding districts.

32



Stevenage Borough Council
Whole Plan Viability Study, including CIL — September 2015

Figure 4.3 Average House Prices (£)
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Source: Land Registry via CLG Live Table (February 2015)

4.7 Up to the pre-recession peak of the market, the long term rise in house prices had, at least in
part, been enabled by the ready availability of credit to home buyers. Prior to the increase in
prices, mortgages were largely funded by the banks and building societies through deposits
taken from savers. During a process that became common in the 1990s, but took off in the
early part of the 21st Century, many financial institutions changed their business model
whereby, rather than lending money to mortgagees that they had collected through deposits,
they entered into complex financial instruments and engineering through which, amongst other
things, they borrowed money in the international markets, to then lend on at a margin or profit.
They also ‘sold’ portfolios of mortgages that they had granted. These portfolios also became
the basis of complex financial instruments (mortgage backed securities and derivatives etc.).

4.8 During 2007 and 2008, it became clear that some financial institutions were unsustainable, as
the flow of money for them to borrow was not certain. As a result, several failed and had to
be rescued. This was an international problem that affected countries across the world — but
most particularly in North America and Europe. In the UK the high profile institutions that were
rescued included Royal Bank of Scotland, HBoS, Northern Rock and Bradford and Bingley.
The ramifications of the recession were an immediate and significant fall in house prices, and
a complete reassessment of mortgage lending with financial organisations becoming averse
to taking risks, lending only to borrowers who had the least risk of default and those with large
deposits.

4.9 It is important to note that at the time of this report (May 2015) the housing market is actively
supported by the current Government with about one third of mortgages being provided
through a state backed entity or scheme (a publically controlled financial institution or assisted
purchase scheme such as shared ownership).
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4.10 There are various commentators talking about a recovery in house prices. As shown in the
figure above, average prices in Stevenage remain a little below their 2007 peak. There has
been considerable coverage in the national press.

The June RICS Residential Market Survey shows a further acceleration in price growth with the headline
price balance hitting an eleven month high 40. Prices are reported to be rising in the majority of areas,
with Northern Ireland and East Anglia seeing particularly firm momentum during the month. Driving this
pick up in growth was a further modest rise in demand across most parts of the UK alongside yet
another decrease in the level on new instructions.

... With mortgage rates still near record lows and the labour market continuing to strengthen, this
modest increase in demand is no real surprise. Although the most recent mortgage approvals data
(from the Bank of England) for May shoe a 4.7% fall versus the April figure, this probably just reflects
some recoil from the sharp rise the previous month, and the underlying trend does appear to be gently
upwards. Reflecting this, respondents expect activity levels to pick up across all areas over the coming
three months....

The outlook for prices strengthened once again in June with respondents in all areas now expecting an
increase at both the three and twelve month horizons. A net balance of 41% of respondents envisage
prices rising in the coming three months while twelve month expectations reached a 15 month high of
75. Contributors, on average, foresee process rising by a little over 3% in the year with price growth
accelerating thereafter to an average of 4.8% per annum over the coming 5 years.

The RICS reported in the RICS UK Residential Market Survey (June 2015)

4.11 The BBC News reported on 6" August 2015:

Growth in UK house prices slowed in the year to July, the country's largest mortgage lender has said,
although they are still rising "robustly".

The Halifax said that prices rose at an annual pace of 7.9% last month - down from 9.6% in June.
During July itself, prices actually fell, by 0.6%, the largest monthly drop since April 2014.
It brings the average price of a flat or house across the country back down to £198,883.

The sharp fall in July was described as "a correction” by Howard Archer, chief UK economist with IHS
Global Insight, following a 1.6% rise in prices in June.

The Halifax figures are in contrast to those from rival lender Nationwide, which said earlier this week
that the rate of house price growth picked up to 3.5% in July, from 3.3% a month earlier.

'Continuing recovery'

However, the Halifax said it expected strong growth in prices for the rest of the year.

"The underlying pace of house price growth remains robust notwithstanding the easing in July," said
Stephen Noakes, Halifax's managing director of retail customer products.

"Continuing economic recovery, earnings growth in excess of consumer price inflation, and very low
mortgage rates all underpin housing demand.”

Mr Archer said the contrasting figures from the Halifax and Nationwide served as a warning against
reading too much into any one survey.

http/iwww.bbc.co.uk/news/business-33800016

4.12 This improved sentiment can also be seen in the non-residential sectors:

The Q2 2015 RICS UK Commercial Property Market Survey results continue to paint a robust picture
of the commercial real estate sector’s health, with strong demand from investors and occupiers alike
showing no sign of waning. These firm trends are helping to push capital value and rental expectations
higher both in the near term and further out.
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To start with feedback on the occupier market, survey data shows demand for leasable space has now
been rising for eleven quarters in succession (extending the longest run of uninterrupted occupier
demand growth since the surveys inception in 1998). The retail sector continues fo see more modest
gains relative to office and industrial space, although the gap has narrowed somewhat recently.

At the same time, available space fell once more, a trend which has now persisted for nine consecutive
quarters. Again, the steepest declines were reported in the office and industrial sectors (severely
restricted supply is frequently mentioned as an issue by contributors). In a sign of the improving health
of the market, the value of landlord incentive packages decreased further in each sector.

RICS Commercial Market Survey UK Q2 2015

413 Stevenage has a mixed residential market which is strongly influenced by London. When
ranked across England, the average house price for the Borough is 204" (out of 347) at just
over £181,000". To set this in context, the Council at the middle of the rank (174), Lichfield
has an average price of just under £202,000. It is relevant to note that the median price in
Stevenage is a little lower than the mean at £167,5002°. This is surprising given that much of
the town is within walking distance of the station and from the station it is less than half an
hour to Kings Cross.

4.14 The figure above shows that prices in Stevenage have seen a recovery since the bottom of
the market in mid-2009. It is notable that since the work commenced in March 2015, the Land
Registry reports an increase in average house prices of just over 2% and 5.5% since the start
of 20151,

4.15 The rate of sales (i.e. sales per month) in the Borough is in line with the wider market and still
somewhat below the peak.

19 CLG Live Table 581 (Last Update April 2014)
20 CLG Live Table 582 (Last updated April 2014)

21 http:/landregistry.data.gov.uk/app/hpi shows average house price have increased by £5951 from £293344 in
March 2015 to £299293 in June 2015 (the most recent data) and by £10,130 from £289163 from January to 15 to
June 2015.
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Figure 4.4 Sales per quarter — Indexed to 2006 Q1
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Source: Land Registry January 2015

4.16 There is clearly uncertainty in the market, and it is not for this study to try to predict how the
market may change in the coming years, and whether or not there will be a further increase in
house prices. Having said this it notable that property agents Savills are predicting a 6.5%
increase in 2015 and an 18.2% increase over the next 5 years in the mainstream residential
markets??.

4.17 To assist the Council to ‘strike the balance’ in an informed way, we have run further sets of
appraisals to show the effect of a 5% and a 10% increase, and a 5% and a 10% decrease in
house prices.

4.18 We carried out a survey of asking prices across the Borough. Through using online tools such
as rightmove.com, zoopla.co.uk and other resources we estimated the median asking prices.

22 Residential Property Focus. Savills. Issue 1 2015 - http://pdf.euro.savills.co.uk/residential-property-focus-
uk/residential-property-focus-issue-1-2015.pdf
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Figure 4.5 Median Asking Prices (£)
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The geographical differences in prices are illustrated in the following map showing the median
price.
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Figure 4.6 Median Prices (All Sales 2014)
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Newbuild Sales Prices

4.20 This study is concerned with the viability of newbuild residential property so the key input for
the appraisals are the prices of units on new developments. We have reviewed recent
newbuild sales prices from the Land Registry and conducted a survey of new homes for sale
during March 2015.

4.21 The Land Registry publishes data of all homes sold. In Stevenage there were just 66 new
homes sold in 2014. These transactions are summarised as follows.

Table 4.1 Newbuild Sales 2014 £
Detached Semi- Terrace Flat All
detached

Count 19 25 6 16 66
Max 675,000 380,000 399,950 185,000 675,000
Min 250,000 250,000 125,000 136,000 125,000
Mean 399,170 299,490 258,300 164,281 291,663
Median 390,000 299,950 254,975 167,748 285,000

Source: Land Registry (March 2015)

4.22 These values are very much higher than the median price for all houses in the Borough. On
a £/m? basis these approximate as follows. In calculating these we have used the unit sizes
from zoopla.com:

Table 4.2 Newbuild Sales 2014 £/m?
m? Mean £/m?
Detached 134.63 £399,170 £2,965
Semi-detached 93.87 £299,490 £3,191
Terraced 78.32 £258,300 £3,298
Flats 57.35 £164,281 £2,865

Source: Land Registry (March 2015) and Zoopla.com

4.23 Atthe time of this study there are just 6 new homes being advertised for sale in the Borough.
Two of these are single plots, two are on the Bellway Homes scheme at Chrysalis Park and
two are at Taylor Wimpey’s scheme at Hampson Place. As well as looking at these schemes
we have investigated newbuild schemes in the nearby garden cities of Welwyn and
Letchworth, the market towns of Hitchin and Baldock, and the county town of Hertford. We
identified 44 new homes for sale on about 13 different sites. The prices range from £255,000
to over £1,000,000 with an average price of £510,000. For the purpose of this study the
information is needed in a £/m? basis.

4.24 The analysis of these shows that asking prices for newbuild homes vary, very considerably,
across the area ranging between about £2,370/m? to over £6,000/m2. These are summarised
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in the table below and set out in full in Appendix 4 — note this table only shows values where
£/m? were available.

Table 4.3 Newbuild Asking Prices

Stevenage Maximum Average Minimum
Bellway Homes New Chrysalis Park £2754 £2,370
Lanes Hampson Place £3,356 £2,708
Welwyn GC
Crest Nicholson Appleby Grove £4 450 £3,702 £3,216
Linden Homes Wilshere Park £5,481 £4,906 £4,264
Linden Homes Pentlows Meadow £3,750 £3,750 £3,750
Hitchin
Country Properties Upper Tilehouse St £3,594
Stondon
Bovis Homes Stondon Park £3,364 £3,244 £3,107
Stotfold
Taylor Wimpey Greenacres £3,022 £2,950 £2.877

Beauchamp Mill £2,870 £2,714 £2,618
Letchworth GC
Barratt Homes Madden Gardens £3,716
Hertford
Ashtons Hertingfordbury Lane £6,013
Barratt Homes Liberty Rise £4716 £4,484 £3,855

Source: HDH Market Survey (March 2015)

4.25 During the course of the research, we contacted many of the sales offices and agents to
enquire about the price achieved relative to the asking prices, and the incentives available to
buyers. In most cases the feedback was that the units were ‘realistically priced’ or we were
told that as the market is improving, demand strong and that significant discounts are no longer
offered. When pressed, it appeared that the discounts and incentives offered equate to about
2.5% of the asking prices. It would be prudent to assume that prices achieved, net of
incentives offered to buyers, are 2.5% less than the above asking prices.

4.26 We have compared these values to those found by the Council’s most recent viability work,
being September 200723:

23 North Hertfordshire District Council & Stevenage Borough Council, Affordable Housing Development Economics
Study, Adams Integra, September 2007.

E—)i 40



Stevenage Borough Council

Whole Plan Viability Study, including CIL — September 2015

Table 4.4 Newbuild Prices used in 2007 £

Bandley

Bedwell

Chells

GREAT ASHBY
Longmeadow
Manor
Martinswood
Old Town

Houses

Flats

2

3

4

1

2

£170,991

£189,231

£292,480

£113,996

£139,996

£161,182

£187,175

£225,000

£108,738

£138,482

£172,942

£192,258

£246,987

£147,498

£186,247

£236,484

£340,604

£168,315

£178,500

£208,903

£329,437

£114,997

£139,973

£191,111

£236,481

£315,757

£178,483

£213,341

£285,553

£112,411

£159,349

£219,732

£280,368

£345,522

£136,822

£178,315

Pin Green
Roebuck
Shephall

St. Nicholas

Symonds Green

Woodfield

£176,416

£191,249

£203,322

£116,624 -

£179,980

£204,426

£323,866

£121,248 £136,871

£163,777

£179,436

£279,995

£169,975

£172,039

£182,992

£120,599 £130,497

£188,047

£225,541

£280,815

£126,451 £155,600

£178,830

£284,537

£371,333

4.27 These equate to the following values on a £/m? basis.

Source: Appendix |l Affordable Housing Development Economics Study, Adams Integra, September 2007

Table 4.5 Newbuild Prices used in 2007 £/m?2

Houses Flats
Bedrooms 2 3 4 1 2
m? 76 86 101 51 66
Bandley £2,250 £2,200 £2,896 £2,235 £2,121
Bedwell £2,121 £2,176 £2,228 £2,132 £2,098
Chells £2,276 £2,236 £2 445 £2,235
GREAT ASHBY £2,451 £2,750 £3,372 £2,550
Longmeadow £2,349 £2,429 £3,262 £2 255 £2.121
Manor £2,515 £2,750 £3,126
Martinswood £2,348 £2,481 £2,827 £2,204 £2,414
Old Town £2,891 £3,260 £3,421 £2,683 £2,702
Pin Green £2,321 £2,224 £2,013 £2,287
Roebuck £2,368 £2,377 £3,207 £2,377 £2,074
Shephall £2,155 £2,086 £2,772
St. Nicholas £2,237 £2,000 £1,812 £2,365 £1,977
Symonds Green £2,474 £2,623 £2,780 £2,479 £2,358
Woodfield £2,353 £3,309 £3,677

Source: Appendices |&lll Affordable Housing Development Economics Study, Adams Integra, September 2007
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4.28 We have also compared these to the values used in the CIL Viability Study, BNP Paribas and
CIL Knowledge (April 2013).

Table 4.6 Newbuild Prices used in 2013

Area Average values Average values
£s persgm £s per sq ft

Market Value Area 1 — (Old Town & Whitney £3,175 £295
Woods)
Market Value Area 2 — (Pin Green, Bedwell and £2314 £180
North Broadwater)
Area 3 (Chells & Martins Wood) £2691 £250
Area 4 (St. Nicholas, South Broawater, Fishers £2421 £225
Green, Symonds Green, Shephall & Poplars)
Area 5 (Bragbury End) £2960 £275

Source: Table 4.4.1, CIL Viability Study, BNP Paribas and CIL Knowledge (April 2013)

4.29 The table below shows average prices in the study area for new and existing residential sales
from the Land Registry and at the time of the previous studies and the current work. The
newbuild figures should be treated with caution due to the small sample size.

Table 4.7 Average house prices since 2007
Q3 2007 Q12013 Q4 1014

Average Count Average Count Average Count

Newbuild £184,143 3 £236,499 11 £282,617 27

Existing £194,650 470 £182,603 185 £222,469 286

All £194,583 473 £185,628 196 £227,658 313
£300,000
£250,000
£200,000
£150,000
£100,000
£50,000
£0

Q3 2007 Ql 2013 Q4 1014
B Newbuild m Existing = All

Source: Land Registry data (January 2015)

4.30 House prices are now above those at the time of the earlier studies.
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New Data

4.31 The majority of the data used in this report has been updated from earlier work. The values
of market housing were derived by drawing on a range of information sources. These included
asking prices, Price Paid data from the Land Registry and other secondary sources. The
assumptions were presented to stakeholders through the consultation process and amended
to reflect the feedback and comments made. Prior to completing this report, to review the
residential value assumptions we have analysed the Price Paid data from the Land Registry
with information from the Energy Performance Certificate (EPC) Register. This information
was not available at the time of the earlier work.

4.32 We have reviewed recent newbuild sales prices from the Land Registry from the start of
201424, The Land Registry publishes data of all homes sold. Across the Stevenage area 145
newbuild home sales were recorded in the period. These transactions are summarised as
follows and detailed in Appendix 3.

Table 4.8 Newbuild Sales — Price Paid, January 2014 to July 2015
Detached Semi- Terrace Flat All
detached

Count 42 35 10 58 145
Max £675,000 £680,000 £485,000 £186,500 £680,000
Min £220,000 £250,000 £125,000 £124,995 £124,995
Mean £376,034 £314,234 £274,975 £161,553 £268,355
Median £336,250 £307,995 £257,500 £166,995 £280,000

Source: Land Registry (August 2015)

4.33 Each house sold requires an Energy Performance Certificate. This is a public document that
can be viewed on the EPC Register. The EPC contains the floor area (the Gross Internal Area
— GIA) as well other a wide range of information about the construction and energy
performance of the building. This GIA information is also included in Appendix 2.

4.34 We have married the price paid data from the Land Registry with the homes’ floor area from
the EPC Register:

2 The Land Registry makes all transactions available as and when they are registered via the ‘beta’ format tool at
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistical-data-sets/price-paid-data-downloads. It does take some time for
transactions to be registered — we estimate this to be about 4 to 6 months.
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Table 4.9 Newbuild Price Paid by Floor Area, January 2014 to July 2015. £/m?
Detached Semi- Terrace Flat All
detached
Mean £3,052 £3,049 £2,920 £2,791 £2,939
Median £3,065 £3,048 £2,874 £2,651 £2,851

Source: Land Registry and EPC Register (July 2015)

Price Assumptions for Financial Appraisals

4.35 ltis necessary to form a view about the appropriate prices for the schemes to be appraised in
the study. The preceding analysis does not reveal simple clear patterns with sharp boundaries.
It is necessary to relate this to the pattern development in expected to come forward in the
future. The Council's SHLAA? includes the most up-to-date information concerning land
supply. In broad terms future development can be divided into three distinct types.

a. Large Greenfield Sites. There are three potential urban extensions included in the
Stevenage Borough Local Plan 2011-2031 First Consultation — June 2013. These
have the potential to be distinctly different from the town’s existing housing offer and
due to the existing lack of supply we have taken a relatively optimistic view of the
prices, drawing, to some extent, on those from the nearby towns.

Development on these sites is likely to be for larger family housing.

b. Smaller Infill Sites. The SHLAA identifies (at Table 14) a broad range of sites that
are suitable, available and achievable. There are about 40 such smaller sites.

In terms of value we believe that the prices of the new homes developed are likely to
be driven by the specific situation of the scheme rather than the general location. That
is to say the value will be more strongly influenced by the specific site characteristics,
the immediate neighbours and environment, rather than which particular ward or
postcode sector in which the scheme is located. As can be seen from the price maps
there is no clear pattern of house price distribution across the Borough. In this regard
we have therefore taken a simple approach treating this as a single price area.

Development is likely to be of a higher density than the Large Greenfield sites and be
based around schemes of flats, semi-detached housing and terraces with a lower
proportion of detached units.

C. Town Centre. We consider this to be a separate area and based on the Council’s
emerging plans the development anticipated in this area is likely to be different to that
over the wider Borough. The bulk of the development is likely to be flats aimed at
those householders seeking access to the train station and town centre.

25 Strategic Land Availability Assessment: Housing. Update June 2014
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4.36 Based on the asking prices from active developments, and informed by the general pattern of
all house prices across the study area we set the prices in the appraisals at the following
levels. It is important to note at this stage that this is a broad brush, high level study to test
the Council’s policy as required by the NPPF and to inform the setting of CIL as required by
CIL Regulation 14. The values between new developments and within new developments will
vary considerably.

Table 4.10 Price Assumptions £/m?
Flats Housing
Large Greenfield £3,250
Smaller Infill £3,000 £2,550
Town Centre £2,500

Source: HDH February 2015

4.37 On sites of 10 units or fewer we have assumed a small site premium of 10%.

4.38 It is necessary to consider whether the presence of affordable housing would have a
discernible impact on sales prices. Affordable housing will be present on many of the sites
whose selling prices have informed our analysis. Our view is that any impact can and should
be minimised through an appropriate quality design solution.

4.39 The above prices were presented to consultees on 27" March 2015. There was a consensus
that the residential assumptions are appropriate — although the highest group may be a ‘little
steep’. Subsequently a local agent with good knowledge of the Stevenage area commented:

As sales prices are so critical in the test of viability, | would echo the conclusion that the analysis of
existing data does not reveal any clear patterns. The broad brush figures for Town Centre locations in
Table 4.8 appeatrs to reflect the current market, but in my view we could see these increase substantially
if the town centre were to be regenerated, particularly in view of the access to the station with fast trains
fo London.

4.40 In the final appraisals we have reduced the values of a Large Greenfield house a little, but
held the others the same:

Table 4.11 Revised Price Assumptions £/m?
Flats Housing
Large Greenfield £3,150
Smaller Infill £3,000 £2,550
Town Centre £2,500

Source: HDH July 2015
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Affordable Housing

442 The Council has a policy for the provision of affordable housing. In this study we have
assumed that such housing is constructed by the site developer and then sold to a Registered
Provider (RP). This is a simplification of reality as there are many ways in which affordable
housing is delivered, including the transfer of free land to RPs for them to build on or the
retention of the units by the schemes overall developer.

443 There are three main types of affordable housing: Social Rent, Affordable Rent and
Intermediate Housing Products for Sale. At the time of this report the Council has not
developed a policy preference between Social Rent and Affordable Rent so we have run two
scenarios to inform this aspect of the policy. We have assumed 35% affordable housing to
buy (e.g. Shared ownership) and 65% affordable housing for rent (Social Rent / Affordable
Rent).

4.44  During the preparation of this report various changes were announced that impact on the value
of affordable housing. Prior to the 2015 Summer Budget rents of affordable housing (both
Affordable Rents and Social Rents) were generally increased by inflation plus 1% each year.
These provisions were to prevail until 2023. The result was that Housing Associations knew
their rents would go up and those people and organisations who invest in such properties
(directly or indirectly) knew that the rents were going up year on year. This made them a
particularly attractive and secure form of investment or security for a loan.

4.45 In the Budget it was announced that social and affordable rents would be reduced by 1% per
year for 4 years?.

4.46 Itis too early to be certain of the impact, and the effect on the delivery of new housing isn’t yet
known but the knock on effect of reducing rents is inevitably going to have an effect on values.
There are a number of views as to what impact this change may have. Savills said in their
paper Impact On The Housing Sector of the July Budget:

VALUATIONS
Valuations for Accounts — Existing Use Value Social Housing
The effect of the proposed rent reductions on valuations for accounts is significant.

The scale of the effect is broadly similar across different Provider types and we estimate will result in a
reduction in current values of around 25%-30%. The impact will increase in future years. Relative fo
what they would have been, we estimate valuations will be some 30%-40% lower in ten years time.

The RPs at the higher end of the reduction scale tend to be those with smaller surpluses.
Valuations for Loan Security — Existing Use Value for Social Housing

Valuations for loan security on an EUV-SH basis are undertaken against the background of the rent
freedoms granted to mortgagees in possession (and the landlord they sell the stock to) under the

26 We understand that the objective is to reduce the overall costs of Housing Benefit / Local Housing Allowance /
Universal Credit to the Exchequer.
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insolvency provisions originally in the Rent Influencing Guidance and now in the Rent Standard. Similar
exemptions for mortgagees are contained in the Welfare Reform and Work Bill now before Parliament.

Our interpretation of these provisions is that Mortgagees and their successors would be able to charge
a rent that they consider ‘affordable’ to those in low paid employment, and would be able fo increase
that rent in line with earnings in order to maintain a level affordability ratio (rent over household income).
In our view valuations for loan security can therefore be based on rents and rent growth that sit outside
the new rent regime.

As a result — on the assumption that the insolvency provisions in the Bill remain as they are - it is our
view that the proposal to reduced rents by 1% per annum for the next four years should not
significantly affect current loan security valuations. Our valuations would assume the current rent
could quickly converge to our opinion of an appropriate ‘affordable’ rent and continue to grow in line
with earnings — which we generally assume over the longer term is broadly equivalent fto CPI+1% - and
keep in step with growth in the sector over the long term.

However valuations in future years valuations will not grow as previously expected (eg circa 5% relative
reduction by year 10) as the starting rent for future valuations will be lower than it otherwise would have
been.

Of course the Budget provisions may impact on bad debts, voids and discount rates which may
adversely feed through into EUV-SH valuations.

4.47 It is clearly necessary to reconsider the value of affordable housing. Whilst this is a rapidly
changing area it is possible to make some assumptions. From a valuation perspective, we
reconsidered the value of affordable housing from first principles and adjusted the yield by up
to £50 (i.e. 0.5%)?". We have also specifically consulted with housing associations operating
in the area as well as agents acting for developers.

Social Rent

4.48 The value of a rented property is strongly influenced by the passing rent — although factors
such as the condition and demand for the units also have a strong impact. Social Rents are
set at a local level through a national formula that smooths the differences between individual
properties and ensures properties by area of a similar type pay a similar rent:

Table 4.12 Social Rent (£) Fiscal Calendar 2013
1 Bedroom 2 Bedrooms 3+ Bedrooms
Per week £71 £86 £96
Per Month £307 £372 £417
Per Year £3,684 £4,464 £5,004

Source: Table 6-12 SBC SHMA (DCA August 2013)

4.49 This study concerns only the value of newly built homes. In spite of the differences in rents
there seems to be relatively little difference in the amounts paid by RPs for such units across
the study area.

27 An increase in yields leads to a reduction in prices.
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4.50 Inthe 2007 AHVS the value of social rented housing was set out as follows:
Table 4.13 2007 Social Rent Value Assumptions £
Value Point 1Bed Flat | 2 Bed Flat 2 Bed 3 Bed 4 Bed House
House House
1 £45,162 £55,408 £59,433 £65,275 £73,176
2 £46,921 £56,926 £61,181 £67,253 £75,499
3 £48,681 £59,962 £64,677 £71,209 £80,145
4 £51,027 £62,998 £68,173 £75,165 £82,468
5 £53,373 £66,034 £71,669 £78,132 £82,468
6 £55,719 £69,070 £73,417 £78,132 £82,468
Source: Figure 3 Affordable Housing Development Economics Study, Adams Integra, September 2007
4.51 These equate to the following values on a £/m? basis.
Table 4.14 2007 Social Rent Value Assumptions £/m?
Value Point 1 Bed Flat 2 Bed Flat 2 Bed House 3 Bed House | 4 Bed House
1 £594 £644 £588 £1,280 £1,109
2 £617 £662 £606 £1,319 £1,144
3 £641 £697 £640 £1,396 £1,214
4 £671 £733 £675 £1,474 £1,250
5 £702 £768 £710 £1,532 £1,250
6 £733 £803 £727 £1,532 £1,250

4.52

Source: Figure 3 Affordable Housing Development Economics Study, Adams Integra, September 2007

We have not found evidence of significant differentiation of Social Rents across the area. In
this study we have assessed the value of social rents assuming 10% management costs, 4%
voids and bad debts and 6% repairs, and capitalised the income at 5.75%. It is important to
note that prior to the changes in the rent regime, we would have used a yield of 5.25% rather

than 5.75%.

Table 4.15 Capitalisation of Social Rents
1 Bedroom 2 Bedrooms 3+ Bedrooms
Gross Rent £3,684 £4,464 £5,004
Net rent £2,947 £3,571 £4,003
Value £51,256 £62,108 £69,621
m2 51 76 86
£/m2 £1,005 £817 £810

Source: HDH August 2015
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We have assumed Social Rent has a value of £870/m? across the study area. This is a
simplification of the reality but appropriate in this high level study. This represents a fall of
about 10% in the value of Social Rent housing since the project started.

The amount of the fall is likely to depend on the scheme in question. Housing Associations
have indicated that this is likely to be in the range of 3% to 15%, with the smallest falls being
seen on the largest sites and the largest falls being on sites with just a few units that are
relatively unattractive due to the difficulties around management.

Affordable Rent

The Government introduced Affordable Rent as a ‘new’ type of affordable housing. Under
Affordable Rent a rent of no more than 80% of the open market rent for that unit can be
charged. One of the aims of the Government’s policy on affordable housing is to make the
HCA budget go further. The Affordable Rent that is over and above the Social Rent is used by
Registered Providers (RPs) to raise capital through borrowing or securitisation?®. This
supports the building of the affordable units — the extra borrowing replacing grant.

The objective of Affordable Rent is that, by charging higher rents for the affordable housing,
less grant and subsidy is required and thus the development of affordable housing would be
self-funded as, on market housing led schemes, grant is only now available in exceptional
circumstances, for example on high priority sites where there is still a funding gap after the
higher affordable rent has been allowed for. We have assumed no grant will be available in
the future.

In the development of affordable housing for rent, the value of the units is, in large part, the
worth of the income that the completed let unit will produce. This is the amount an investor
(or another RP) would pay for the completed unit. This will depend on the amount of the rent
and the cost of managing the property (letting, voids, rent collection, repairs etc.).

Following discussion with the Council’s housing officers, we have assumed the Affordable
Rent is to be set at 80% of the full open market rent. We have assumed that, because a
typical affordable rent unit will be new, it will command a premium rent that is a little higher
than equivalent older private sector accommodation. In estimating the likely level of affordable
rent, we have undertaken a survey of market rents across the Borough. We found relatively
little variation in rents.

28 The creation and issuance of tradable securities, such as bonds, that are backed by the income generated by
an asset, a loan, a public works project or other revenue source. (Source FT Lexicon)
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Figure 4.7 Market Rents — £/Month
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4.59 As part of the reforms to the social security system, housing benefit /local housing allowance
is capped at the 3" decile of open market rents for that property type, so in practice affordable
rents are unlikely to be set above these levels. The cap is set by the Valuation Office Agency
by Broad Housing Market Area (BHMA) however these BHMASs do not follow local authority
boundaries. The relevant BHMA LHA cap is shown below. Where this is below the level of
Affordable Rent at 80% of the median rent, we have assumed that the Affordable Rent is set
at the LHA Cap.

Table 4.16 Stevenage & North Herts BHMA Caps (£/month)
Shared Accom £300.17
1 Bedroom £524.98
2 Bedroom £666.60
3 Bedroom £799.98
4 Bedroom £995.02

Source: VOA (February 2015)

4.60 The prevailing rents can be summarised as follows and form the basis of the appraisals.
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Figure 4.8 Rents by Tenure — £/Month
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We have assumed that affordable rent will be set at the LHA Cap in all areas. In calculating
the value of affordable rents we have allowed for 10% management costs, 4% voids and bad

debts and 6% repairs, and capitalised the income at 6%.

On this basis affordable rented

property has the following worth. It is important to note that prior to the changes in the rent
regime we would have used a vyield of 5.5% rather than 6%.

Table 4.17 Capitalisation of Affordable Rents

2 Bed 3 Bed
Flat House Flat House
Affordable Rent (BHMA Cap) £7,999 £7,999 £9,600 £9,600
Net Rent £6,399 £6,399 £7,680 £7,680
Value £106,655 | £106,655 | £127,996 £127,996
m? 70 76 80 86
£/m? £1,524 £1,403 £1,600 £1,488

Source: HDH 2015

In the 2007 AHVS the value of intermediate rented housing was set out as follows:
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Table 4.18 2007 Intermediate Rent Value Assumptions £
Value Point 1Bed Flat | 2 Bed Flat 2 Bed 3 Bed 4 Bed House
House House
1 £51,613 £77,419 £69,921 £89,011 £121,959
2 £58,651 £85,768 £80,409 £103,846 £134,735
3 £66,276 £94,876 £89,149 £120,659 £148,673
4 £73,314 £103,984 £99,637 £135,494 £161,450
5 £81,525 £113,092 £108,377 £152,307 £175,388
6 £89,149 £122,200 £118,865 £167,142 £189,326

Source: Figure 3 Affordable Housing Development Economics Study, Adams Integra, September 2007

4.63 These equate to the following values on a £/m? basis.

Table 4.19 2007 Intermediate Rent Value Assumptions £/m?
Value Point 1 Bed Flat 2 Bed Flat 2 Bed House | 3 Bed House | 4 Bed House
1 £679 £900 £692 £1,745 £1,848
2 £772 £997 £796 £2,036 £2,041
3 £872 £1,103 £883 £2,366 £2,253
4 £965 £1,209 £987 £2,657 £2,446
5 £1,073 £1,315 £1,073 £2,986 £2,657
6 £1,173 £1,421 £1,177 £3,277 £2,869

Source: Figure 3 Affordable Housing Development Economics Study, Adams Integra, September 2007

4.64 In this study we have assumed a value of affordable rent of £1,440/m? which is about 10%
less than previously assumed before the changes in the rent regime.
4.65 Housing Associations have indicated that whilst this valuation approach is sound, when it

comes to bidding for affordable housing the relationship with market value is also important.
Prior to the changes the normal range of bids for affordable rent accommodation was around
55% of open market value with, in exceptional circumstances, bids of up to 60%. Bids are
anticipated to fall to be around 50%, being a fall of around 8%. This is broadly in line with the
values above.

Intermediate Products for Sale

4.66 Intermediate products for sale include shared ownership and shared equity products. The
market for these is slow at present and we have found little evidence of the availability of such
products in the study area at the time of this study — although this is a factor of the lack of

supply.
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4.67 Inthe 2007 AHVS the value of intermediate housing was set out as follows?®:

Table 4.20 2007 Shared Ownership Value Assumptions £
Value Point 1Bed Flat | 2 Bed Flat 2 Bed 3 Bed 4 Bed House
House House
1 £85,044 £111,195 £128,042 £144,890 £171,322
2 £91,945 £119,923 £138,093 £156,263 £184,680
3 £102,052 £132,826 £152,951 £173,076 £204,425
4 £112,023 £145,729 £167,809 £190,878 £224 171
5 £121,993 £159,391 £183,541 £207,691 £243,916
6 £131,964 £172,294 £198,399 £224,504 £263,662

Source: Figure 3 Affordable Housing Development Economics Study, Adams Integra, September 2007

4.68 These equate to the following values on a £/m? basis.

Table 4.21 2007 Shared Ownership Value Assumptions £/m?
Value Point 1 Bed Flat 2 Bed Flat 2 Bed House | 3 Bed House | 4 Bed House
1 £1,119 £1,293 £1,268 £2,841 £2,596
2 £1,210 £1,394 £1,367 £3,064 £2,798
3 £1,343 £1,544 £1,514 £3,394 £3,097
4 £1,474 £1,695 £1,661 £3,743 £3,397
5 £1,605 £1,853 £1,817 £4,072 £3,696
6 £1,736 £2,003 £1,964 £4,402 £3,995

Source: Figure 3 Affordable Housing Development Economics Study, Adams Integra, September 2007

4.69 We understand that these values were based on purchasers buying an initial 50% share of a
property and a 2.5% per annum rent payable on the equity retained. In the 2013 CIL Viability
Study the value of such units was derived assuming a 35% initial share, a rental charge of
2.75% of the retained equity. The rental income was capitalised at 5.5% having made a 10%
management allowance.

29 From paragraph 2.8, AHVS, Adams Integra 2011
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Table 4.22 Value of Intermediate Housing
Flats Housing
Market Value Large Greenfield £3,250
Smaller Infill £3,000 £2,550
Town Centre £2,500
% sold (35%) Large Greenfield £1,138
Smaller Infill £1,050 £893
Town Centre £875
Rent Large Greenfield £58
Smaller Infill £54 £46
Town Centre £45
Value of Rent Large Greenfield £951
Smaller Infill £878 £746
Town Centre £731
Value Large Greenfield £2,088
Smaller Infill £1,928 £1,638
Town Centre £1,606
% OMV Large Greenfield 64.25%
Smaller Infill 64.25% 64.25%
Town Centre 64.25%

Source: HDH (February 2015)

We have assumed a value of 65% of open market value for these units.

Grant Funding

In this study we have assumed that grant is not available. It is important to note that this is a
distinct difference to the approach taken in the AHVS where an assumption about grant was
made in some scenarios.

Older People’s Housing

Housing for older people is generally a growing sector due to the demographic changes and
aging population. The sector brings forward two main types of product.

Sheltered or retirement housing is self-contained housing, normally developed as flats and
other relatively small units. Where these schemes are brought forward by the private sector
there are normally warden services and occasionally non-care support services (laundry,
cleaning etc) but not care services.
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Extracare housing is sometimes referred to as very sheltered housing or housing with care. It
is self-contained housing that has been specifically designed to suit people with long-term
conditions or disabilities that make living in their own home difficult, but who do not want to
move into a residential care home. Schemes can be brought forward in the open market or in
the social sector (normally with the help of subsidy).

Most residents are older people, but this type of housing is becoming popular with people with
disabilities regardless of their age. Usually, it is seen as a long-term housing solution.
Extracare housing residents still have access to means-tested local authority services.

The Council’'s SHMA has identified the need for both market and affordable older people’s
housing. The Council therefore asked that this study should test the viability of providing
affordable housing within this sector.

We have received representations from the Retirement Housing Group (RHG) being a trade
group representing private sector developers and operators of retirement, care and extracare
homes. They have set out a case that sheltered housing and extracare housing should be
tested separately. In line with the RHG representations we have assumed the price of a 1 bed
sheltered property is about 75% of the price of existing 3 bed semi-detached houses and a 2
bed sheltered property is about equal to the price of an existing 3 bed semi-detached house.
In addition we have assumed extracare housing is 25% more expensive than sheltered.

We have assumed a typical price of a 3 bed semi-detached home of £275,000. On this basis
we have assumed retirement and extracare housing has the following worth:

Table 4.20 Worth of Sheltered and Extracare
Area (m?) £ £/m2
3 bed semi-detached 275,000
| bed Sheltered 50 206,250 4,125
2 bed Sheltered 75 275,000 3,667
1 bed Extracare 65 257,813 3,966
2 bed Extracare 80 343,750 4,297

Source: HDH (May 2015)

We have considered the value of the units where provided as affordable housing. We have
not been able to find any direct comparables where housing associations have purchased
social units in a market led extracare scheme. We have consulted private sector developers
of extracare housing. They have indicated that whilst they have never disposed of any units
in this way they would expect the value to be in line with other affordable housing — however
they stressed that the buyer (be that the local authority or housing association) would need to
undertake to meet the full service and care charges.

In practice we believe that it is unlikely that a private sector developer would develop extracare
housing where some of it is affordable housing. It is more likely that a scheme will be
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developed by or for a Registered Provider. We have assumed that in such a case the
affordable extracare housing is valued, as for affordable rent, at 55% of the market value.
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5. Non-Residential Property Market

This chapter sets out an assessment of the markets for non-residential property, providing a
basis for the assumptions of prices to be used in financial appraisals for the sites tested in the
study.

The CIL Regulations and CIL Guidance require the use of existing available evidence and for
the viability testing to be appropriate to the likelihood of raising CIL. There is no need to
consider all types of development in all situations — and certainly no point in testing the types
of scheme that are unlikely to come forward — or which, for that matter, are unlikely to be
viable.

Although development schemes do have similarities, every scheme is unique, even schemes
on neighbouring sites. Market conditions will broadly reflect a combination of national
economic circumstances and local supply and demand factors, however even within a town
there will be particular localities, and ultimately site specific factors, that generate different
values and costs.

Stevenage Overview

The various non-residential markets in the Borough area reflect national trends, but there are
local factors that underpin the market. The area is served by the A1(M) motorway and the
East Coast mainline. The larger scale non-residential development tends to be focused on
the two main employment areas of Gunnels Wood and Pin Green and in the town centre. The
principal sites where new development are likely to take place are at Gunnels Wood and the
areas to the north and northwest of the town.

The town centre has two distinct parts. The first is the Stevenage Old Town focusing on the
High Street. This has a range of traditional town centre shops and restaurants. The second
is the Town Centre being focused on the Westgate Shopping Centre and the areas
surrounding it. This has a range of national chain shops as well as some local operators. In
addition, the Roaring Meg Retail Park, to the south of the town centre has a wide range of out-
of-town / retail warehouse type units.

Immediately to the west and south of the station lies the Leisure Park with a large multiplex
cinema and various retail outlets.

We have considered the different elements in further detail below. Appendix 5 includes a
selection of non-residential properties currently available (February 2015) in and around the
Borough.

Employment Uses.

The main employment uses are currently focused on Gunnels Wood and to a lesser extent
Pin Green. Future development is likely to be within these sites or ‘out of area’.
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a. Gunnels Wood. This site is described in the 2013 Stevenage Employment &
Economy Baseline Study (NLP) as follows:

Nearly 80% of the employment land in Stevenage is located within Gunnels Wood, originally
designated for employment in the first masterplan for the New Town and now the largest
employment area in the County. The remaining employment space is largely distributed
between Pin Green, the Town Centre and the Old Town (Table 3.1).

Gunnels Wood employment area provides more modern, good quality office accommodation
at competitive rents, meeting demand from firms at the lower/smaller end of the market. An
example of a recent development (completed earlier in 2012) is Gateway 1000 which provides
small units located on a high profile site (Arlington Business Park) adjacent to Junction 7 of the
A1. Feedback from agents suggests that about 80% of these units have either been let or sold.
Newer developments such as this are taking what limited demand there is for office space away
from older developments such as Meadway Court/Corporate Centre (to the north of Gunnels
Wood) which tend to be more fragmented/open plan and are comparatively less attractive to
occupiers.

The area has previously been subject to a draft Area Action Plan (which will be
subsumed into the new Local Plan). The following plan taken from the Draft AAP
documents and shows the key element of the site:

Figure 5.1 Gunnels Wood AAP
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Arlington Business Park
Source: Map 2 Gunnels Wood DRAFT AAP
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Pin Green. This area is to the north east of Stevenage and was developed in the
1960s and 1970s and is the second largest employment area in the town. Generally
the units are smaller and less expensive than at Gunnels Wood. The occupiers of the
units tend to be small and medium sized businesses.

Other Areas. There are several smaller sites through the rest of the town although it
is not anticipated that these will be expanded. The First Consultation — June 2013
Document includes several potential employment sites. A number of these have
subsequently been declared unavailable or are being promoted and considered for
alternate land uses:

Figure 5.2 Potential Employment Allocations

Opfion 8. B 8t ncion, ¢ ?oﬁi hatched area adjacent to option a shows land
op:pn . :ang :O :: 2 wes;t c}‘: orrtthh : oaéj in North Hertfordshire. The future of this land
DRI JIINE SN WS COOL O e - cannot be decided by our local plan.

cpt:ron d. land to the north of Stevenage Road 2. Options ¢ and f show general areas of search.
option e. land to t_hB west and south-west 3. The precise boundaries of any allocation have yet

of Junction 8 to be decided. Any draft allocations will be included
option f. land to the west of the A1(M) in the next consultation

Source: Page 83 The First Consultation — June 2013

The market in the town is segmented. Generally existing, better quality office space is being
let in the range of £120/m? to £150/m? depending on the availability of carparking and the
general condition of the offices. In some cases lower rents are available — however such units
are not representative of likely future development, being over shops and the like.

The best office space in Gunnels Wood, that would be representative of new development, is
in the range of £140/m? to £180/m? and is likely to be at or around £150/m?, although this is
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somewhat higher than the assumption used in the April 2013 CIL Viability Study by BNP
Paribas.

Appendix 6 includes data of recent transactions for Stevenage and a 5 mile radius (to include
Hitching and Lechworth). It is important to note that the majority of these relate to older
property rather than new lets or sales.

The capital value of offices is dependent on a range of factors including the quality of the
tenant, the terms of the letting, the flexibility of the accommodation as well as the passing rent,
location of the building. Typically yields are in the range of 5.25%% for the best units to 9% or
10% for units that are less attractive to investors. We have assumed 7.5% vyield in the
appraisals.

Industrial and Distribution

The market for industrial space varies in a similar way to office space. The rents for good
quality modern industrial buildings are generally in the range of £50/m? to £60/m2. For less
good space rents are as low as £30/m? — although these should be considered exceptional.
Generally, and very dependent on the quality and situation of the building, rents are about
£60/m?.

Rents for distribution uses are generally in line with those for industrial uses.

Appendix 6 includes data of recent transactions for Stevenage and a 5 mile radius (to include
Hitching and Letchworth). It is important to note that the majority of these relate to older
property rather than new lets or sales.

As with the office sector, the capital value of industrial space is dependent on a range of factors
including the quality of the tenant, the terms of the letting, and the flexibility of the
accommodation as well as the passing rent and location of the building. Typically yields are
in the range of 5.25% for large units to 9% or 10% for older units that are less attractive to
investors. We have assumed 7.5% yield for industrial uses in the appraisals. Initially we
assumed that the yields for distribution uses tend to be a little lower than for industrial uses at
7%. Atthe consultation event it was noted that there are very few distribution uses in or around
Stevenage and it would be more appropriate to use the 7.5% assumption for this use.

Retail

Activity in the retail property market is highly concentrated in the Town Centre, although there
has also been some activity at the Roaring Meg Retail Park. Rents for small units in the Town
Centre are currently as high as £400/m?, however these tend to be existing units on upwards
only rent reviews that were let before the downturn. For new lets in either the Old Town or the

30 The capitalisation of rents using the yields and Year's Purchase is widely used by Chartered Surveyors and
others. The Year’s Purchase is the factor by which the rent is multiplied to calculate the capital value (calculated
at 1/yield).
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Town Centre new lets for well-placed units are likely to be in the region of around £250/m? to
£300/m?, although we are aware of several units being let at over £500/m?. Less well placed
units and those in the neighbourhood centres will be less than this at around £200/m?.

Central Stevenage is not an attractive place for retail investment at the current time, so yields
tend to be relatively high at about 8% - although these are likely to fall if the regeneration
initiatives in this area are successful.

We have given consideration to supermarkets and retail warehouses. There is little local
evidence that is publically available relating to these in the Borough, however drawing on our
wider experience we have assumed supermarket rents of £180/m? with a yield of 6.0%. This
yield is somewhat higher than we would have used a year or so ago and the rent somewhat
lower. These reflect the current challenges facing the traditional supermarket operators. We
have compared these figures with information from CoStar for 36 sales across Bedfordshire,
Hertfordshire, Cambridgeshire and Essex. These indicate a wide range of values, but support
this assumption.

As well as mainstream supermarkets we have considered the smaller units developed by
operators such as Lidl and Aldi, in this case we have assumed a rent of £140/m? and a 6.0%
yield.

In the case of retail warehouses we have assumed a rent of £140/m? and a yield of 6.5%.

Appendix 6 includes data of recent transactions for Stevenage and a 5 mile radius (to include
Hitching and Letchworth). It is important to note that the majority of these relate to older
property rather than new lets or sales.

Hotels

As well as the above development types we have assumed a rental of £3,750/room/year for
newbuild hotels to apply across the area. Assuming a vield of 6.5%, this equates to a value
of about £2,150/m?. It is important to note that this study is only concerned with newbuild
hotels.

Appraisal Assumptions

There is a very great variance in the levels of rents and values. We have used the following
rents and yields in reaching our views about commercial capital values:
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Table 5.1 Non-Residential Values (£/m?)
Rent Yield

Employment Offices £150 7.50% £2,000

Industrial £60 7.50% £800

Distribution £60 7.00% £857
Retail Shops - Central £300 8.00% £3,750
Shops - Other £200 8.00% £2,500
Supermarkets £180 6.00% £3,000
Smaller supermarkets £140 6.00% £2,333
Retail warehouse £140 6.50% £2,154
Hotels £2,150

Source: HDH 2015

5.25 The above assumptions were presented to stakeholders and have been adjusted to reflect the
comments. In the appraisals we have used a similar figure of £850/m? for both industrial and
distribution uses.
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6. Land Prices

6.1 In Chapters 2 and 3 we set out the methodology used in this study to assess viability. An
important element of the assessment, under both sets of guidance, is the value of the land.
Under the method recommended in the Harman Guidance, the worth of the land before
consideration of any increase in value, from a use that may be permitted though a planning
consent, is the Existing Use Value (EUV) or Alternative Use Value (AUV). We use this as the
starting point for the assessment as this is one of the key variables in the financial development
appraisals.

6.2 In this chapter we have considered the values of different types of land. The value of land
relates closely to the use to which it can be put and will range considerably from site to site;
however, as this is a high level study, we have looked at the three main uses: agricultural,
residential and industrial. We have then considered the amount of uplift that may be required
to ensure that land will come forward and be released for development.

Current and Alternative Use Values

6.3 In order to assess development viability, it is necessary to analyse current and alternative use
values. Current or Existing Use Values (EUV) refer to the value of the land in its current use
before planning consent is granted, for example, as agricultural land. Alternative Use Values
(AUV) refer to any other potential use for the site. For example, a brownfield site may have
an alternative use as industrial land.

6.4 The PPG includes a definition of land value as follows:

Land Value

Central to the consideration of viability is the assessment of land or site value. The most appropriate
way fo assess land or site value will vary but there are common principles which should be reflected.
In all cases, estimated land or site value should:

o reflect emerging policy requirements and planning obligations and, where applicable, any
Community Infrastructure Levy charge;

e provide a competitive return to willing developers and land owners (including equity resulting
from those building their own homes); and

e beinformed by comparable, market-based evidence wherever possible. Where transacted bids
are significantly above the market norm, they should not be used as part of this exercise.

PPG ID: 10-014-20140306

6.5 It is important to fully appreciate that land value should reflect emerging policy requirements
and planning obligations. When considering comparable sites, the value will need to be
adjusted to reflect this requirement.

6.6 To assess viability, the value of the land for the particular scheme needs to be compared with
the AUV, to determine if there is another use which would derive more revenue for the
landowner. If the Residual Value does not exceed the AUV, then the development is not

Di 63



Stevenage Borough Council
Whole Plan Viability Study, including CIL — September 2015

viable; if there is a surplus (i.e. profit) over and above the ‘normal’ developer’s profit having
paid for the land, then there is scope to pay CIL.

6.7 For the purpose of the present study, it is necessary to take a comparatively simplistic
approach to determining the AUV. In practice, a wide range of considerations could influence
the precise value that should apply in each case, and at the end of extensive analysis the
outcome might still be contentious.

6.8 Our ‘model’ approach is outlined below:

i. For sites previously in agricultural use, then agricultural land represents the EUV. We
have assumed that the sites of 0.5ha or more fall into this category.

ii. For paddock and garden land on the edge of or in a smaller settlement we have adopted
a ‘paddock’ value. We have assumed the sites of less than 0.5ha fall in this category.

iii. Where the development is on brownfield land we have assumed an industrial value.
Residential Land

6.9 We have considered general figures from the Valuation Office Agency (VOA) relating to
residential land values. Land values vary dramatically depending upon the development
characteristics (size and nature of the site, density permitted etc.) and any affordable or other
development contribution.

6.10 The VOA published figures for residential land in the Property Market Report. These cover
areas which generate sufficient activity to discern a market pattern. Whilst not very local we
have figures for Birmingham, Leicester and Cambridge. These values can only provide broad
guidance, they can therefore be only indicative, and it is likely that values for ‘oven ready’ land
(i.e. land with planning consent and ready for immediate building) with no affordable provision
or other contribution, or servicing requirement, are in fact higher.

Table 6.1 Residential Land Values at January 2011 Bulk Land
Suburban Site 0.5ha £/ha (£/acre)

Birmingham 1,235,000
(500,000)
Leicester 1,580,000
(639,000)

Cambridge 2,900,000
(1,173,000)

Source: VOA Property Market Report 2011

6.11 The values in the Property Market Report are based on the assumption that land is situated
in a typically average greenfield edge of centre/suburban location for the area and it has been
assumed that services are available to the edge of the site and that it is ripe for development
with planning permission being available. The values provided assume a maximum of a two
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storey construction with density, S106 provision and affordable housing ratios to be based on
market expectations for the locality. The report cautions that the values should be regarded
as illustrative rather than definitive and represent typical levels of value for sites with no
abnormal site constraints and a residential planning permission of a type generally found in
the area. Itis important to note that these values are net — that is to say they relate to the net
developable area and do not take into account open space that may form part of the scheme.

It should be noted that the above values will assume that grant was available to assist the
delivery of affordable housing. This grant is now very restricted so these figures should be
given limited weight. Further due to the date of the report, these values are before the
introduction of CIL, so do not reflect this new charge on development. As acknowledged by
the RICS Guidance, a new charge such as CIL will inevitably have an impact (a negative one)
on land values.

More recently (February 2014) DCLG published Land value estimates for policy appraisal®’.
This sets out land values as at January 2014 and was prepared by the VOA. The Stevenage
figure is £2,480,000/ha. It is important to note this figure assumes nil affordable housing. As
stressed in the paper, this is a hypothetical situation and ‘the figures on this basis, therefore,
may be significantly higher than could be reasonably obtained in the actual market’2.

The Valuation Office Agency assumed that each site is 1 hectare in area, of regular shape,
with services provided up to the boundary, without contamination or abnormal development
costs, not in an underground mining area, with road frontage, without risk of flooding, with
planning permission granted and that no grant funding is available; the site will have a net
developable area equal to 80% of the gross area. For those local authorities outside London,
the hypothetical scheme is for a development of 35 two storey, 2/3/4 bed dwellings with a total
floor area of 3,150 square metres.

We also sought information about values from residential land currently on sale in the
Borough. None is being publicly marketed at the time of this study (early 2015).

In the 2013 CIL Viability Study, benchmark residential land values were assumed to be
£725,000/ha. It was noted that HCA Area Wide Viability Model Annex 1 “Transparent Viability
Assumptions” (August 2010) Consultation Version suggested a benchmark of between 10 and
20 times agricultural value.

It is necessary to make an assumption about the value of residential land. We initially
assumed a value of £600,000/ha (net) for residential land. This amount is on a net basis so
does not include the areas of open space. It is inevitable that CIL will depress land prices
somewhat (as recognised by the Greater Norwich CIL Inspector).

31 Land value estimates for policy appraisal. Department for Communities and Local Government, February 2015

32 Point 2, Page 14, Land value estimates for policy appraisal. DCLG, February 2015
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This assumption was discussed at the consultation event held on 27" March 2015 and was
considered to be too low. A range of alternatives were suggested, including that the
assumption should be doubled. We have discussed this further towards the end of this
chapter.

Industrial Land

The VOA’s typical industrial land values for the nearby locations are set out in the table below.

Table 6.2 Industrial land values £/ha (/acre)

Birmingham 650,000
(260,000)

Leicester 400,000
(162,000)

Cambridge 740,000

(300,000)
Source: VOA Property Market Report 2011

The figures in the above table reflect the downturn in values from 2008.

In the CIL 2013 Viability Study it was assumed that industrial land had a value of £705,000/ha.
We have undertaken a market survey and there is a considerable variation in the prices and
we believe that this is at the upper end of the range. Based on this we have assumed figures
of £600,000/ha (£243,000/acre) for the study area.

Agricultural and Paddocks

Agricultural values rose for a time several years ago after a long historic period of stability.
Values are around £15,000 - £25,000/ha depending upon the specific use. A benchmark of
£25,000/ha is assumed to apply here.

Sites on the edge of a town or village may be used for an agricultural or grazing use but have
a value over and above that of agricultural land due to their amenity use. They are attractive
to neighbouring households for pony paddocks or simply to own to provide some protection
and privacy. We have assumed a higher value of £50,000/ha for village and town edge
paddocks.

This assumption was discussed at the consultation event and agreed to be appropriate.
Use of Alternative Use Benchmarks

The results from appraisals are compared with the Alternative Use Values set out above in
order to form a view about each of the sites’ viability. This is a controversial part of the viability
process and the area of conflicting guidance (the Harman Guidance verses the RICS
Guidance). In the context of this report it is important to note that it does not automatically
follow that, if the Residual Value produces a surplus over the Existing Use Value (EUV) or
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Alternative Use Value (AUV) benchmark, the site is viable. The land market is more complex
than this and as recognised by paragraph 173 of the NPPF, the landowner and developer
must receive a ‘competitive return’. The phrase competitive return is not defined in the NPPF,
nor in the Guidance.

6.26 Competitive return has not been fully defined through planning appeals and the court system?.
The RICS Guidance includes the following definition:

Competitive returns - A term used in paragraph 173 of the NPPF and applied to ‘a willing land owner
and willing developer to enable development fo be deliverable’. A ‘Competitive Return’ in the context of
land and/or premises equates to the Site Value as defined by this guidance, i.e. the Market Value
subject to the following assumption: that the value has regard to development plan policies and all other
material planning considerations and disregards that which is contrary to the development plan. A
‘Competitive Return’ in the context of a developer bringing forward development should be in
accordance with a ‘market risk adjusted return’ to the developer, as defined in this guidance, in viably
delivering a project.

6.27 The PPG includes the following section:

Competitive return to developers and land owners

The National Planning Policy Framework states that viability should consider “competitive returns to a
willing landowner and willing developer to enable the development to be deliverable.” This return will
vary significantly between projects to reflect the size and risk profile of the development and the risks
to the project. A rigid approach to assumed profit levels should be avoided and comparable schemes
or data sources reflected wherever possible.

A competitive retum for the land owner is the price at which a reasonable land owner would be willing
to sell their land for the development. The price will need to provide an incentive for the land owner to
sell in comparison with the other options available. Those options may include the current use value of
the land or its value for a realistic alternative use that complies with planning policy.

PPG ID: 10-015-20140306.

6.28 Whilst this is useful it does not provide any guidance as to the size of that return. To date
there has been much discussion within the industry and amongst planners as to what may
and may not be a competitive return, as yet the term has not been given a firm definition
through the appeal, planning examination or legal processes. The Shinfield appeal (January
2013) does shed some light on this. We have copied a number of key paragraphs below as,
whilst these do not provide a strict definition of competitive return, the inspector (Clive Hughes
BA (Hons) MA DMS MRTPI) does set out his analysis clearly. The following paragraphs are
necessarily rather long however as they are the only current steer in this regard we have
included all that are relevant.

38. Paragraph 173 of the Framework advises that to ensure viability, the costs of any requirements
likely to be applied fto development, such as requirements for affordable housing, standards,
infrastructure contributions or other requirements should, when taking account of the normal cost of
development and mitigation, provide competitive returns to a willing land owner and willing developer

33 |n this context the following CIL Examination are relevant. Mid Devon District Council by David Hogger BA
MSc MRTPI MCIHT, Date: 20 February 2013 and Greater Norwich Development Partnership — for Broadland
District Council, Norwich City Council and South Norfolk Council. by Keith Holland BA (Hons) Dip TP, MRTPI
ARICS Date: 4 December 2012
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to enable the development to be deliverable. The Framework provides no advice as to what constitutes
a competitive return; the interpretation of that term lies at the heart of a fundamental difference between
the parties in this case. The glossary of terms appended to the very recent RICS guidance note
Financial viability in planning (RICS GN) says that a competitive return in the context of land and/ or
premises equates to the Site Value (SV), that is to say the Market Value subject to the assumption that
the value has regard to development plan policies and all other material considerations and disregards
that which is contrary to the development plan. It is also the case that despite much negotiated
agreement, in respect of calculating the viability of the development, other significant areas of
disagreement remain.

Competitive return

64. Determining what constitutes a competitive return inevitably involves making a subjective judgement
based upon the evidence. Two very different viewpoints were put forward at the Inquiry with the
appellants seeking a land value of £4,750,000 which is roughly the mid-point between the EUV/CUV
and the RLV with planning permission for housing and no obligations. This ties in with the 50:50 split
between the community and the landowner sought by the appellants. The Council considered that a
sum of £1.865m would ensure a competitive return; that is to say the Council’s calculation of the
EUV/CUV.

65. Paragraph 173 of the Framework says that the costs of any requirements should provide competitive
returns to a willing landowner and willing developer to enable the development to be deliverable. The
paragraph heading is “Ensuring viability and deliverability’; it is clear that its objective is to ensure that
land comes forward for development. | am not convinced that a land value that equates fo the EUV/CUV
would provide any incentive to the landowner to sell the site. Due to the particular circumstances of this
site, including the need fo remediate the highly significant level of contamination, such a conclusion
would not provide any incentive to the landowner to carry out any remediation work. There would be no
incentive to sell the land and so such a low return would fail to achieve the delivery of this site for
housing development. In these circumstances, and given the fact that in this case only two very different
viewpoints on what constitutes a competitive return have been put forward, the appellants’ conclusions
are to be preferred. In the scenario preferred by the Council, | do not consider that the appellants would
be a willing vendor.

Viable amount of Affordable Housing

66. The RICS GN says that any planning obligations imposed on a development will need to be paid
out of the uplift in the value of the land but it cannot use up the whole of the difference, other than in
exceptional circumstances, as that would remove the likelihood of land being released for development.
That is exactly what is at issue here in that the Council’s valuation witness, in cross examination, stated
that a landowner should be content to receive what the land is worth, that is to say the SV. In his opinion
this stands at £1.865m. | accept that, if this figure was agreed (and it is not), it would mean that the
development would be viable. However, it would not result in the land being released for development.
Not only is this SV well below that calculated by the appellants, there is no incentive to sell. In short,
the appellants would not be willing landowners. If a site is not willingly delivered, development will not
take place. The appellants, rightly in my opinion, say that this would not represent a competitive return.
They argue that the uplift in value should be split 50:50 between the landowner and the Council. This
would, in this instance, represent the identified s106 requirements being paid as well as a contribution
of 2% of the dwellings as affordable housing.

70. I conclude on this issue that, allowing the landowner a competitive return of 50% of the uplift in
value, the calculations in the development appraisal allowing for 2% affordable housing are reasonable
and demonstrate that at this level of affordable housing the development would be viable (Document
26). The only alterations to these calculations are the relatively minor change to the s106 contribution
to allow for a contribution to country parks and additions to the contributions fo support sustainable
modes of travel. These changes would have only a limited impact on the return fo the landowner. The
development would remain viable and | am satisfied that the return would remain sufficiently competitive
to enable the land fo come forward for development. Overall, therefore | conclude that the proposed
amount of affordable housing (2%) would be appropriate in the context of the viability of the
development, the Framework, development plan policy and all other material planning considerations.
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6.29 More recently, further clarification has been added in the Oxenholme Road appeal (October
2013). The inspector confirmed that the principle set out in Shinfield is very site specific and
should only be given limited weight. At Oxenholme Road the inspector said:

47. The parties refer to an appeal decision for land at Shinfield, Berkshire, which is quoted in the LADPD
Viability Study. However, little weight can be given to that decision in the present case, as the nature of
the site was quite different, being partly previously developed, and the positions taken by the parties on
the proportion of uplift in site value that should be directed to the provision of affordable housing were
at odds with those now proposed. There is no reason in the present case fo assume that either 100%
or 50% of the uplift in site value is the correct proportion to fund community benefits.

48. Both the RICS Guidance Note and the Harman report comment on the danger of reliance on historic
market land values, which do not take adequate account of future policy demands.....

6.30 Itis clear that for land to be released for development, the uplift over the existing use value
needs to be sufficiently large to provide an incentive to the landowner to release the site and
cover any other appropriate costs required to bring the site forward for development. It is
therefore appropriate and an important part of this assessment to have regard to the market
value of land as it stands. However the Shinfield appeal was determined on the specific
circumstances that were put forward to the inspector. Whilst it sets out an approach it does
not form a binding precedent, appeals will continue to be determined on the facts that relate
to the particular site in question. At Shinfield the inspector only considered the two approaches
put to him and did not consider the landowners’ competitive return in any other ways. The
appellant’'s method and approach was preferred to the Council’s — but it should not be
considered to be the only acceptable approach.

6.31 The RICS Guidance recognises that the value of land will be influenced by the requirements
imposed by planning authorities. It recognises that the cost to the developer of providing
affordable housing, building to increased environmental standards, and paying CIL, all have a
cumulative effect on viability and are reflected in the ultimate price of the land. A central
question for this study is at what point do the requirements imposed by the planning authorities
make the price payable for land so unattractive that the land does not provide a competitive
return to the landowner, and so does not induce the owner to make the land available for
development.

6.32 The reality of the market is that each and every landowner has different requirements and
different needs and will judge whether or not to sell by their own criteria. We therefore have
to consider how large such an ‘uplift’ or ‘cushion’ should be for each type of site to broadly
provide a competitive return. The assumptions must be a generalisation as in practice the
size of the uplift will vary from case to case depending on how many landowners are involved,
each landowner’s attitude and their degree of involvement in the current property market, the
location of the site and so on. An ‘uplift’ of, say, 5% or £25,000/ha might be sufficient in some
cases, whilst in a particular case it might need to be five times that figure, or even more.

6.33 We have assumed that the Viability Threshold (being the amount that the Residual Value must
exceed for a site to be viable) of the EUV / AUV plus a 20% uplift on all sites would be sufficient.
This is supported both by work we have done elsewhere and by appeal decisions (see Chapter
2). Based on our knowledge of rural development, and from working with farmers, landowners

Di 69



6.34

6.35

6.36

6.37

it}

Stevenage Borough Council
Whole Plan Viability Study, including CIL — September 2015

and their agents, we have made a further adjustment for those sites coming forward on
greenfield land. We added a further £350,000/ha (£141,000/acre) to reflect this premium. We
also added this amount to sites that were modelled on land that was previously paddock. We
fully accept that this is a simplification of the market, however in a high level study of this type
that is based on modelled sites, simplifications and general assumptions need to be made.

These assumptions were presented to stakeholders on 27" March 2015. The consensus was
that ‘existing use plus’ is an appropriate methodology to use. One consultee suggested that
they had seen a 25% uplift being used elsewhere, but did not advocate its use here.

This methodology does reflect a very considerable uplift for a landowner selling a greenfield
site with consent for development34. In the event of the grant of planning consent they would
receive over ten times the value compared with before consent was granted. This approach
is the one suggested in the Harman Guidance (see Chapter 2 above) and by the Planning
Advisory Service (PAS). The approach was endorsed by the Planning Inspector who approved
the London Mayoral CIL Charging Schedule in January 20123%,

We have considered how these amounts relate to prices for land in the market (see above)
and with a view to providing competitive returns to the land owner. Whilst there are certainly
land transactions at higher values than these, we do believe that these are appropriate for a
study of this type.

It is useful to consider the assumptions used in other studies in other parts of England. We
have reviewed viability thresholds used by other councils in England in development plans
approved during the first half of 2014. These are set out in the table below.

34 See Chapter 2 for further details and debate around EUV plus v Market Value methodologies.

35 Paragraphs 7 to 9 of REPORT ON THE EXAMINATION OF THE DRAFT MAYORAL COMMUNITY
INFRASTRUCTURE LEVY CHARGING SCHEDULE by Keith Holland BA (Hons) DipTP MRTPI ARICS an
Examiner appointed by the Mayor Date: 27t" January 2012

70



Stevenage Borough Council

Whole Plan Viability Study, including CIL — September 2015

Table 6.3 Viability thresholds used elsewhere

Local Authority

Threshold Land Value

Babergh

£370,000/ha

Cannock Chase

£100,000-£400,000/ha

Christchurch & East Dorset

£308,000/ha (un-serviced)

£1,235,000/ha (serviced)

East Hampshire

£450,000/ha

Erewash £300,000/ha
Fenland £1-2m/ha (serviced)
GNDP £370,000-£430,000/ha
Reigate & Banstead £500,000/ha
Stafford £250,000/ha

Staffordshire Moorlands

£1.26-£1.41m/ha (serviced)

Warrington

£100,000-£300,000/ha

Source: Planning Advisory Service (collated by URS) July 2014

6.38 Care has to be taken drawing on such general figures without understanding the wider context
and other assumptions in the studies but generally the assumption used in this work are within
the range.

6.39 There is no doubt that CIL will be an additional cost on some development sites, and that
some sites may not be able to bear the costs of all the requirements a planning authority
makes — such as delivering affordable homes and higher environmental standards. This is
noted in the RICS Guidance which recognises that there may well be a period of adjustment
in the price of land following the introduction of CIL.

6.40 Having considered representations through the consultation process, in this study we have
assumed alternative land prices of:

i. Agricultural Land £25,000/ha

ii. Paddock Land £50,000/ha

ii.  Industrial Land £600,000/ha

iv.  Residential Land £1,000,000/ha (net) (being an increase from £600,000/ha)

6.41 During the consultation process various ways of assessing viability were discussed, with one
consultee highlighting the roles of land promoters and the need for appropriate regard being
given with reference to a discount of 10% to 20%.

6.42 On reflection we have assumed a dual viability test. On all sites we have assumed the
following Viability Thresholds:

i. Agricultural Land £25,000/ha plus £400,000 — assessed on a gross basis.
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ii. Paddock Land £50,000/ha plus £400,000 — assessed on a gross basis.
iii. Industrial Land £600,000/ha plus 25% — assessed on a gross basis.
iv. ~ Town Centre Land £1,000,000/ha

6.43 As a second test we have also considered the Residual Value on a net developable area
basis. It is clear that landowners consider land values on a gross basis (i.e. the amount of
land they would sell) and developers on a net basis (i.e. the area on which they could build
houses). On all sites we have considered a second Viability Threshold of £750,000/net
developable ha.

6.44 We accept that the transactional evidence to support these assumptions is thin — but very little
residential land has been transacted recently within the area.

6.45 In the case of non-residential uses we have taken a similar approach to that taken with
residential land except in cases where there is no change of use. Where industrial land is
being developed for industrial purposes we have assumed a Viability Threshold of the value
of industrial land.
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7. Appraisal Assumptions — Development
Costs

7.1 This chapter considers the costs and other assumptions required to produce financial
appraisals for the development sites and typologies. These assumptions were presented to
stakeholders at the 27" March 2015 consultation event. On the whole these were considered
to be appropriate, however we have commented where changes were suggested.

Development Costs

Construction costs: baseline costs

7.2 We have based the cost assumptions on the Building Cost Information Service (BCIS)%¢ data
— using the figures re-based for Stevenage. There has been an increase in construction costs
since the earlier viability work and this is an important area of change.

7.3  The cost figure for ‘Estate Housing — Generally’ is £995/m? at the time of this study®’.

7.4 In August 2015 a report was published that considered the construction costs on smaller sites.
Housing development: the economics of small sites — the effect of project size on the cost of
housing construction (August 2015) was carried out by BCIS, having been commissioned by
the Federation of Small Businesses. This study concluded that the construction price for
schemes of 1 to 5 units was about 13% higher than the for schemes of over 10 units and that
the construction price for schemes of 1 to 10 units was about 6% higher than the for schemes
of over 10 units. These adjustments have been made to the smallest schemes modelled in
this report.

7.5 At this stage the Council has not reached a decision in relation to policies relating to the
construction and environmental standards of new buildings. The base assumption in this
report is that homes are built to the basic Building Regulation Part L 2010 Standards but not
to higher environmental standards.

7.6 The exception to this is in relation to water standards where the Council anticipates that the
Environment Agency will be requesting the Council to pursue a higher water standard.

7.7 The Department for Communities and Local Government (DCLG) publishes occasional
reviews of the costs of building to the Code for Sustainable Homes (CfSH). Whilst the CfSH
is not being pursued as a result of the Standards Review, these provide useful guidance as to
the costs of the implementation of the various environmental standards. Bearing in mind the
move towards higher standards with the amendments to Building Regulations, we have

36 BCIS is the Building Cost Information Service of the Royal Institution of Chartered Surveyors.

37 BCIS Rebased to Stevenage £/m? study, Rate per m? gross internal floor area for the building cost including
prelims. Last updated: 07-Mar-2015
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referred to Cost of building to the Code for Sustainable Homes, Updated cost review. (DCLG,
Aug 2011). The national policies in relation to climate change and overall national minimum
building standards have been clarified and not all the requirements of CfSH Level 4 will
become mandatory (and are not a requirement of the emerging Local Plan). Having said this
environmental standards are increasing.

7.8 Based on the best currently available information, the costs of building to the now clarified,
enhanced building standards is estimated to be between 1% and 2% of the BCIS costs. In
this viability assessment, we have used the median BCIS costs. For residential property this
has been increased by 1.5% to reflect the increases in environmental standards contained in
the Building Regulations.

7.9 We have assumed that all new non-residential development is built to the BREEAM Very Good
standard. We have assumed the additional cost of this is negligible as outlined in recent
research3® by BRE.

Construction costs: site specific adjustments

7.10 It is necessary to consider whether any site specific factors would suggest adjustments to
these baseline cost figures. During the mid-1990s, planning guidance on affordable housing
was based on the view that construction costs were appreciably higher for smaller sites with
the consequence that, as site size declined, an unchanging affordable percentage
requirement would eventually render the development uneconomic. Hence the need for a ‘site
size threshold’, below which the requirement would not be sought.

7.11 ltis not clear to us that this view is completely justified. Whilst, other things being held equal,
build costs would increase for smaller sites, other things are not normally equal and there are
other factors which may offset the increase. The nature of the development will change. The
nature of the developer will also change as small local firms with lower central overheads
replace the regional and national house builders. Furthermore, very small sites may be able
to secure a ‘non-estate’ price premium.

Construction costs: affordable dwellings

7.12  The procurement route for affordable housing is assumed to be through construction by the
developer and then disposal to a housing association on completion. In the past, when
considering the build cost of affordable housing provided through this route, we took the view
that it should be possible to make a saving on the market housing cost figure, on the basis
that one might expect the affordable housing to be built to a slightly different specification than
market housing. However, the pressures of increasingly demanding standards for housing
association properties have meant that, for conventional schemes of houses at least, it is no
longer appropriate to use a reduced build cost; the assumption is of parity.

38 Delivering sustainable buildings: Savings and payback. Yetunde Abdul, BRE and Richard Quartermaine,
Sweett Group. Published by IHS BRE Press, 7 August 2014
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Other normal development costs

In addition to the BCIS £/m? build cost figures described above, allowance needs to be made
for a range of site costs (roads, drainage and services within the site, parking, footpaths,
landscaping and other external costs). Many of these items will depend on individual site
circumstances and can only properly be estimated following a detailed assessment of each
site. This is not practical within this broad brush study and the approach taken is in line with
the PPG and the Harman Guidance.

Nevertheless, it is possible to generalise. Drawing on experience and the comments of
stakeholders it is possible to determine an allowance related to total build costs. This is
normally lower for higher density than for lower density schemes since there is a smaller area
of external works, and services can be used more efficiently. Large greenfield sites would
also be more likely to require substantial expenditure on bringing mains services to the site.

In the light of these considerations we have developed a scale of allowances for the residential
sites, ranging from 10% of build costs for the smaller sites, to 20% for the larger greenfield
schemes. On the high density flatted schemes we have assumed site costs of 5%.

Abnormal development costs

In some cases where the site involves redevelopment of land which was previously developed,
there is the potential for abnormal costs to be incurred. Abnormal development costs might
include demolition of substantial existing structures; flood prevention measures at waterside
locations; remediation of any land contamination; remodelling of land levels; and so on.

In the case of brownfield sites we have made an additional allowance of 5% of the BCIS costs.
The exception to this is on the town centre flatted schemes where we have assumed 3%.
There was a suggestion from a consultee that this may be a little low. We recognise that that
site preparation costs can be substantial, however having considered this we have not made
a change in this regard. The abnormal development costs are calculated relative to the overall
costs of the scheme, and when considered on this basis are very substantial.

For the non-residential property, we have run a scenario where the site is on previously
developed land. With this variable we have increased the costs by an additional 5% of BCIS
base cost.

It is important to note that NPPF says (with our emphasis) at Paragraph 174:

... To ensure viability, the costs of any requirements likely to be applied to development, such as
requirements for affordable housing, standards, infrastructure contributions or other requirements
should, when taking account of the normal cost of development and mitigation, provide competitive
returns to a willing land owner and willing developer to enable the development fo be deliverable...

Abnormal costs will be reflected in land value. Those sites that are less expensive to develop
will command a premium price over and above those that have exceptional or abnormal costs.
It is not the purpose of a study of this type to standardise land prices across an area.
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Fees

For residential development we have assumed professional fees amount to 10% of build costs
in each case. This is made up as follows and includes the various assessments and appraisals
that the Council requires under its various Local Plan policies:

Architects 6% Quantity Surveyors  0.5%
Planning Consultants 1% Others 2.5%

For non-residential development we have assumed 8%.

Contingencies

For previously undeveloped and otherwise straightforward sites, we would normally allow a
contingency of 2.5%, with a higher figure of 5% on more risky types of development, previously
developed land and on central locations. So the 5% figure was used on the brownfield sites
and the 2.5% figure on the remainder.

S106 Contributions and the costs of infrastructure

For many years the Council has sought payments from developers to mitigate the impact of
the development through improvements to the local infrastructure. The Council has a number
of ‘calculators’ to work out the contributions per development. The Council is yet to make a
decision as to whether or not to introduce CIL but it is inevitable that this current practice will
alter as a consequence of CIL Regulations 122 and 123 — although this may not alter the total
quantum of contribution sought by the Council.

In this study it is important that the costs of mitigation are reflected in the analysis. We have
assumed, as a starting point, that all the modelled sites will contribute £2,000 per unit towards
infrastructure — either site specific or more general. The introduction of CIL will result in
changes to this area of policy. Historically much of the contributions from smaller sites either
relate to very local matters (such as improvements to the highway close to or adjacent to the
site) or more usually to more general contributions to off-site education and highways that will
in future be limited though the restrictions on pooling s106 payments from five or more sites
that come into effect from April 2015 (see Chapter 2 above). In the analysis in relation to CIL
we have assumed that a s106 payment of £2,000 per unit will continue after the adoption of
CIL. This is a cautious approach that it may be appropriate to revisit when the local impacts
of CIL Regulations 122 and 123 are better known.

When considering the strategic sites we have incorporated the best estimate of the site
specific s106 costs into the appraisals as set out below. These are the costs that would meet
the post April 2015 restrictions on pooling s106 contributions. These sites do put significant
further pressure on the infrastructure and improvements will be required that will not be
sufficiently site specific to pass the tests for payments to be required through s106. These
items will be funded through a range of other sources including CIL.

a. Stevenage North £7,180,000
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b. Stevenage West £13,950,000
C. Stevenage South-east £7,000,000

At this early stage of the work we have tested a range of infrastructure costs ranging from £0
to £30,000 per unit. No distinction is made as to how this is paid, be that through s106 or
through CIL.

Financial and Other Appraisal Assumptions

VAT

For simplicity it has been assumed throughout, that either VAT does not arise, or that it can
be recovered in full.

Interest rate

Our appraisals assume 7% pa for total debit balances, we have made no allowance for any
equity provided by the developer. This does not reflect the current working of the market nor
the actual business models used by developers. In most cases the smaller (non-plc)
developers are required to provide between 30% and 40% of the funds themselves, from their
own resources, so as to reduce the risk to which the lender is exposed. The larger plc
developers tend to be funded through longer term rolling arrangements across multiple sites.

The 7% assumption may seem high given the very low base rate figure (0.5% August 2015).
Developers that have a strong balance sheet, and good track record, can undoubtedly borrow
less expensively than this, but this reflects banks’ view of risk for housing developers in the
present situation. In the residential appraisals we have prepared a simple cashflow to
calculate interest.

For the non-residential appraisals, and in line with the ‘high level’ nature of this study, we have
used the developer’s rule of thumb to calculate the interest — being the amount due over one
year on half the total cost. We accept that is a simplification, however, due to the high level
and broad brush nature of this analysis, we believe that it is proportionate bearing in mind the
requirements of the NPPF and CIL Regulations.

The relatively high assumption of the 7% interest rate, and the assumption that interest is
chargeable on all the funds employed, has the effect of overstating the total cost of interest as
most developers are required to put some equity into most projects. In this study a cautious
approach is being taken, so we believe this is a sound assumption.

Developers’ profit

An allowance needs to be made for developers’ profit / return and to reflect the risk of
development. Neither the NPPF, nor the CIL Regulations, nor the CIL Guidance provide
useful guidance in this regard so, in reaching this decision, we have considered the RICS’s
‘Financial Viability in Planning’ (August 2012), the Harman Guidance Viability Testing Local
Plans, Advice for planning practitioners (June 2012), and referred to the HCA’s Economic
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Appraisal Tool. None of these documents are prescriptive, but they do set out some different
approaches.

7.34 RICS’s ‘Financial Viability in Planning’ (August 2012) says:

3.3.2 The benchmark return, which is reflected in a developer’s profit allowance, should be at a level
reflective of the market at the time of the assessment being undertaken. It will include the risks attached
to the specific scheme. This will include both property-specific risk, i.e. the direct development risks
within the scheme being considered, and also broader market risk issues, such as the strength of the
economy and occupational demand, the level of rents and capital values, the level of interest rates and
availability of finance. The level of profit required will vary from scheme to scheme, given different risk
profiles as well as the stage in the economic cycle. For example, a small scheme constructed over a
shorter timeframe may be considered relatively less risky and therefore attract a lower profit margin,
given the exit position is more certain, than a large redevelopment spanning a number of years where
the outturn is considerably more uncertain. ........

7.35 The Harman Guidance says:

Return on development and overhead

The viability assessment will require assumptions fo be made about the average level of developer
overhead and profit (before interest and tax).

The level of overhead will differ according to the size of developer and the nature and scale of the
development. A ‘normal’ level of developer’s profit margin, adjusted for development risk, can be
determined from market evidence and having regard fo the profit requirements of the providers of
development finance. The return on capital employed (ROCE) is a measure of the level of profit relative
to level of capital required to deliver a project, including build costs, land purchase, infrastructure, efc.

As with other elements of the assessment, the figures used for developer return should also be
considered in light of the type of sites likely to come forward within the plan period. This is because the
required developer return varies with the risk associated with a given development and the level of
capital employed.

Smaller scale, urban infill sites will generally be regarded as lower risk investments when compared
with complex urban regeneration schemes or large scale urban extensions.

Appraisal methodologies frequently apply a standard assumed developer margin based upon either a
percentage of Gross Development Value (GDV) or a percentage of development cost. The great
majority of housing developers base their business models on a return expressed as a percentage of
anticipated gross development value, fogether with an assessment of anticipated return on capital
employed. Schemes with high upfront capital costs generally require a higher gross margin in order fo
improve the return on capital employed. Conversely, small scale schemes with low infrastructure and
servicing costs provide a better return on capital employed and are generally lower risk investments.
Accordingly, lower gross margins may be acceptable.

This sort of modelling — with residential developer margin expressed as a percentage of GDV — should
be the default methodology, with alternative modelling techniques used as the exception. Such an
exception might be, for example, a complex mixed use development with only small scale specialist
housing such as affordable rent, sheltered housing or student accommodation.

7.36 The HCA's Economic Appraisal Tool — the accompanying guidance for the tool kit says:

Developer's Return for Risk and Profit (including developer’s overheads)

Open Market Housing
The developer ‘profit' (before taxation) on the open market housing as a percentage of the value of the

open market housing. A typical figure currently may be in the region of 17.5-20% and overheads being
deducted, but this is only a quide as it will depend on the state of the market and the size and complexity
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of the scheme. Flatted schemes may carry a higher risk due to the high capital employed before income
is received.

Affordable Housing

The developer 'profit' (before taxation) on the affordable housing as a percentage of the value of the
affordable housing (excluding SHG). A typical figure may be in the region of 6% (the profit is less than
that for the open market element of the scheme, as risks are reduced), but this is only a guide.

7.37 It is unfortunate that the above are not consistent, but it is clear that the purpose of including
a developers’ profit figure is not to mirror a particular business model, but to reflect the risk a
developer is taking in buying a piece of land, and then expending the costs of construction
before selling the property. The use of developers’ profit in the context of area wide viability
testing of the type required by the NPPF and CIL Regulation 14, is to reflect that level of risk.

7.38 At the Shinfield appeal®® (January 2013) the inspector considered this specifically saying:

Developer’s profit

43. The parties were agreed that costs* should be assessed at 25% of costs or 20% of gross
development value (GDV). The parties disagreed in respect of the profit required in respect of the
affordable housing element of the development with the Council suggesting that the figure for this
should be reduced to 6%. This does not greatly affect the appellants’ costs, as the affordable housing
element is 2%, but it does impact rather more upon the Council’s calculations.

44. The appellants supported their calculations by providing letters and emails from six national
housebuilders who set out their net profit margin targets for residential developments. The figures
ranged from a minimum of 17% to 28%, with the usual target being in the range 20-25%. Those that
differentiated between market and affordable housing in their correspondence did not set different profit
margins. Due to the level and nature of the supporting evidence, | give great weight [to] it. | conclude
that the national housebuilders’figures are to be preferred and that a figure of 20% of GDV, which is at
the lower end of the range, is reasonable.

7.39 Generally we do not agree that linking the developer’s profit to GDV is reflective of risk, as the
risk relates to the cost of a scheme — the cost being the money put at risk as the scheme is
developed. As an example (albeit an extreme one to illustrate the point) we can take two
schemes, A and B, each with a GDV £1,000,000, but scheme A has a development cost of
£750,000 and scheme B a lesser cost of £500,000. All other things being equal, in A the
developer stands to lose £750,000 (and make a profit of £250,000), but in B ‘only’ £500,000
(and make a profit of £500,000). Scheme A is therefore more risky, and it therefore follows
that the developer will wish (and need) a higher return. By calculating profit on costs, the
developer’s return in scheme A would be £150,000 and in scheme B would be £100,000 and
so reflect the risk — whereas if calculated on GDV the profits would be £200,000 in both.

7.40 Broadly there are four different approaches that could be taken:

39 APP/X0360/A/12/2179141 (Land at The Manor, Shinfield, Reading RG2 9BX)

40 j.e. the developers profit / competitive return.
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a. To set a different rate of return on each site to reflect the risk associated with the
development of that site. This would result in a lower rate on the smaller and simpler sites
— such as the greenfield sites, and a higher rate on the brownfield sites.

b. To set a rate for the different types of unit produced — say 20% for market housing and
6% for affordable housing, as suggested by the HCA.

c. To set the rate relative to costs — and thus reflect the risks of development.

d. To set the rate relative to the gross development value.

7.41 In deciding which option to adopt, it is important to note that we are not trying to re-create any
particular developer’s business model. Different developers will always adopt different models
and have different approaches to risk.

7.42 The argument is sometimes made that financial institutions require a 20% return on
development value and if that is not shown they will not provide development funding. In the
pre-Credit Crunch era there were some lenders who did take a relatively simplistic view to risk
analysis but that is no longer the case. Most financial institutions now base their decisions
behind providing development finance on sophisticated financial modelling that it is not
possible to replicate in a study of this type. They require the developer to demonstrate a
sufficient margin, to protect them in the case of changes in prices or development costs, but
they will also consider a wide range of other factors, including the amount of equity the
developer is contributing — both on a loan to value and loan to cost basis, the nature of
development and the development risks that may arise due to demolition works or similar, the
warranties offered by the professional team, whether or not the directors will provide personal
guarantees, and the number of pre-sold units.

7.43 In the 2007 Affordable Housing Development Economics Viability Study, it was assumed that
Developers’ Profit would be15% of GDV.

7.44 This is a high level study where it is necessary and proportionate to take a relatively simplistic
approach, so, rather than apply a differential return (either site by site or split between market
and affordable housing) it is appropriate to make some broad assumptions.

7.45 We have calculated the profit to reflect risk from development as 20% of Gross Development
Cost — being approximately equal to 17.5% of the GDV. This assumption should be
considered with the assumption about interest rates in the previous section, where a cautious
approach was taken with a relatively high interest rate, and the assumption that interest is
charged on the whole of the development cost. Further consideration should also be given to
the contingency sum in the appraisals which is also reflective of the risks.

7.46 It is useful to consider the assumptions used in other studies in other parts of England. We
have reviewed developer return assumptions used by other councils in England in
development plans approved during the first half of 2014. These are set out in the table below.
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Table 7.1 Developer’s Return Assumptions Used Elsewhere
Local Authority Developer’s Profit

Babergh 17%
Cannock Chase 20% on GDV
Christchurch & East Dorset 20% on GDC
East Hampshire 20% market/ 6% Affordable
Erewash 17%
Fenland 15-20%
GNDP 20% market/17.5% large sites/ 6% Affordable
Reigate & Banstead 17.5% market/ 6% Affordable
Stafford 20% (comprising 5% for internal overheads).
Staffordshire Moorlands 17.5% market/ 6% Affordable
Warrington 17.5%

Source: Planning Advisory Service (collated by URS) July 2014

The assumptions with regard to developers’ return / profit are at the upper end of the range.
Together these assumptions illustrate the generally cautious approach taken through the
viability work and the comments made by the development industry through the consultation
process.

One developer made representations in this regard suggesting developers return should be
assessed at 20% (or higher) of GDV rather than costs. We have run an alternative appraisal
on this basis.

Voids

On a scheme comprising mainly individual houses, one would normally assume only a nominal
void period as the housing would not be progressed if there was no demand. In the case of
apartments in blocks this flexibility is reduced. Whilst these may provide scope for early
marketing, the ability to tailor construction pace to market demand is more limited.

For the purpose of the present study, a three month void period is assumed for all residential
and non-residential developments. We have given careful consideration to this assumption in
connection to the commercial developments. There is very little speculative commercial
development taking place so we believe that this is the appropriate assumption to make.

Phasing and timetable

A pre-construction period of six months is assumed for all of the sites. Each dwelling is
assumed to be built over a nine month period. The phasing programme for an individual site
will reflect market take-up and would, in practice, be carefully estimated taking into account
the site characteristics and, in particular, the size and the expected level of market demand.
We have developed a suite of modelled assumptions to reflect site size and development type.
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The rate of delivery will be an important factor when the Council is considering the release of
sites so as to manage the delivery of housing and infrastructure. We have considered two
aspects, the first is the number of outlets that a development site may have, and secondly the
number of units that an outlet may deliver.

We have assumed a maximum, per outlet, delivery rate of 35 market units per year. On the
smaller sites we have assumed much slower rates to reflect the nature of the developer that
is likely to be bringing smaller sites forward.

We believe that these are conservative and do, properly, reflect current practice. This is the
appropriate assumption to make to be in line with the PPG and Harman Guidance.

Site Acquisition and Disposal Costs

Site holding costs and receipts

Each site is assumed to proceed immediately (following a 6 month mobilisation period) and
so, other than interest on the site cost during construction, there is no allowance for holding
costs, or indeed income, arising from ownership of the site.

Acquisition costs

We have taken a simplistic approach and assumed an allowance 1% for acquisition agents’
and legal fees. Stamp duty is calculated at the prevailing rates.

Disposal costs

For the market and the affordable housing, sales and promotion and legal fees are assumed
to amount to some 3.5% of receipts. For disposals of affordable housing, these figures can
be reduced significantly depending on the category, so in fact the marketing and disposal of
the affordable element is probably less expensive than this.
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8. Local Plan Requirements

The purpose of this study is to assess the deliverability of the indicative development strategy
identified in the emerging Plan and the effect that CIL will have on development viability. In
this chapter we have reviewed policy options in the Stevenage Borough Local Plan 2011-
2031. At this stage this is an emerging document with political decisions to be made with
regard to the policy options. The analysis is therefore to inform the further development of
policy. In due course, when the final set of policies is concluded it will be necessary to check
the cumulative impact of the policies in the Plan as required by the NPPF.

In this assessment we considered each of the areas development management policies. In
each case we have considered whether or not they add to the costs of development over and
above the base costs (derived from the BCIS costs etc. as set out in Chapter 7 above).

Construction Standards
We have assumed that construction is to the full current building regulation standards.

In March 2015 the Government published Nationally Described Space Standard — technical
requirements. If introduced, this would allow councils to include a policy within their Plan with
regard to the minimum size of dwelling. This says

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

The following unit sizes are set out.

83



8.6

8.7

8.8

8.9

it}

Stevenage Borough Council
Whole Plan Viability Study, including CIL — September 2015

Table 8.1 National Space Standards. Minimum gross internal floor areas and
storage (m?)

number  of number of 1 storey 2 storey 3 storey built-in
bedrooms bedspaces dwellings dwellings dwellings storage
studio 1p 39(37) 1
1b 2p 50 58 1.5
2b 3p 61 70 2
4p 70 79
3b 4p 74 84 90 25
5p 86 93 99
6p 95 102 108
4b 5p 90 97 103 3
6p 99 106 112
7P 108 115 121
8p 117 124 130
5b 6p 103 110 116 35
7p 112 119 125
8p 121 128 134
6b 7p 116 123 129 4
8p 125 132 138

Source: Table 1, Nationally Described Space Standard — technical requirements - Consultation draft (September 2014)

The Council have no current plans to introduce these standards, we have however reflected
these in our modelling.

The requirements for Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems (SUDS) and the like can add to
the costs of a scheme — although in larger projects these can be incorporated into public open
space. We have assumed that the costs of SUDS add 2% to the costs of construction on
brownfield sites, however we have assumed that on the larger greenfield sites that SUDS wiill
be incorporated into the green spaces and be delivered through soft landscaping within the
wider site costs.

The emerging Plan does not seek to specify development densities. In the SHLAA
assumptions are made that are appropriate to the nature of the site. We have followed these
assumptions in the modelling.

The emerging Plan does not seek to specify amounts of open space within new development.
We have followed the assumptions with regard to the net developable area as set out in
Chapter 5 of the SHLAA:

e Less than 0.4 hectares: 100%
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e Between 0.4 and 2 hectares: 90%
e Between 2 and 20 hectares: 75%
e Greater than 20 hectares 50%.

8.10 On the 8" July 2015, the Chancellor of the Exchequer gave his post-election Summer Budget
to Parliament. With the budget a number of changes were announced that relate to planning.
The Government also confirmed within the Fixing the foundations productivity report*! its
intention not to proceed with the zero carbon buildings policy, which was initially announced
in 2007.

... repeat its successful target from the previous Parliament to reduce net regulation on housebuilders.
The government does not intend to proceed with the zero carbon Allowable Solutions carbon offsetting
scheme, or the proposed 2016 increase in on-site energy efficiency standards, but will keep energy
efficiency standards under review, recognising that existing measures to increase energy efficiency of
new buildings should be allowed time to become established

8.11 As a result, there will be no uplift to Part L of the Building Regulations during 2016 and both
the 2016 zero carbon homes target and the 2019 target for non-domestic zero carbon
buildings will be dropped, including the Allowable Solutions programme.

Mix of Housing

8.12 The Council’s Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) sets out the future requirement
for housing in the Borough. This is summarised as follows:

Table 8.2 SHMA Mix of Market Housing
Bedrooms %
1 0.00%
2 32.90%
3 47.50%
4 15.00%
5+ 4.60%

Source: Table 12.3 Stevenage SHMA 2013

41 https://iwww.gov.uk/government/publications/fixing-the-foundations-creating-a-more-prosperous-nation
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Table 8.3 SHMA mix of Affordable Housing
Bedrooms HSotrenveesnl?{geit RP Rent RP Shared Ownership
1 27.30% 0.00% 0.00%
2 32.50% 64.30% 77.30%
33.90% 35.70% 22.70%
4+ 6.30% 0.00% 0.00%

Source: Table 13.4 Stevenage SHMA 2013

8.13 The SHMA identifies a high need for older people’s housing. We have assumed all homes
are built to Lifetime Homes Standard. The additional costs of developing to the Lifetime
Homes Standards*? is about an additional £11/m?. We have tested this additional cost.

8.14 The Council is seeking to balance the market over the plan-period and over the housing
market area but does not seek these proportions on a site by site basis. It is important to note
that the above proportions are based on the space standards used in the SHMA process. This
is derived from the Housing, Health and Safety Rating System (HHSRS) that was introduced
by the Housing Act 2004 and is based on absolute minimum standards about same sex and
different sex people, sharing bedrooms depending on their age. It does not make allowance
for households to have any spare bedrooms and assumes households will always reside in
the smallest house that meets their requirements under the space standards. No allowance
is made for changes in family circumstances or for aspirations for children to have their own
bedrooms.

8.15 The area has a clear need for affordable housing. The current approach to affordable housing
is set out in the Interim Planning Policy Statement (IPPS). The IPPS says that affordable
housing should be provided at the following levels:

e 10% for sites of 1 - 4 homes (to be secured as a financial contribution)
o 20% for sites of 5 - 9 homes

e 30% for sites of 10 - 14 homes

e 35% for sites of 15 - 24 homes; and

o 40% for sites of 25 or more homes.
8.16 On the 28" November 2014, the PPG was updated with the following paragraph being added:

Are there any circumstances where infrastructure contributions through planning obligations should not
be sought from developers? There are specific circumstances where contributions for affordable

42 Based on Assessing the cost of Lifetime Homes Standards. Building Cost Information Service (BICS), July
2012 published by Department for Communities and Local Government.
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housing and tariff style planning obligations (section 106 planning obligations) should not be sought
from small scale and self-build development.

° contributions should not be sought from developments of 10-units or less, and which have a
maximum combined gross floorspace of no more than 1000sgm

° in designated rural areas, local planning authorities may choose to apply a lower threshold of 5-
units or less. No affordable housing or tariff-style contributions should then be sought from these
developments. In addition, in a rural area where the lower 5-unit or less threshold is applied,
affordable housing and tariff style contributions should be sought from developments of between
6 and 10-units in the form of cash payments which are commuted until after completion of units
within the development. This applies to rural areas described under section 157(1) of the Housing
Act 1985, which includes National Parks and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty

° affordable housing and tariff-style contributions should not be sought from any development
consisting only of the construction of a residential annex or extension to an existing home

8.17 On the same day (28" November 2014), in a written statement to Parliament, headed, Small-
scale developers, by Brandon Lewis MP of Department for Communities and Local
Government, thresholds for affordable housing and developer contributions were introduced:

Due to the disproportionate burden of developer contributions on small-scale developers, for sites of
10-units or less, and which have a maximum combined gross floor space of 1,000 square metres,
affordable housing and tariff style contributions should not be sought. This will also apply fo all
residential annexes and extensions.

For designated rural areas under section 157 of the Housing Act 1985, which includes National Parks
and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty, authorities may choose to implement a lower threshold of 5-
units or less, beneath which affordable housing and tariff style contributions should not be sought. This
will also apply to all residential annexes and extensions. Within these designated areas, if the 5-unit
threshold is implemented then payment of affordable housing and ftariff style contributions on
developments of between 6 to 10 units should also be sought as a cash payment only and be commuted
until after completion of units within the development.

These changes in national planning policy will not apply to rural exception sites which, subject to the
local area demonstrating sufficient need, remain available to support the delivery of affordable homes
for local people. However, affordable housing and tariff style contributions should not be sought in
relation to residential annexes and extensions.

A financial credit, equivalent to the existing gross floorspace of any vacant buildings brought back into
any lawful use or demolished for re-development, should be deducted from the calculation of any
affordable housing contributions sought from relevant development schemes.

This will not however apply to vacant buildings which have been abandoned.

8.18 Since then some further clarity was provided by The Rt Hon Eric Pickles of Department for
Communities and Local Government on 25" March 2015 headed Energy efficiency in
buildings and Planning system which said:

We have previously revised national policy on Section 106 thresholds to help small builders and to
encourage empty buildings to be brought back into use. Some councils have misinterpreted the written
ministerial statement of 28 November 2014, official report, column 54WS as just a change in guidance
— to clarify, this was a change in national policy and we will be updating the online planning
guidance/policy website to make this crystal clear. We are also publishing guidance tomorrow on the
vacant building credit fo assist in the delivery of the new policy.

Plan making

From the date the Deregulation Bill 2015 is given Royal Assent, local planning authorities and qualifying
bodies preparing neighbourhood plans should not set in their emerging Local Plans, neighbourhood
plans, or supplementary planning documents, any additional local technical standards or requirements
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relating to the construction, internal layout or performance of new dwellings. This includes any policy
requiring any level of the Code for Sustainable Homes to be achieved by new development; the
government has now withdrawn the code, aside from the management of legacy cases. Particular
standards or requirements for energy performance are considered later in this statement.

Local planning authorities and qualifying bodies preparing neighbourhood plans should consider their
existing plan policies on technical housing standards or requirements and update them as appropriate,
for example through a partial Local Plan review, or a full neighbourhood plan replacement in due course.
Local planning authorities may also need fo review their local information requirements to ensure that
technical detail that is no longer necessary is not requested to support planning applications.

The optional new national technical standards should only be required through any new Local Plan
policies if they address a clearly evidenced need, and where their impact on viability has been
considered, in accordance with the National Planning Policy Framework and Planning Guidance.
Neighbourhood plans should not be used to apply the new national technical standards.

For the specific issue of energy performance, local planning authorities will continue to be able to set
and apply policies in their Local Plans which require compliance with energy performance standards
that exceed the energy requirements of Building Regulations until commencement of amendments to
the Planning and Energy Act 2008 in the Deregulation Bill 2015.

This is expected to happen alongside the introduction of zero carbon homes policy in late 2016. The
government has stated that, from then, the energy performance requirements in Building Regulations
will be set at a level equivalent to the (outgoing) Code for Sustainable Homes Level 4. Until the
amendment is commenced, we would expect local planning authorities to take this statement of the
government’s intention into account in applying existing policies and not set conditions with
requirements above a Code level 4 equivalent. This statement does not modify the National Planning
Policy Framework policy allowing the connection of new housing development to low carbon
infrastructure such as district heating networks.

Measures relating to flood resilience and resistance and external noise will remain a matter to be dealt
with through the planning process, in line with the existing national policy and guidance. In cases of
very specific and clearly evidenced housing accessibility needs, where individual household
requirements are clearly outside the new national technical standards, local planning authorities may
ask for specific requirements outside of the access standard, subject to overall viability considerations.

8.19 In parallel to these announcements, changes were also made in relation to Vacant Buildings
Credit whereby affordable housing contributions and CIL would not be sought on the elements
(or proportion) of schemes that were existing vacant buildings. It is not necessary to consider
these changes in the context of this study as whilst they would have a direct impact on the
amount of affordable housing delivered there is no adverse impact on viability.

8.20 These changes were considered by the Council, and a decision had been made to reflect
these changes in development management.

8.21 Since then, on the 1st August 2015, the changes were reversed and the PPG was amended
and a new paragraph (paragraph 30) was added as follows*?:

Please note that paragraphs 012-023 of the guidance on planning obligations will be removed following
the judgment in R (on the application of West Berkshire District Council and Reading Borough Council)
v Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government [2015] EWHC 2222 (Admin).

43 http://planningguidance.planningportal.gov.uk/revisions/23b/030/
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In this study we have run a range of appraisals with affordable housing at a range of
requirements. We have also considered zero affordable housing.

The Council does not currently differentiate between the Affordable Rent and Social Rent
tenures. We have tested both to inform the policy development process.

We have assumed that 30% of affordable housing is affordable housing to buy — i.e. shared
ownership housing.

Paragraph 2a-021-20150326 of the PPG (How should the needs for all types of housing be
addressed?) refers to the needs of different groups of households and their need for housing.
This includes the Private Rented Sector (PRS). The Council has no plans to introduce policies
to redistrict some new homes to the PRS and has no planning mechanism (existing or
emerging policy) to do. The PRS has therefore not been modelled separately.

Starter Homes
The Budget included the following statement*+:

Starter Homes — 58,000 people have already signed up to show their interest in owning one of these
new homes — exclusively for first time buyers under 40, at a 20% discount. 200,000 of these new homes
will be built over the next 5 years. And to deliver this, the government is today announcing that every
reasonable sized housing site must include starter homes — and a new duty will be placed on councils
to make sure they include starter homes in their future housing plans for their area

Itis not clear what ‘every reasonable sized housing site, means and it is expected that this will
be clarified in due course. The PPG has not been updated since the budget and at the time
of this update the Starter Homes of the PPG*® only relates to ‘exception’ sites. Particular
uncertainty remains around whether or not Starter Homes are in addition to or instead of some
or all affordable housing.

When pressed on this DCLG provided us with the following statement (23rd July 2015):

We will engage developers and local authorities on the exact details of this proposed new requirement
for all suitable reasonably sized housing sites that are coming through the planning system fto offer
some Starter Homes. This will include the size and type of housing development that is expected fo be
covered and the proportion of Starter Home envisaged on these sites. The intention is to legislate for
this new requirement through the Housing Bill and so we are not going to have the final policy framework
until summer 2016 at the earliest.

A Starter Home will have to remain available at 20% below market value for the first five years
— meaning any first-time buyer who looks to resell within the first five years will have to offer
this discount to the next first time buyer. Starter Homes are not subject to CIL.

44 https://www.gov.uk/government/news/pm-and-chancellor-announce-one-nation-plans-to-spread-
homeownership-across-the-country

45 From PPG Paragraph: 001 Reference ID: 55-001-20150318
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Developer Contributions

8.30 The emerging Plan is clear that new development will be required to mitigate its impact. This
will need to cover a wide range of headings including (but not limited to):
e Education
e Transport
e Health
e Open Space, Green Infrastructure, Sport and Recreation
8.31 These requirements will be met through CIL and s106 contributions. The future approach to

such payments is, as set out in Chapter 2 above, restricted by CIL Regulations 122 and 123.
At this stage we have tested a wide range of developer contributions up to £30,000 per unit.

8.32 In relation to the larger strategic sites, we have tested the best available information on the
actual infrastructure costs as set out below (taken from Chapter 7 above). As there remains
some uncertainty as to the precise costs, we have also tested a range of infrastructure costs.

a. Stevenage North (800 homes) £7,180,000
b. Stevenage West (1,350) £13,950,000
C. Stevenage South-east (550 across two sites) £7,000,000

Town Centre Renewal

8.33 At the core of the emerging Plan and the Council’'s wider policy requirements is the
regeneration of the Town Centre. It is expected that this will result in a lifting of this area and
this will consequently result in increased residential and non-residential values. Whilst it would
not be appropriate to base new policy requirements on an expected rise in values we have
tested a range of price changes to inform the process and to allow the Council to consider
whether greater levels of developer contributions or affordable housing may be achievable in
the future.
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9. Modelled Sites

9.1 In the previous chapters we have set out the general assumptions to be inputted into the
development appraisals. In this chapter we have set out the modelling. We stress that this is
a high level study that is seeking to capture the generality rather than the specific. The
purpose is to establish the cumulative impact of the Council’s policies on development viability
and to inform the CIL setting process. This information will be used with the other information
gathered by the Council to assess whether or not the sites are actually deliverable.

9.2 Our approach is to model a set of residential development sites that are broadly representative
of the type of development that is likely to come forward in Stevenage.

9.3  The Council’s Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) includes 52 sites.
Overall these have a capacity of just over 7,400 units. The site selection process is ongoing
and as part of that they have been ranked as Deliverable or Developable by the Council, these
are listed in Appendix 7 and distributed as follows:
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Table 9.1 Distribution of Potential Residential Sites

%00°00L  [S0¥‘L %00°00L  [6€°0G1 %00°00L  |E¥'0SZ %00°00}  |2§
%6592  |696°L %0EZy  [29°€9 /Y478 2 2N VNN %9 €1 / lieg ussI
%0G'1Z  |26G°L %6L'9E  |2hVS %62 0F 16°00} %YSLL |9 ESJE UBQIN SPISING SBYS PIBRUSsIS
%Y’S oY %Z9'8 96°C %¥8°S €ovl %08 |9} ESIE UEQIN UILRIM SBYS PIBRUSSID
%0G' 9y  |evP'e %68°C1 6E6) %6€ 6 25°€T %Yy |e2 padojane Ajsnonaid
w@c___®>>h_ ealy JoN ealy SSOI9 S9lls
%00°00L  [S0¥‘L %00°00L  [6€°0G1 %00°00L  |E¥'0SZ %00°00}  |2§
%88’ | 6El %L1 9Ly %28’} GGy %296 G 8oeds usdo
%0.'8 719 %6V L T %1LE'G 62°€l %80'€C |2l 813u82 pooyInoqubieN
%60 8% 19G°¢ %6¥'8L  [¥0'8LL %lLV8  |82ClT %00°GZ  |€l PIojuSSIS
%811 zel %6¥"0 v.'0 %0€°0 v.'0 %LL'S e unoo sbeies
%L1 Gee %ES 0 80 %Ve 0 G8'0 %LL'S e wawhodw3
%22 8 609 %CL'E 9G %2C9C 959 %L L1 6 Apunwiwo)
%E9'9C  |2L6°L %28V Tyl %SG.'C 6E'6 %69 L % [BIOIBWWOH
%EG | ell %89 | e5'C %l L 112 %LL°G e UoHE0|IvY
w@c___®>>h_ ealy JoN ealy SSOI9 S9lls

Source: HDH Analysis of SBC SHLAA 2014

The analysis in this report reflects this mix of sites.

9.4
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These sites range from 54.2ha down to .010 ha with the average size being 4.82ha, although
it is pertinent to note that the median size is somewhat smaller at 0.94ha. The capacity ranges
from about 1,500 units down to 5 units with an average of 154 units (median 39 units). The
bulk of future development will be on these sites so the modelling is based on these, although
some development will be on smaller sites so we have incorporated a single unit site and a
site of 2 units into the modelling as CIL, if introduced, would apply to these as well.

The sites in the SHLAA have been modelled through a relatively detailed process. Net
developable area of the largest greenfield sites is assumed to 60%, whilst the smaller
brownfield sites are assumed to have equal net and gross developable areas. The
development density ranges from just 7.4 units/ha to a high of 980 units/ha (average
94 4units/ha, median 36.4units/ha) when considered on a gross basis and from 8.2units/ha to
980units/ha (average 103units/ha, median 40units/ha) when considered on a net basis.

In addition we have modelled a range of non-residential development types that are likely to
come forward over the plan-period — and have a reasonable prospect of yielding some CIL.
The current iteration of the emerging Plan includes several potential allocations for
employment space — we have drawn on this information.

Residential Development Sites

To inform the modelling the characteristics of the sites were considered in terms of location,
size and current use as set out in Table 9.1 above.

We have modelled 16 representative sites in the Borough. These include:

a. 3 large strategic sites to be representative of the three potential greenfield sites
identified under Options b and Option ¢ of the housing sections of the Stevenage
Borough Local Plan 2011-2031, First Consultation — June 2013. It should be noted
that no decision has been taken as to whether these sites will be included in the Plan,
this modelling will inform that process.

b. 4 medium greenfield sites to be representative of the SHLAA sites within and adjacent
to the urban area.

C. 6 sites on previously developed land, within the urban area so as to be representative
of the most likely type of development to come forward. This includes two flatted
schemes to be representative of the Town Centre.

d. 3 smaller sites of 10 units or less that would not be subject to affordable housing.

We acknowledge that modelling cannot be totally representative, however the aim of this work
is to test the effect of CIL on viability on sites likely to come forward over the plan-period. This
will assist with developing the Plan and the policies within it and to inform the Council’s CIL
setting process. The work is high level, so there are likely to be sites that will not be able to
deliver the affordable housing target and CIL, indeed as set out at the start of this report, there
are some sites that will be unviable even without any policy requirements (for example
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brownfield sites with high remediation costs), but there will also be sites that can afford more.
Once CIL has been adopted, there is little scope for exemptions to be granted, however, where
the affordable housing target and other policy requirements cannot be met, the developer will
continue to be able to negotiate with the planning authority. The planning authority will have
to weigh up the factors for and against a scheme, and the ability to deliver affordable housing
will be an important factor. The modelled sites are reflective of development sites in the study
area that are likely to come forward during the plan-period.

9.11 One of the developers of a strategic site had some concerns about whether the modelling
properly reflected the masterplan (pointing out that the masterplan is in need of updating).
The modelling is generally reflective and appropriate for the development of policy, however
as set out towards the end of our report, it is our firm recommendation that the Council
continues to work with developers, with a view to producing a statement of common ground
setting out the strategy for delivery of the site.

Development assumptions

9.12 In arriving at appropriate assumptions for residential development on each site we have
ensured that the built form used in our appraisals is appropriate to the current development
practices. We have developed a typology which responds to the variety of development
situations and densities typical in Stevenage, and this is used to inform development
assumptions for sites. The typology enables us to form a view about floorspace density, based
on the amount of development, measured in net floorspace per hectare, to be accommodated
upon the site. This is a key variable because the amount of floorspace which can be
accommodated on a site relates directly to the Residual Value, and is an amount which
developers will normally seek to maximise (within the constraints set by the market).

9.13 The typology uses as a base or benchmark typical of post-PPG3/PPS3 built form which would
provide development at between 3,000m?/ha to 3,550m?/ha on a substantial site, or sensibly
shaped smaller site. A representative housing density might be around 35/net ha. This has
become a common development format. It provides for a majority of houses but with a small
element of flats, in a mixture of two storey and two and a half to three storey form, with some
rectangular emphasis to the layout.

9.14 Some schemes have an appreciably higher density development providing largely or wholly
apartments, in blocks of three storeys or higher, with development densities of 6,900m?/ha
and dwelling densities of 100units/ha upwards; and schemes of lower density, in the rural
edge situations.

9.15 The density, in terms of units and floorspace, has been used to ensure appropriate
development assumptions for a majority of the sites.

9.16 We have based the densities used in the site modelling on the expected density that is likely
to come forward in current market conditions. These follow the densities used in the SHLAA
as set out above.
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9.17 We have set out the main characteristics of the modelled sites in the tables below. It is
important to note that these are modelled sites and not actual sites. These modelled
typologies have been informed by the sites included in the SHLAA, both in terms of scale and
location. A proportion of the housing to come forward over the plan-period will be on smaller
sites, therefore several smaller sites have been included. Single plots have not been included
as these will, predominantly be brought forward by ‘self-builders’ so be exempt of CIL.

Table 9.2 Summary of modelled sites

Northern Extension Units 800 Larger urban edge, greenfield site. 50% open
) space, 25ha net developable. Mix of family

Greenfield Area (Gross ha) | 50.00 housing. Note — this is part of a larger site that

would have a greater capacity if the whole

1 Density /ha 32 area was developed. The modelling is based

on 32/ha and 50% openspace.

Western Extension Units 1,350 | Larger urban edge, greenfield site. 50% open
) space, 47.12ha net developable. Mix of family
Greenfield Area (Gross ha) | 90.53 housing.
2 Density /ha 29
Southeast Extension Units 550 Settlement edge greenfield site. 30% open
) space, 19.97ha net developable. Mix of family
Greenfield Area (Gross ha) | 28.12 housing.
3 Density /ha 28
Greenfield 1 Units 45 Greenfield site within urban area. 10%
) openspace, 1.3ha net developable. Mix of
Greenfield Area (Gross ha) | 1.42 family housing.
4 Density /ha 35
Greenfield 2 Units 30 Greenfield site within urban area. 10%
) openspace, 0.75ha net developable. Mix of
Greenfield Area (Gross ha) | 1.0 terraced and semi-detached housing with
5 Density /ha 40 several detached.
Greenfield 3 Units 16 Greenfield site within urban area. 10%
) openspace, 0.4ha net developable. Mix of
Greenfield Area (Gross ha) | 0.46 terraced and semi-detached housing.
6 Density /ha 40
Greenfield 4 Units 40 Greenfield site on urban edge. 25%
) openspace, 3.5ha net developable. Mix of
Greenfield Area (Gross ha) | 0.70 terraced and semi-detached housing.
7 Density /ha 35
High Town Centre , High density, flatted development in town
Flats Units 350 centre.
Brownfield Area (Gross ha) | 0.67
8 Density /ha 500
Town Centre Flats Units 50 Small brownfield site in town centre. No open
Brownfield Area (Gross ha) | 0.5 space. High density flats
9 Density /ha 40
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Table 9.2 (continued) Summary of modelled sites
PDL 1 Units 50 Larger brownfield site developed with a mix of
Brownfield Area (Gross ha) | 1.4 gaerc(ial?/ogggls;rﬁg. 10% openspace, 1.25ha net
10 Density /ha 20
PDL 2 Units 24 Brownfield site developed with a mix of family
Brownfield Area (Gross ha) | 0.7 ggsz:ggédg% openspace, 0.6ha net
11 Density /ha 40
PDL 3 Units 14 Brownfield site with mix of terraced and semi-
Brownfield Area (Gross ha) | 0.35 detached housing.
12 Density /ha 40
PDL 4 - Flats Units 12 Small constrained site developed as flats.
Brownfield Area (Gross ha) | 0.2
13 Density /ha 60
Small A Units 10 Cleared site for mix of family housing. No
Brownfield Area (Gross ha) | 0.33 open space. No Affordable.
14 Density /ha 30
Small B Units 6 3 pairs of semi-detached on small site. No
Brownfield Area (Gross ha) | 0.2 Affordable.
15 Density /ha 30
Small C Units 3 Brownfield infill. Pair of semi-detached and a
Greenfield Area (Gross ha) | 0.10 detached. No Affordable.
16 Density /ha 30

Source: HDH 2015. Note density calculated on net area

9.18 The gross and net areas and the site densities are summarised below.

Di 96



Stevenage Borough Council

Whole Plan Viability Study, including CIL — September 2015

Table 9.3 Modelled Sites development assumptions

16LT 95°¢¢ 00°61 12201 99°081 zev'e
0£8°Z £E'v6 00°0¢ 00°0¢ 0L°0 0L°0 € 1ad umo.g 0 Jllews| 97
006°Z £6°¢8 00°0¢ 00°0¢ 020 020 9 1ad umoJg 0 glews| qtr
£06°C 0928 0£'0¢ 0£'0¢ £€°0 £€°0 ol 1ad umoJg 0 v [lews| $T
080' 00'89 00°09 00°09 020 020 4} Alunwwod|  wmolg 0 sie|d-#7ad| €T
ovl'e 0582 00°0F 00°0F Ge'0 Ge'0 i 1ad umo.g 0 €1ad| 71
G6e'e 8818 00°0% 621 09°0 0.0 ¥Z [ElIBWWOD | umolg 0 z1ad| 11
obr'e 00'98 00°0% L2 GZ'L ov'L 05 1ad umo.g 0 17ad| o1
vwm.w ¥9°/9 00°001 00001 0S50 050 0S >H_CSF_F_OU umolg 2J11ua) UMO| Sle|d aJjua) UMO| 6
1£6'6E (9829 00005  [0000S  |02°0 0.0 0S¢ ['e19y umoig|  @uua) UMOL|  sIe|d u3ud) UMOL YSIH| 8
166°C 08'S8 98¢ ¥2'9Z 05°¢ G9'v 4! 20opped usalin 0 ¥ pIdYusaIn| /£
£62'C €728 00°0% 8.'v¢ 0v'0 90 9l Xoopped usaln 0 € playusain| 9
09Y'e 05'98 00°0F 00°0¢ 6.0 00'L 0g Xoopped usaln 0 ZplPyusain| g
8667 /878 29t 69°LE 0g'L ZrL G J0pped usalin 0 T pIdyusan| ¢
¥GE'T 6168 ¥5'/2 9561 1661 z182 0GS [ean3noL3Y usa.o 1seq yinos uolsuaixgiseayinos| ¢
0S¥'Z 168 G9'82 167 rAWiZ £5°06 05€°l [en3|no L3y usain 1S9M uolsua1xj wIL1sam| ¢
/82T 65’8 00'Z¢ 00'91 00'§Z 00°0G 008 [en3 N2 LBy usain YHoN uoIsuaIxXg UWIBYMON| T
ey/gw cul 1oN SS0I9 1oN SS0I9
Alsuaq °zIS Wun ey/syun Ajsusqg eH ealy SHUN umod

: obelany asn 1ua.IN) Jusalin
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9.19 The modelling does not exactly follow the density assumptions used in the SHLAA or the

policy as the modelling has been informed by the actual characteristics of the sites on the

97

4

v



9.20

9.21

9.22

9.23

9.24

9.25

9.26

it}

Stevenage Borough Council
Whole Plan Viability Study, including CIL — September 2015

ground. In order to tailor the appraisals to the local circumstances we have applied the
geographical appropriate affordable housing targets and prices.

The price of units is one of the most significant inputs into the appraisals. This applies not just
to the market homes but also the affordable uses (intermediate, social rented and affordable
rented). Informed by the findings set out in Chapter 4 we have used the prices set out towards
the end of that chapter.

Older People’s Housing

We have modelled a private sheltered/retirement and an extracare scheme, each on a 0.5ha
site as follows.

A private sheltered/retirement scheme of 20 x 1 bed units of 50m? and 25 x 2 bed units of
75m? to give a net saleable area (GIA) of 2,875m?. We have assumed a further 20% non-
saleable service and common areas to give a scheme GIA of 3,450m?2.

An extracare scheme of 24 x 1 bed units of 65m? and 16 x 2 bed units of 80m? to give a net
saleable area (GIA) of 2,840m?. We have assumed a further 35% non-saleable service and
common areas to give a scheme GIA of 3,834m>.

Non-Residential Sites

For the purpose of this study we have assessed a number of development types. We have
based our modelling on the following development types:

a. Offices. These typically are more than 500m?, will be of steel frame construction, and
will be located on larger business parks. Typical units in the Borough are around
750m? — we will use this as the basis of our modelling. We have assumed two storey
construction.

b. Large industrial. Modern industrial units of over 500m?. There is little new space
being constructed. Typical units in the Borough are around 1,000m? — we will use this
as the basis of our modelling.

C. Distribution. A large ‘shed’ of 3,000m? of steel portal frame construction.

In developing these typologies, we have made assumptions about the site coverage and
density of development on the sites. We have assumed 66% coverage on the industrial sites,
60% coverage on the offices and a lower amount of 30% to allow for loading bays and parking
etc. on distribution sites.

We have not looked at the plethora of other types of commercial and employment
development beyond office and industrial/storage uses in this study.
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Hotels and Leisure

9.27 The leisure industry is very diverse and ranges from conventional hotels and roadside budget
hotels, to cinemas, theatres, historic attractions, equestrian centres, stables and ménages.
We have reviewed this sector and there is very little activity in this sector at the moment, either
at the planning stage or the construction stage. This is an indication that development in this
sector is at the margins of viability at the moment. Having considered this further we have
assessed a modern hotel on a town edge site (both Travelodge and Premier Inn are seeking
sites in the area). We have assumed that this is a 60 bedroom product with ample carparking
on a 0.4 ha (1 acre) site.

Community and Institutional

9.28 This includes development used for the provision of any medical or health services and
development used wholly or mainly for the provision of education as a school or college under
the Education Acts or as an institution of higher education. The majority of development in
this sector is mainly brought forward by the public sector or by not-for-profit organisations —
many of which have charitable status (thus making them potentially exempt from CIL).

Retail

9.29 For the purpose of this study, we have assessed the following types of space. It is important
to remember that this assessment is looking at the ability of new projects to bear an element
of CIL — it is only therefore necessary to look at the main types of development likely to come
forward in the future. We have modelled the following distinct types of retail development for
the sake of completeness — although it should be noted that no such development is scheduled
to take place on the specific sites.

a. Supermarkets. Two typologies have been modelled.

First is a single storey retail unit development with a gross (i.e. GIA) area of 4,000m?.
It is assumed to require 400 car parking spaces, and to occupy a total site area of
1.6ha. The building is taken to be of steel construction. The development was
modelled alternatively on greenfield and on previously developed sites.

Second and based on a smaller supermarket, typical of the units that may be
developed by operators such as Aldi and Lidl. We have assumed a 1,200m? unit on a
0.4ha site (30% coverage) to allow for car parking.

b. Retail Warehouse is a single storey retail unit development with a gross (i.e. GIA)
area of 4,000m?. It is assumed to require 150 car parking spaces, and to occupy a
total site area of 0.8ha. The building is taken to be of steel construction. The
development was modelled alternatively on greenfield and on previously developed
sites.

C. Shop is a brick built development on two storeys, of 150 m?. No car parking or loading
space is allowed for, and the total site area (effectively the building footprint) is
0.019ha.
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9.30 Inline with the Regulations, we have only assessed developments of over 100m2. There are
other types of retail development, such as small single farm shops, petrol filling stations and
garden centres. We have not included these in this high level study due to the great diversity
of project that may arise.

9.31 In developing these typologies, we have made assumptions about the site coverage and
density of development on the sites. We have assumed simple, single storey construction
and have assumed there are no mezzanine floors.
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10. Residential Appraisal Results

At the start of this chapter it is important to stress that the results of the appraisals do not, in
themselves, determine the viability of the Plan or set CIL. In due course the evidence will also
be used to refine the emerging Plan and to inform the CIL setting process. The results of this
study are one of a number of factors that the Council will consider, including the need for
infrastructure, other available evidence, such as the Council’s track record in delivering
affordable housing and collecting payments under s106, and, importantly, the results of the
consultation process with developers. The purpose of the appraisals is to provide an indication
of the viability in different areas under different scenarios. In due course, the Council will have
to take a view as to whether or not to proceed with CIL.

The appraisals use the residual valuation approach — that is, they are designed to assess the
value of the site after taking into account the costs of development, the likely income from
sales and/or rents and an appropriate amount of developers’ profit. The Residual Value would
represent the maximum bid for the site where the payment is made in a single tranche on the
acquisition of a site. In order for the proposed development to be described as viable, it is
necessary for this value to exceed the Existing Use Value by a satisfactory margin. We have
discussed this in Chapter 6.

In order to assist the Council, we have run several sets of appraisals. The appraisals’ main
output is the Residual Value. The Residual Value is calculated using the formula set out in
Chapter 2 above. Additionally the appraisals also derive the Additional Profit to assist with
setting CIL, as set out in Chapter 3.

The initial appraisals are based on the assumptions provided in the previous chapters of this
report, including the affordable housing requirement.

Development appraisals are sensitive to changes in price so appraisals have been run with
various changes in the cost of construction and an increase and decrease in prices. We have
then considered a number of different price levels informed by our discussion with the Council.

As set out above, for each development type we have calculated the Residual Value. In the
tables in this chapter we have colour coded the results using a simple traffic light system:

a. Green Viable —where the Residual Value per hectare exceeds the indicative Viability
Threshold Value per hectare (being the Existing Use Value plus the
appropriate uplift to provide a competitive return for the landowner).

b. Amber Marginal — where the Residual Value per hectare exceeds the Existing Use
Value or Alternative Use Value, but not Viability Threshold Value per hectare.
These sites should not be considered as viable when measured against the
test set out — however, depending on the nature of the site and the owner,
they may come forward.
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C. Red Non-viable — where the Residual Value does not exceed the Existing Use
Value or Alternative Use Value.

10.7 The results are set out and presented for each site and per gross hectare to allow comparison
between sites.

10.8 Itis important to note that a report of this type applies relatively simple assumptions that are
broadly reflective of an area to make an assessment of viability. The fact that a site is shown
as viable does not necessarily mean that it will come forward and vice versa. An important
part of any final consideration of viability will be relating the results of this study to what is
actually happening on the ground in terms of development and what planning applications are
being determined — and on what basis.

Financial appraisal approach and assumptions

10.9 On the basis of the assumptions set out in the earlier chapters, we prepared financial
appraisals for each of the modelled residential sites using a bespoke spreadsheet-based
financial analysis package. We produced financial appraisals based on the build costs,
abnormal costs, and infrastructure costs and financial assumptions for the different options.
The detailed appraisal base results for the modelled sites are included in Appendix 8.

Base Appraisals — full current policy requirements

10.10 We prepared financial appraisals for each of the modelled and strategic residential sites using
a bespoke spreadsheet-based financial analysis package. These appraisals are based on the
full policy requirements of the Local Plan, but with a range of affordable housing and developer
contribution assumptions base options:

a) Affordable Housing 40% (30% Intermediate for sale / 70% Affordable Rent) on
all sites.

b)  Environmental Standards Enhanced Building Regulations (Part L) (BCIS +1.5%).
Lifetime £11/m?2,

c) CILand s106 £2,000 per unit (market and affordable).
Stevenage North £7,180,000
Stevenage West £13,950,000

Stevenage South-east  £7,000,000
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Table 10.1 Residual Values
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10.11 The results vary across the modelled sites, although this is largely due to the different
assumptions around density. The additional costs associated with brownfield sites also results
in significantly lower values. The Residual Value is not a good indication of viability by itself,
being the maximum price a developer may bid for a parcel of land and still make an adequate
return (competitive return).

10.12 In the following tables we have compared the Residual Value with the Viability Threshold. The
Viability Threshold being an amount over and above the existing use value that is sufficient to
provide the willing landowner with a competitive return and induce them to sell the land for
development as set out in Chapter 6 above.

Table 10.2 Residual Value compared to Viability Threshold
Full Development Plan Policy Requirements

Alternative Viability Residual

Use Value Threshold Value

£/ha £/ha £/ha

1 Northern Extension North 25,000 425,000 524,915
2 Western Extension West 25,000 425,000 426,850
3 Southeast Extension South East 25,000 425,000 599,614
4 Greenfield 1 50,000 450,000 766,170
5 Greenfield 2 50,000 450,000 655,242
6 Greenfield 3 50,000 450,000 912,488
7 Greenfield 4 50,000 450,000 647,894
8 High Town Centre Flats Town Centre 600,000 750,000 | -15,406,746
9 Town Centre Flats Town Centre 600,000 750,000 -3,236,169
10 | PDL1 600,000 750,000 598,863
11 | PDL2 600,000 750,000 526,491
12 | PDL3 600,000 750,000 686,470
13 | PDL 4 - Flats 600,000 750,000 -1,255,230
14 | Small A 600,000 750,000 757,576
15 | Small B 600,000 750,000 747,058
16 | SmallC 600,000 750,000 587,017

Source: SBC Whole Plan Viability Study August 2015

10.13 Overall the results are broadly consistent with those experienced on the ground, confirming
that the vast majority of development on greenfield sites can bear the Council’s policy
requirements, although some sites, particularly the brownfield sites on previously developed
land (PDL) cannot.

10.14 The Council has two principle policy requirements. The first is affordable housing and the
second is in relation to developer contributions / impact mitigation. To inform the policy
refinement process, and in line with the requirements of the NPPF, we have considered the
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impact of the Council’'s discretionary policy requirements separately before considering the
cumulative impact.

10.15 First we have considered development viability with no contributions at all, including not
making the site specific payments on the strategic sites (Stevenage North £7,180,000,
Stevenage West £13,950,000, Stevenage South-east £7,000,000), and not including
affordable housing, but we have assumed the lifetime homes and other policy requirements

continue.
Table 10.3 Residual Value compared to Viability Threshold
No Policy Requirements
Alternative Viability Residual
Use Value Threshold Value
£/ha £/ha £/ha
1 | Northern Extension North 25,000 425,000 1,140,572
2 | Western Extension West 25,000 425,000 962,185
3 | Southeast Extension South East 25,000 425,000 1,425,005
4 | Greenfield 1 50,000 450,000 1,602,712
5 | Greenfield 2 50,000 450,000 1,450,136
6 | Greenfield 3 50,000 450,000 1,830,397
7 | Greenfield 4 50,000 450,000 1,336,036
8 | High Town Centre Flats Town Centre 600,000 750,000 4,701,112
9 | Town Centre Flats Town Centre 600,000 750,000 -1,049,281
10 | PDL 1 600,000 750,000 1,516,904
11 | PDL2 600,000 750,000 1,422,959
12 | PDL 3 600,000 750,000 1,663,284
13 | PDL 4 - Flats 600,000 750,000 10,251
14 | Small A 600,000 750,000 1,733,444
15 | Small B 600,000 750,000 1,715,710
16 | Small C 600,000 750,000 1,691,658

Source: SBC Whole Plan Viability Study August 2015

10.16 Without the policy requirements, most sites are shown as viable, which to a large extent is to
be expected. There is however a notable exception and that relates to the flatted schemes.
These are inevitably on previously developed land with the additional costs associated with
those, and higher direct construction costs and site preparation costs.

10.17 Of particular concern are the two larger town centre flatted schemes, these not only are not
viable, but are loss making. These findings are consistent with the independent work carried
out for the Council concerning the regeneration of the town centre carried out by Turner and
Townsend in early 2015.
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Impact of affordable housing

10.18 In the following table we have compared the Residual Values without any developer
contributions, but with affordable housing from zero to 40%. We have undertaken this analysis
firstly assuming the affordable housing is delivered as 70% Affordable Rent and 30%
intermediate housing to buy, and then as 70% Social Rent and 30% intermediate housing to
buy. It is important to note that Affordable Rent and Social Rent are both affordable housing
within the definitions contained within the NPPF.
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Table 10.4 Residual Values
Affordable Housing to 40% (30% Intermediate / 70% Affordable to Rent)

No Developer Contributions
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The results reflect the lower values of Social Rent, relative to the values of Affordable Rents,
with modelled sites being able to bear less affordable housing when that affordable housing
is provided as social rent.

The impact of this is twofold. The first point is that the lower the rent charged on a home the
more households that are likely to be able to afford it. With the higher Affordable Rent fewer
households would be able to afford the rent without recourse to Local Housing Allowance or
Housing Benefit. The Council may have a preference for one tenure (on non-viability grounds)
over another informed by the Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA).

The second point is around the relationship between affordable housing and developer
contributions. If the Council were to prefer Social Rent over Affordable Rent and require
developers to provide Social Rent rather than Affordable Rent, an inevitable consequence
would be a reduced ability to collect developer contributions.

At this stage we understand that the Council has no preference in terms of tenure but
appreciates a need to deliver affordable housing and to fund infrastructure.

Impact of developer contributions

In the following table we have compared the Residual Values without any affordable housing
but with developer contributions from zero to £40,000 per unit.
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Table 10.5 Residual Values
with Developer Contributions to £20,000 and No Affordable Housing
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Source: SBC Whole Plan Viability Study August 2015

10.24 When read together, the tables above show that developments in Stevenage are able to bear

The

ions.
Council can therefore have confidence that the Plan is deliverable. Generally both affordable

ificant levels of developer contribut

ing or sign

ificant levels of affordable hous
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housing and developer contributions will be required. In the following sections we have
considered how these relate.

Combined impact of developer contributions and affordable housing.

10.25 In the following tables we have set out the results of appraisals with affordable housing from
20% to 40% (where the affordable housing is the 70% Affordable Rent / 30% Intermediate
Housing mix) and from £0 per unit to £25,000 per unit. All other policy requirements are
assumed to apply including the site specific payments on the strategic sites (Stevenage North
£7,180,000, Stevenage West £13,950,000, Stevenage South-east £7,000,000).
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Table 10.6a Residual Values,
varied Developer Contributions and Affordable Housing
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Table 10.6b Residual Values,
varied Developer Contributions and Affordable Housing
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Table 10.6¢c Residual Values,
varied Developer Contributions and Affordable Housing
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10.26 It is clear that, as the amount of affordable housing increases, the ability to bear developer
contributions decreases. Assuming that the affordable housing to rent is provided as
Affordable Rent we can summarise the findings as follows:

a. Flatted development in the town centre is unable to bear affordable housing and is unlikely
to be able to bear developer contributions in the current market. Having said this there is
some recent evidence, through the development management system that schemes are
coming forward in this area and are delivering affordable housing.

b. At modest levels of affordable housing in the range of 20% to 25%, development on
brownfield sites would be able to contribute towards infrastructure at rates of up to
£7,500/unit or so, but at higher rates of affordable housing there would be little scope to
contribute towards infrastructure and site mitigation.

c. The modelling shows that, for smaller sites, having taken into account the BCIS updated
small site costs referred to in Chapter 7 above, the results are similar to that of brownfield
sites. It is timely to note that, as set out in Chapter 8, the national 11 unit threshold for
affordable housing was overturned as a result of a judicial review. We understand that
this decision is likely to be appealed so it will be necessary for the Council to monitor this.

d. On large strategic greenfield sites there is scope to have a higher level of affordable
housing and to bear the infrastructure costs. At 35% or 40% there is would only be limited
scope to request infrastructure payments through CIL over and above the s106 costs
incorporated into the modelling..

e. The remaining greenfield sites are able to bear the Council’s current affordable housing
target of 40% and to bear an element of developer contributions, however, if the amount
of affordable housing was reduced to say 30% the ability to bear developer contributions
is improved notably.

10.27 The owners and promoters of the large strategic sites are actively pursuing development. The
modelling and appraisals carried out in a high level strategic report such as this are based on
generic and Borough wide assumptions, albeit with the best available information in relation
to the site specific costs. We strongly recommend that prior to the Examination, that the
Council and the sites’ promoters work together, bearing in mind page 23 of the Harman
Guidance which says:

Landowners and site promoters should be prepared to provide sufficient and good quality information
at an early stage, rather than waiting until the development management stage. This will allow an
informed judgement by the planning authority regarding the inclusion or otherwise of sites based on
their potential viability.

10.28 Whilst CIL has not been considered at this stage, it may be necessary to develop site specific
rates of CIL for these sites and ensure that a clear delivery strategy can be demonstrated for
the Examination.

Impact of Price and Cost Change

10.29 Itis important that, whatever policies are adopted, that the Plan is not unduly sensitive to future
changes in prices and costs. We have therefore tested various variables in this regard. We
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have followed the time horizons set out in the NPPF and in the methodology in the Harman
Guidance.

10.30 In this report we have used the build costs produced by BCIS. As well as producing estimates
of build costs, BCIS also produce various indices and forecasts to track and predict how build
costs may change over time. The BCIS forecasts an increase of just over 15% in prices over
the next 5 years*. We have tested a scenario with this increase in build costs.

10.31 As set out in Chapter 4, we are in a current period of uncertainty in the property market. Itis
not the purpose of this report to predict the future of the market. We have therefore tested
four price change scenarios, minus 10% and 5%, and plus 10% and 5%. In this analysis we
have assumed all other matters in the base appraisals remain unchanged.

10.32 A proportion of the development anticipated is to be in the town centre. This is an area that is
undergoing a programme of regeneration and transformation as the Council recognises the
problems in the area. As set out in Chapter 4 above, this area is within a few minutes’ walk of
the train station, from where trains run to Kings Cross in less than 20 minutes. The Council’s
expectation is to be able change the perception of the town and to make the town a sought
after housing market area. In order to enable the Council to understand what increase in
house prices may be necessary to ensure development is viable in this area, we have run a
further set of appraisals.

10.33 It is important to note that in the following table only the costs of construction and the value of
the market housing are altered.

10.34 In this analysis we have followed the assumptions used in the base appraisals as set out
below:

a. Affordable Housing 40% (30% Intermediate for sale / 70% Affordable Rent) on all
sites.

b. Environmental Standards  Enhanced Building Regulations (Part L) (BCIS +1.5%).

Lifetime £11/m?.

c. CIL and s106 £2,000 per unit (market and affordable).
Stevenage North £7,180,000
Stevenage West £13,950,000

Stevenage South-east £7,000,000

46 See Table 1.1 (Page 8) of in Quarterly Review of Building Prices (Issue No 136 — February 2015)
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Table 10.7 Sensitivity to Price Change
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10.35 The analysis demonstrates that a relatively small fall in prices will adversely impact on the
deliverability of the smaller brownfield sites. The vast majority of land allocated for housing is
greenfield land so the impact on the delivery of the overall Plan would be minimal.

10.36 It is clear, across all sites, that the relatively small changes in price and costs can have a
significant impact on the Residual Value and that there is sensitivity to changes in prices and
costs. This is particularly important when it comes to considering larger sites that will be
delivered over many years through multiple phases. On larger sites, where developers make
a case for a lower affordable housing requirement on the grounds of viability, we would
recommend that a review mechanism is incorporated to allow the affordable housing
requirements be adjusted over the life of the project.

10.37 Based on the above analysis flatted development in the town centre is shown to be unviable,
even without affordable housing or developer contributions. As mentioned above, this is at
odds with some recent evidence through the development management system that schemes
are coming forward in this area and are delivering affordable housing. In the following analysis
we have set out the residual values for the two town centre flatted schemes with affordable
housing being reduced to zero and prices increased by 50%:

Table 10.8 Sensitivity to Price Change and Affordable Housing
Town Centre Flatted Schemes
Affordable %
0% 10% 20% 30% 40%
0% -5,790,220
-1,267,102
10% 4,190 -2,755,879
-50,606 -622,744
@ | 20% 5,466,669 2,396,842 -706,302
g 1,107,680 477,583 -186,926
§ 30% 7,419,568 3,909,790 407,705 -3,263,713
o 1,526,895 797,346 54,692 -711,646
40% 4,542,839 604,517
937,694 102,109
50% 4,295,987
889,445

Source: SBC Whole Plan Viability Study August 2015

10.38 The results show that to achieve the full 40% affordable requirement, house prices would have
to increase somewhere in the order of 40% to 50% for schemes to be viable. Even with no
affordable housing, an uplift in prices of 10% to 20% or so is required. Clearly there are a
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number of permutation that could occur, but an increase in prices of 20% to 30% is likely to
allow 20% or so affordable housing to be viable.

10.39 Bearing in mind the evidence on the ground it would not be appropriate to only refer to the
evidence in this report and we do recommend that affordable housing is sought in this core
town centre area. This is explored further in Chapter 12 below.

10.40 The PPG is very clear that viability testing for a study of this type should be done at today’s
prices and costs. It is therefore necessary to use this information with caution. Our
recommendation is to set current policy requirements based on current prices and costs, but
keep this under regular review and revisit the policy should viability improve.

Developers’ Return

10.41 The analysis in the earlier tables in this chapter is based on the assumption that the
developer’s return should be calculated as a 20% of the total development costs. This
approach was agreed through the consultation, having been discussed at some length at the
event held on 27" March 2015.

10.42 A suggestion was made by one developer that the developer’s return should be calculated as
a portion of the Gross Development Value rather than total development cost. We have re-
run the base appraisals as set out in Tables 10.1 and 10.2 above with the developers’ return
calculated as 20% of GDV. All other assumptions have been held unchanged:
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Table 10.9 Residual Values — Developers’ Return 20% GDV
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Table 10.10 Residual Value compared to Viability Threshold — Developers’ Return
20% GDV
Full Development Plan Policy Requirements

Alternative Viability Residual

Use Value Threshold Value

£/ha £/ha £/ha

1 Northern Extension North 25,000 425,000 432,093
2 Western Extension West 25,000 425,000 348,066
3 Southeast Extension South East 25,000 425,000 487,244
4 Greenfield 1 50,000 450,000 582,068
5 Greenfield 2 50,000 450,000 472,722
6 Greenfield 3 50,000 450,000 696,566
7 Greenfield 4 50,000 450,000 493,717
8 High Town Centre Flats Town Centre 600,000 750,000 | -17,530,602
9 Town Centre Flats Town Centre 600,000 750,000 -3,716,271
10 | PDL1 600,000 750,000 387,080
11 | PDL2 600,000 750,000 318,640
12 | PDL3 600,000 750,000 448,952
13 | PDL 4 - Flats 600,000 750,000 -1,565,766
14 | Small A 600,000 750,000 548,671
15 | Small B 600,000 750,000 541,208
16 | SmallC 600,000 750,000 350,195

Source: SBC Whole Plan Viability Study August 2015

10.43 Whilst these results are a little less good (in that the Residual Value is a little lower) than when
the developer’s return is calculated on the development costs, it is however notable that the
proportion of development that is viable is similar. The Council can have confidence that the
plan is deliverable on this basis.

Older People’s Housing

10.44 As well as mainstream housing, we have considered the sheltered and extracare sectors
separately. Appraisals were run for a range of affordable housing requirements. The results
of these are summarised as follows. In each case allowance has been made for a s106
developer contribution of £100,000. The full appraisals are set out in Appendix 9 below:

E)i 120



Stevenage Borough Council

Whole Plan Viability Study, including CIL — September 2015

Table 10.11 Older People’s Housing, Appraisal Results
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10.45 In practice, extracare housing falls under the definition of residential institutions rather than
dwelling houses so is not normally considered to be subject to the Council’s affordable housing
policies. We have not pursued this further.

10.46 The sheltered housing is shown as viable on greenfield and brownfield sites and is able to
bear affordable housing at significant levels.

Conclusions

10.47 We take this opportunity to stress again that the results in themselves to do not determine
policy. We have discussed the consequences of these results in Chapter 12.
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11. Non-Residential Appraisal Results

11.1 Based on the assumptions set out previously, we have run a set of development financial
appraisals for the non-residential development types. The detailed appraisal results are set
out in Appendix 10 and summarised in the table below.

11.2  As with the residential appraisals, we have used the Residual Valuation approach. We have
run appraisals to assess the value of the site after taking into account the costs of
development, the likely income from sales and/or rents, and an appropriate amount of
developers’ profit. The payment would represent the sum paid in a single tranche on the
acquisition of a site. In order for the proposed development to be described as viable, it is
necessary for this value to exceed the value from an alternative use. To assess viability we
have used the same methodology with regard to the Viability Thresholds (Existing / Alternative
Land Use ‘plus’).

11.3 When testing the non-residential development types we have not run multiple sets of
appraisals for different levels of policy requirement as the Council does not seek to impose
layers of policy requirements on these types of development.
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Table 11.1 Appraisal Results showing Approximate Residual Value
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11.4 To alarge extent the above results are reflective of the current market in Stevenage and more
widely. Office and industrial/distribution development are shown as being unviable, however
this is not just a Stevenage issue — a finding supported by the fact that such development is
only being brought forward to a limited extent on a speculative basis by the development
industry. Where development is coming forward it tends to be from existing businesses for
operational reasons — rather than to make a return through property development.

11.5 It is notable that, through the consultation process, agents operating in the local market,
reported that over the last 18 or so months, that there has been a change in sentiment and an
improvement in the market, and that this is expected to continue.

11.6  Further, the analysis in this report is carried out in line with the Harman Guidance and in the
context of the NPPF and PPG. It assumes that development takes place for its own sake and
is a goal in its own right. It assumes that a developer buys land, develops it and then disposes
of it, in a series of steps with the sole aim of making a profit from the development. As set out
in Chapters 2 and 3 above, the Guidance does not reflect the broad range of business models
under which developers and landowners operate. Some developers have owned land for
many years and are building a broad income stream over multiple properties over the long
term. Such developers are able to release land for development at less than the arms-length
value at which it may be released to third parties and take a long term view as to the direction
of the market based on the prospects of an area and wider economic factors. Much of the
development coming forward in Stevenage is ‘user led’ being brought forward by businesses
that will use the eventual space for operational uses, rather than for investment purposes.

11.7 It is clear that non-residential development is challenging in the current market, but it is
improving. We would urge caution in relation to setting policy requirements for employment
uses that would unduly impact on viability.

11.8 Supermarkets and retail warehouses are both shown as viable, on greenfield sites and
brownfield sites, with the Residual Value exceeding the Viability Threshold by a substantial
margin (indicating the ability to make developer contributions). The Plan supports the
development of retail uses in the town centre and there are limited remaining opportunities
within the town centre beyond those being currently pursued. Whilst the Council wishes to
see a broad range of retailing in the town, the Plan directs this towards the town centre.

11.9 Other town centre retailing is shown as viable (by the shop typology that represents typical
high street shops). This finding should be treated with caution as town centre development is
most likely to be on land that is currently in a retail use and will have higher costs. In the
current market such development is unlikely to be viable and it is important to note that there
are multiple empty premises in prime locations, and more in the locations around the periphery
of the town centre. The Council has several policies seeking to further enhance the town
centre.

11.10 The analysis included hotel use. This is shown to be unviable on greenfield and on brownfield
land. We would suggest caution when considering CIL in relation to this use.
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Conclusions

11.11 The delivery of non-residential space is an important part of the Plan. The Council will need
to consider how this can be facilitated.

11.12 We take this opportunity to stress again that the results in themselves do not determine policy.
We have discussed the consequences of these results in Chapter 12 and the ability for
development types to bear CIL in the CIL Viability Assessment.
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12. Local Plan Viability

12.1 This document sets out the methodology used, the key assumptions adopted, and the results,
and has been prepared to assist the Council with the assessment of the viability of the
emerging Stevenage Borough Local Plan 2011-2031. The NPPF, the PPG, the CIL
Guidance and the Harman Viability Guidance all require stakeholder engagement —
particularly with members of the development industry. Consultation has taken place and,
whilst there was not universal agreement, a broad consensus on most matters was achieved.

Cumulative Impact of Policies

12.2 In Chapter 10 we set out the results of a range of appraisals considering the impact on viability
of individual policies and the different levels of developer contributions that residential
development can bear. The purpose of this analysis is to inform the plan-making process. As
set out in Chapter 2 above, the NPPF introduced a requirement to assess the viability of the
delivery of Local Plan and the impact on development of policies contained within it saying:

173.  Pursuing sustainable development requires careful attention to viability and costs in plan-
making and decision-taking. Plans should be deliverable. Therefore, the sites and the scale of
development identified in the plan should not be subject to such a scale of obligations and policy
burdens that their ability to be developed viably is threatened. To ensure viability, the costs of any
requirements likely to be applied fo development, such as requirements for affordable housing,
standards, infrastructure contributions or other requirements should, when taking account of the normal
cost of development and mitigation, provide competitive returns to a willing land owner and willing
developer to enable the development to be deliverable.

12.3 This needs to be considered with the fourth bullet point of paragraph 182 of the NPPF that
requires that the Plan is effective.

12.4 The other purpose is in the context of CIL to assess the ‘effects’ on development viability of
the imposition of CIL — Regulation 14 of the CIL Regulations says:

‘councils must strike an appropriate balance between (a) the desirability of funding from CIL (in whole
or in part) the actual and expected estimated total cost of infrastructure required to support the
development of its area, taking into account other actual and expected sources of funding; and (b) the
potential effects (taken as a whole) of the imposition of CIL on the economic viability’.

Residential Development

12.5 In the appraisals set out in Chapter 10 above, the strategic sites and the typologies were
modelled and appraised relative to their ability to bear the Council’s affordable housing and
other requirements and to pay developer contributions.

12.6 It is clear that as the amount of affordable housing increases, the ability to bear developer
contributions decreases. We can summarise the findings as follows:

a. The delivery of affordable housing for rent as Affordable Rent is more viable that the
development of affordable housing for rent as Social Rent. The lower the rent charged
on a home, the more households there are who are likely to be able to afford it. With
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the higher Affordable Rent fewer households would be able to afford the rent without
recourse to Local Housing Allowance or Housing Benefit, although it is important to
note that a high proportion of households in affordable housing are in receipt of
assistance with this rent.

The impact is seen across all sites — however the consequence is more clearly seen
in relation to the smaller and brownfield sites.

In this study and the subsequent analysis it has assumed that affordable housing for
rent will be delivered as Affordable Rent rather than Social Rent. We take this
opportunity to highlight that the Council has not made a decision as to which its
preferred tenure will be.

b. At modest levels of affordable housing in the range of 20% to 25%, development on
brownfield sites would be able to contribute towards infrastructure at rates of up to
£7,500/unit or so, but at higher rates of affordable housing there would be little scope
to contribute towards infrastructure and site mitigation.

C. The flatted development in the town centre is unable to bear affordable housing and is
unlikely to be able to bear developer contributions in the current market. An increase
of around 20% in house prices is required. Bearing in mind the town’s excellent train
link to London and the Council’'s regeneration plans for the town centre, we
recommend that this is kept under review.

These findings, based on the viability evidence in this report are at odds with some
recent evidence, through the Council’s development management system, that
schemes are coming forward in this area and are delivering affordable housing.

The nature of the sites in the town centre varies considerably, but all are complicated
and most will have a range of uses within them. Rather than take the worst case
scenario we do not recommend that a separate affordable housing policy requirement
is applied on this area. It is inevitable that not all sites would be able to bear the full
policy requirements, but some will. It will be necessary for the Council to have clear
system for engaging with the development industry and discussing viability in the
context of infrastructure and affordable housing requirements.

d. The modelling shows, having taken into account the BCIS updated small site costs
referred to in Chapter 7 above, that the results are similar to that of brownfield sites.
As set out in Chapter 8, the national 11 unit threshold for affordable housing has been
removed. We understand that this decision is likely to be appealed so it will be
necessary for the Council to monitor this.

e. On large strategic greenfield sites there is scope to have a higher level of affordable
housing and to bear the infrastructure costs. At 35% or 40% there would only be
limited scope to request infrastructure payments through CIL over and above the s106
costs incorporated into the modelling.

f. The remaining greenfield sites are able to bear the Council’s current affordable
housing target of 40% and to bear an element of developer contributions, however, if
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the amount of affordable housing was reduced to say 30% the ability to bear developer
contributions is improved notably.

g. As set out in Chapter 10, relatively small changes in price and costs can have a
significant impact on the Residual Value and that there is sensitivity to changes in
prices and costs. This is particularly important when it comes to considering larger
sites that will be delivered over many years through multiple phases. On larger sites,
where developers make a case for a lower affordable housing requirement on the
grounds of viability, we would recommend that a review mechanism is incorporated to
allow the affordable housing requirements be adjusted over the life of the project.

12.7 The owners and promoters of the large strategic sites are actively pursuing development. The
modelling and appraisals carried out in a high level strategic report such as this are based on
generic and Borough wide assumptions, albeit with the best available information in relation
to the site specific costs. We strongly recommend that, prior to the Examination, that the
Council and the sites’ promoters work together (bearing in mind page 23 of the Harman
Guidance).

12.8 In the final chapter of this report we have considered CIL and the balance between affordable
housing and funding infrastructure. The final decision as to at what level affordable housing
requirements can be set will also be informed by the need for affordable housing identified in
the Council's Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) and the need for infrastructure.

12.9 In the case of the strategic sites, the appraisals incorporate the s106 contributions set out in
Chapter 7 above (Stevenage North £7,180,000, Stevenage West £13,950,000, Stevenage
South-east £7,000,000). In the case of the modelled sites that represent the general
development across the Stevenage area, the appraisals incorporate a £2,000/unit allowance
for site specific s106 contributions. These are the costs that would meet the post April 2015
restrictions on pooling s106 contributions. As noted in Chapter 7, these strategic sites may
put significant further pressure on the infrastructure and improvements will be required that
will not be sufficiently site specific to pass the tests for payments to be required through s106.
These items will be funded through a range of other sources that may include CIL so it may
be necessary to apply CIL to the Strategic Sites as well as general development.

12.10 The Council has undertaken a review of its infrastructure requirements and its ability to fund
that infrastructure required to support new development. This has not only identified a need
for infrastructure — but a significant shortfall in funding that can be significantly reduced by CIL
receipts. As a result it wishes to strike a balance between delivering affordable housing and
delivering infrastructure.

12.11 It is important that the development in the Plan is able to meet the costs of infrastructure to
support that development, and to mitigate the impact of that development on the locality,
through developer contributions (including work in kind). Both the provision of affordable
housing and developer contributions are a direct cost on development and the impact they
have on viability is therefore related. If the scale of one contribution was to increase, the
scheme’s ability to bear the other would fall, and vice versa.
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The test is whether the cumulative impact of the policies in the Plan puts the Development
Plan at serious risk. It is not a requirement that each and every policy can be delivered in full
on all sites. Most sites must be able to bear the Council’s policy burden so that site by site
viability testing at the development management stage is the exception rather than the rule.

Based on the analysis in Table 10.6, we cannot confirm that the cumulative impact of the
policies, including the 40% affordable housing (where the affordable housing for rent is
Affordable Rent rather than Social Rent) and the site specific s106 costs, but excluding further
infrastructure contributions, does not put the strategic sites at serious risk. We recommend
that the target is revisited. There is further a concern that, as the level of financial contribution
increases, the Residual Value falls significantly reducing the cushion or margin by which the
Residual Value exceeds the Viability Threshold.

As shown in Table 10.6 above, as would be expected, as the amount of affordable housing is
reduced, the Residual Value increases. Similarly as the amount of developer contribution
increases, the Residual Value is reduced. Bearing in mind the levels of infrastructure funding
required we would recommend that the Council consider move to a lower level of affordable
housing than the current 40%. This would increase the cushion or margin between the
Viability Threshold and the Residual Value.

The situation is similar in relation to the modelled typologies, as with the strategic sites and as
would be expected, as the amount of affordable housing is reduced, the Residual Value
increases. Similarly as the amount of developer contribution increases, the Residual Value is
reduced.

Based on the above we confirm that the cumulative impact of the policies, including the 40%
affordable housing, but excluding additional developer contributions, is not deliverable in the
town centre and on brownfield sites, so does put the residential development at serious risk.

Bearing in mind the levels of infrastructure funding required we recommend that the Council
moves to a two tiered affordable housing policy with a 25% requirement on brownfield
sites (including the Town Centre Regeneration Area) and 30% on the remaining areas
(including strategic sites). Whilst there is scope to have higher targets than these, there
would only be limited scope to introduce CIL in addition. The ability to levy CIL over and above
these targets is explored in the next chapter.

Non-Residential Development

To a large extent the above results are reflective of the current market in Stevenage and more
widely. Office and industrial/distribution development are shown as unviable, however this is
not just a Stevenage issue — a finding supported by the fact that such development is only
being brought forward to a limited extent on a speculative basis by the development industry.
Where development is coming forward it tends to be from existing businesses for operational
reasons — rather than to make a return through property development.

Further, the analysis in this report is carried out in line with the Harman Guidance and in the
context of the NPPF and PPG. To a large extent it assumes that development takes place for
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its own sake and is a goal in its own right. It assumes that a developer buys land, develops it
and then disposes of it, in a series of steps with the sole aim of making a profit from the
development. As set out in Chapters 2 and 3 above, the Guidance does not reflect the broad
range of business models under which developers and landowners operate. Some
developers have owned land for many years and are building a broad income stream over
multiple properties over the long term. Such developers are able to release land for
development at less that the arms-length value at which it may be released to third parties
and take a long term view as to the direction of the market based on the prospects of an area
and wider economic factors. Much of the development coming forward in Stevenage is ‘user
led’ being brought forward by businesses that will use the eventual space for operational uses,
rather than for investment purposes.

It is clear that non-residential development is challenging in the current market, but it is
improving. We would urge caution in relation to setting policy requirements for employment
uses that would unduly impact on viability.

Supermarkets and retail warehouses are both shown as viable, on greenfield sites and
brownfield sites with the Residual Value exceeding the Viability Threshold by a substantial
margin (indicating the ability to make developer contributions). The Plan supports the
development of retail uses in the town centre and there are limited remaining opportunities
within the town centres beyond those being currently pursued. Whilst the Council wish to see
a broad range of retailing in the Borough, the Plan directs this towards the town centre.

Other town centre retailing is shown as viable (by the shop typology that represents typical
high street shops). This finding should be treated with caution as town centre development is
most likely to be on land that is currently in a retail use and will have higher costs. In the
current market such development is unlikely to be viable and it is important to note that there
are multiple empty premises in prime locations, and more in the locations around the periphery
of the town centre. The Council have several policies seeking to further enhance the town
centre.

The analysis included hotel use. This is shown to be unviable on greenfield and on brownfield
land. We would suggest caution when considering CIL in relation to this use.

The lack of viability is not as a result of the cumulative impact of the Council’s policies
rendering development unviable through imposing layers of additional costs. The Council has
few policies adding to the costs of development in this area. We conclude that the
cumulative impact of the Council’s policies does not put employment uses at serious
risk, however we also note that employment development has little capacity to bear
developer contributions.

The test of soundness of the Plan goes beyond simply demonstrating that the cumulative
impact of the Council’s policies does not put employment uses at serious risk. As set out in
paragraph 174 of the NPPF it should also ‘facilitate development throughout the economic
cycle’. The Council is doing much in this regard already, including:
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a. Working closely with the LEP to secure infrastructure funding to support employment
uses (amongst other things).

b. Recognising the Council’s limited supply of employment land and continuing to work
with neighbouring authorities to bring forward employment land.

c. Working with Hertfordshire County Council to ensure that the infrastructure to support
employment uses is given appropriate priority — for example though co-operation
through the CIL Regulation 123 infrastructure list.

Town centre retailing is unlikely to be viable. This is also reflective of the current market and
again not as a result of the cumulative impact of the Council's policies. The Council has
several policies and initiatives seeking to further enhance the town centre.

Supermarkets and retail warehouses are both shown as viable, on greenfield sites and
brownfield sites with the Residual Value exceeding the Viability Threshold by a significant
margin indicating the ability to make developer contributions.

Conclusions

Stevenage is situated in a high value and vibrant area with strong house prices that are able
to support an active housing market. The town itself has suffered from a poor image and the
style of much of the housing offer is not appealing to many buyers (being fairly homogenous
mid-20" Century housing estates). Care will need to be taken when planning new
development to ensure that it is appealing to the current market.

We recommend that the Council moves to a two tiered affordable housing policy with a
25% requirement on brownfield sites (including the Town Centre Regeneration Area)
and 30% on the remaining areas (including strategic sites). Set at these levels residential
development is not put at serious risk by the cumulative impact of the Council’s policies and
would be able to bear developer contributions in the range as set out in the following Chapter
without threatening development. The ability to bear developer contributions is limited at
higher rates of affordable housing.

Whilst some non-residential uses are not viable, they are not rendered unviable by the
cumulative impact of the Council’s policies, rather by the general market conditions. The
employment uses (office and industrial), town centre retail and hotel uses are unlikely to be
able to bear additional developer contributions, however supermarket and retail warehouse
development is able to make significant contributions.

CIL and Developer Contributions

In the following chapter we have set out the ability to bear CIL and discussed the issues around
setting CIL.
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Review

12.32 ltis clear from the direction of the market as set out in Chapter 4 above, and from improved
sentiment, that the economy and property markets are improving. There is however some
level of uncertainly. Bearing in mind the Council’s wish to develop housing, and the
requirements to fund infrastructure, it is our firm recommendation that the Council keeps
viability under review and should the economics of development change significantly it should
not hesitate to undertake a limited review of the Plan to adjust the affordable housing
requirements or levels of developer contribution.

12.33 We recommend a review is undertaken three yearly or in the event of a 10% change in house
prices.
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13. Setting CIL

13.1 This document sets out the methodology used, the key assumptions adopted, and the
findings, and has been prepared as a first step towards assisting the Council with the
development of CIL and to engage with stakeholders. The CIL Guidance requires stakeholder
engagement — particularly with members of the development industry.

13.2 If following the consideration of this report, the Council decides to pursue CIL, it will be
necessary to prepare a Preliminary Draft Charging Schedule (PDCS) and consult on this with
the development industry and other interested parties. This process will include publishing
the proposed rates, as well as the supporting evidence and rational for the charges.

13.3 Following the consultation on the PDCS the evidence will be updated as required and Council
will prepare a Draft Charging Schedule (DCS) and consult on this, again with the development
industry and other interested parties. Finally the Council will consider the consultation
responses and then submit a Draft Charging Schedule for independent examination by the
Planning Inspectorate (or other appropriate examiner).

13.4 Thefindings of this report do not determine the rates of CIL, but are one of a number of factors
that the Council may consider when setting CIL. In setting CIL there are three main elements
that need to be brought together:

a. Evidence of the Infrastructure Requirements
b. Viability Evidence
c. The Input of Stakeholders.
13.5 It is important to note that the recommendations made in this chapter are based on the
recommended reduced rates of affordable housing set out in Chapter 12 above. These are:
a. Brownfield Sites 25%
b. Remaining Areas (including strategic sites) 30%
13.6 These revised rates of affordable housing have not been accepted by the Council so if different

requirements are incorporated into the Local Plan, it would be necessary to revisit these
recommendations. Higher levels of affordable housing would result in lower rates of CIL.

13.7 Outside this report the Council has carried out a substantial amount of work looking at the
infrastructure requirements of the area. The Council has drawn on three principle sources of
information to inform the decision making process:

a. The viability evidence set out in this report (and the earlier viability studies).

b. Information about the requirements for infrastructure and, in relation to the larger sites,
what of that infrastructure can be funded under s106 bearing in mind CIL Regulations
122 and 123.
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c. Projections of expected CIL receipts through considering the amount and types of
development planned for and anticipated in different parts of the Borough.

13.8 In striking a balance between the different rates of CIL, the Council needs to consider a range
of factors including those set out below.

13.9 Before considering these it is timely to note that an important principle of CIL is that the Levy
is set on the assumption that all other policy requirements (such as affordable housing,
environmental standards and the requirements of any Neighbourhood Plans) are paid first.
That is to say CIL should be set on the assumption that the full affordable housing requirement
is achieved. In this context the Council has a poor track record of achieving affordable housing
in the central area of Stevenage — thus limiting the ability to introduce CIL in this area.
Conversely the Council has a strong track record in securing both affordable housing and
substantial developer contributions areas across the remainder of the Borough.

Regulations and Guidance
13.10 CIL Regulation 14 (as amended) sets out the core principle for setting CIL:

In setting rates (including differential rates) in a charging schedule, a charging authority must strike an
appropriate balance between— (a) the desirability of funding from CIL (in whole or in part) the actual
and expected estimated total cost of infrastructure required to support the development of its area,
taking into account other actual and expected sources of funding; and (b) the potential effects (taken
as a whole) of the imposition of CIL on the economic viability of development across its area.....

13.11 Viability testing in the context of CIL concerns the ‘effects’ on development viability of the
imposition of CIL. The Council has taken into account the importance of the provision of
infrastructure on the ability of the Council to meet its objectives through development and
deliver its Development Plan.

13.12 The test that will be applied to the proposed rates of CIL are set out in the updated CIL
Guidance, putting greater emphasis on demonstrating how CIL will be used to deliver the
infrastructure required to support the Plan.

The levy is expected to have a positive economic effect on development across a local plan area. When
deciding the levy rates, an appropriate balance must be struck between additional investment to support
development and the potential effect on the viability of developments.

This balance is at the centre of the charge-setting process. In meeting the regulatory requirements (see
Regulation 14(1)), charging authorities should be able to show and explain how their proposed levy rate
(or rates) will contribute towards the implementation of their relevant plan and support development
across their area.

As set out in the National Planning Policy Framework in England (paragraphs 173 — 177), the sites and
the scale of development identified in the plan should not be subject to such a scale of obligations and
policy burdens that their ability to be developed viably is threatened. The same principle applies in
Wales.

PPG ID: 25-009-20140612

13.13 The test is whether the sites and the scale of development identified in the Plan are subject to
such a scale of obligations and policy burdens (when considered together) that their ability to
be developed viably is threatened by CIL. The viability evidence has considered the full range
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of the Council’s policy requirements, including the need for infrastructure funding. The test is
whether CIL threatens the Development Plan as a whole — it is important to note that the CIL
Regulation 14 is clear that the purpose of the viability testing is to establish ‘the potential
effects (taken as a whole) of the imposition of CIL on the economic viability of development
across its area’ rather than on specific sites.

Differential Rates

13.14 CIL Regulation 13 gives the flexibility to charge variable rates by zone and development type,
however there has been some uncertainty around the charging of differential rates. This
follows the objection made by supermarket operator Sainsbury’s to the Poole Charging
Schedule. We recommend that the Charging Authorities adopt the definitions agreed in South
Lakeland*’:

Supermarkets are shopping destinations in their own right where weekly food shopping needs are met
and which can also include non-food floorspace as part of the overall mix. The majority of custom at
supermarkets arrives by car, using the large adjacent car parks provided.

Retail warehouses — are large stores specialising in the sale of comparison goods (such as carpets,
furniture, and electrical goods) DIY items and other ranges of goods catering mainly for car borne
customers.

Charging Zones

13.15 During the early consultation phases of this project, we discussed the setting of site specific
rates for large urban extensions, we have considered this below, however it is important to
note that it this is based on the best available information, at the time of this report. As the
plan making process continues and the details of the scheme (in terms of size) and site
specific infrastructure requirements is further developed it may be necessary to revisit these.

13.16 This should be read in conjunction with the Harman Guidance that says (page 23):

Landowners and site promoters should be prepared to provide sufficient and good quality information
at an early stage, rather than waiting until the development management stage. This will allow an
informed judgement by the planning authority regarding the inclusion or otherwise of sites based on
their potential viability.

We recommend that developers and landowners are given the opportunity to make submissions — and
we would recommend that they are actively encouraged fo do so. If the Council decides fo follow this
advice, then detailed, scheme specific, viability appraisals will need fo be prepared — such a task is
beyond the scope of this project, however as we have said elsewhere, this Viability Study forms just
part of the viability evidence.

47 By Sarah Housden sitting as an Independent CIL Examiner and set out in her report following her examination
of the South Lakeland District Council CIL Charging Schedule (20" March 2015).
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New Regulations and Guidance

13.17 This Viability Study has been prepared in line with the current CIL Guidance and the CIL
Regulations, best practice, and the various other sources of relevant Guidance. It may be
necessary to revisit the CIL setting process in the light of any new Regulations or Guidance.

13.18 The Government has suggested that further amendments will be published later this year
(2015) or next year, so it is necessary to keep this under review.

CIL v s106
13.19 In Chapter 2 above, we have set out the restrictions on future use of s106 agreements.

13.20 In the modelling in this report we have assumed a s106 payment of £2,000 /unit across all
sites. It is important to note that the Council does not anticipate the large greenfield strategic
sites to come forward before the adoption of the new Local Plan. The strategic sites may put
significant pressure on the infrastructure and improvements may be required that will not be
sufficiently site specific to pass the tests for payments to be required through s106. These
items will be funded through a range of other sources including CIL, so it will be necessary to
reconsider CIL if large strategic sites are identified.

Infrastructure Delivery

13.21 Under the pre April 2015 s106 regime, the delivery of site specific infrastructure largely fell to
the developer of a site. If improvements to the infrastructure were required, then normally it
was for the developer to procure and construct those items — albeit under the supervision of
the relevant authority. The exception to this was in relation to education and public open
space, where some councils had developed tariff systems for contributions to be made into a
central ‘pot’ which is then spent across a general area. The use of s106 agreements to deliver
infrastructure and mitigation measures is now limited through CIL Regulations 122 and 123.

13.22 The advantage of that system was that, to a large extent, the developer had control of the
process and could carry out (directly or indirectly) the works required to enable a scheme to
come forward. By way of an example, these may be to provide a new roundabout and upgrade
a stretch of road, and on a very big scheme provide community buildings such as a school.
Under s106, the developer carries much of the financial and development risk associated with
the process*e.

13.23 If the Council moves to a system whereby CIL is set at the upper limit of viability, it is likely
that the delivery of these infrastructure items will fall to the Council. The Council will need to
consider the practicalities of this. Do they want to take responsibility for delivering
infrastructure that is currently delivered by developers under the s106 regime, and if so, how

48 |t should be noted that there is some uncertainty around how the provision of infrastructure sits within the EU
Procurement Rules and whether the provision of such items should be subject to competitive tendering. We
recommend that the Council takes independent legal advice in this regard.
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they will manage and fund it? If the Council does not have a mechanism in place (that may
involve borrowing monies), the Development Plan could be put at risk as consented schemes
may not be able to proceed.

13.24 As part of the process of working towards getting CIL in place, Stevenage has made an
assessment of the infrastructure required to support new development. An important part of
striking the balance as to what level of CIL to charge, may be around the nature of
infrastructure and how it is to be delivered.

Developers’ Comments

13.25 An important part of the process of preparing this report has been engagement with the
development industry. In due course the Council will consult further at both the Preliminary
Draft Charging Schedule and Draft Charging Schedule stages. It will be necessary to take
the views of the industry into account.

Uncertain Market

13.26 Chapter 4 above includes a commentary on the property markets. It was noted that the current
direction and state of the housing market has improved markedly over the last few years. The
figure below shows that prices in Stevenage have seen a recovery since the bottom of the
market in mid-2008, but the direction of the market is uncertain.

Figure 13.1 Average House Prices (£)
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Source: Land Registry via CLG Live Table (February 2015)

13.27 Whilst the housing market has seen a recovery and there is considerable optimism in the non-
residential sectors, there remain a number of uncertainties around the UK’s relationship with
Europe and the wider world economies. It is therefore appropriate to take a cautious approach
when setting CIL and ensure that the cumulative impact of policies does not result in a total
policy burden that is close to the limits of viability.
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13.28 Sensitivity testing has been carried out and is set out in the latter parts of Chapter 10 above.
A reduction in house prices of 10% or an increase in build costs of 15% would result in a
tightening of viability, however the Council can have confidence that CIL would not prejudice
the Plan.

Neighbouring Authorities

13.29 The rates of CIL introduced by neighbouring local authorities are going to be a material factor
when the Council comes to set its rates of CIL. A very high rate may be viable, however if a
neighbouring authority has set a low rate, then the Development Plan could be put at risk as
developers may prefer to develop in an area with a lower rate of CIL. Limited weight should
be given to those not adopted.

North Hertfordshire — PDCS Consultation (February 2013)

13.30 The Council’s PDCS was published in February 20134 but no further information has been
published by the Council:

Type of development Zone Charge
£/m2
Residential dwellings Lower Value Areas £80
All other Areas £120
Retail development > 280m? Districtwide £120
Retail development < 280m? £60
All other development Districtwide £0
East Hertfordshire

13.31 No rates published, but continuing work on evidence base.

Central Bedfordshire — DCS Consultation

13.32 The Central Bedfordshire CIL Preliminary Draft Charging Schedule was published for a 6 week
consultation period on 14 January 2013. The second consultation stage of the statutory CIL
process, the Draft Charge Schedule, is expected to be carried out in the summer of 2015 with
submission and examination later in 2015%°,

49 http://www.north-herts.gov.uk/sites/northherts-cms/files/files/cil_pdcs 130129 cabinet_approved.pdf

50 http://www.centralbedfordshire.gov.uk/planning/strategic-planning/cil.aspx
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Type of development Zone Charge
£/m2
Residential dwellings Area A £225
Area B £150
Area C £45
Retail development > 2,500m? Districtwide £200
Retail development - other £100
All other development Districtwide £0

South Cambridgeshire

South Cambridgeshire District Council has submitted a Draft Charging Schedule, under the
Planning Act 2008 and Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations (CIL), for independent
examination®".

Type of development Zone Charge
£/m2
Residential dwellings Area A £100
Area B (Strategic) £0
Area C £125
Retail development > 280m? Districtwide £125
Retail development < 280m? £50
All other development Districtwide £0
Uttlesford

The Council has no current plans to progress CIL.

Harlow

The Council has no current plans to progress CIL, but may do so following the further
development of the Plan in the autumn.

Welwyn Hatfield

The Council proposes to introduce a CIL charging schedule, but will only do so once its core
strategy has been adopted and has not yet published a PDCS52.

51 https://www.scambs.gov.uk/content/examination-draft-charging-schedule

52 http://www.welhat.gov.uk/article/1048/Planning-Obligations-Section-106-legal-agreements-and-unilateral-
undertakings
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Luton

13.37 CIL is not currently considered viable in Luton.

13.38 We would urge caution about getting out of line in introducing CIL rates. In particular this

applies to commercial uses.
S$106 History

13.39 The Council has a mechanism for collecting contributions under the s106 system. This

evidence is presented outside of this report.
Costs of Infrastructure and Sources of Funding

13.40 AECOM have assisted the Council in establishing the requirement for infrastructure to support
new development and the costs of providing this. The Council will consider the amounts of
funding that may or not available from other sources. The Council has a funding gap, that is

to say the cost of providing the infrastructure is more than the identified funding.

13.41 When the Council strikes the balance and sets the levels of CIL, the amount of funding
required will be a material consideration as it may be that the delivery of the Plan is threatened
in the absence of CIL to pay for infrastructure. However, it should be stressed that CIL should
be set with regard to the effect of CIL on development viability. There is no expectation that
CIL should pay for all of the infrastructure requirements in an area. There are a range of other
sources, as set out above, that are taken into account. The Council will need to consider the
total amount of money that may be received through the consequence of development; from
CIL, from s106 payments, and from the New Homes Bonus, when striking the balance as to

its level of CIL.

13.42 Bearing in mind the requirements of Paragraph 8 of the CIL Guidance, and as set out above,
it is best practice that the 123 List is prepared and set out at the time of the Consultation on
the PDCS. We recommend that the Council sets out those items of infrastructure that are vital
to the delivery of the Development Plan in a draft 123 List, and consults stakeholders on its
content. In this regard the Council should set out the other available sources of funding, the

role CIL will play, and how these items of infrastructure will enable the Plan to be delivered.

13.43 When setting out the costs and other sources of funding, the Council will need to consider the
amount that can be retained to cover the cost of administering CIL (5%) and the amount to be
passed to the local neighbourhood (see below) under the localism provisions as these will

substantially reduce the monies available.

Parish Council and a Neighbourhood Plan
= 25% uncapped paid to Parish

Parish Council but no Neighbourhood Plan
= 15% capped at £100/dwelling paid to Parish

No Parish Council but a Neighbourhood Plan

= 25% uncapped - Local Authority consults with
community

No Parish Council and no Neighbourhood
Plan

= 15% capped at £100/dwelling - Local Authority
consults with community
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Instalment Policy

13.44 At the start of this process the Council organised a consultation event (March 2015) with
members of the development industry. The importance of allowing CIL to be paid through the
life of a project was raised.

13.45 The CIL Guidance sets out:

Regulation 70 (as amended by the 2012 and 2013 Regulations) provides for payment by instalment
where an instalment policy is in place. Where no instalment policy is in place, payment is due in full at
the end of 60 days after development commenced (see Regulation 7, and section 56(4) of the Town
and Country Planning Act 1990, for the definition of ‘commencement of development’).

PPG Reference ID: 25-055-20140612

13.46 If an Instalment Policy is not adopted then payment is due on full at the end of 60 days after
commencement. To require payment, particularly on large schemes in line with the above,
could have a dramatic and serious impact on the delivery of projects. It is our firm
recommendation that the Council introduces an Instalment Policy. Not to do so could put the
Development Plan at serious risk.

13.47 It is our firm recommendation that the Council introduces an Instalment Policy. Not to do so
could put the Development Plan at serious risk.

13.48 The modelling in this study is on the basis that the Council does introduce an Instalment Policy
that enables CIL to be paid, through the life of a project, in equal instalments. There are a
range of alternative instalment policy structures that could be adopted such as the one set out
below as an example. In any event any instalment policy should have a provision whereby,
in all cases, the full balance is payable on occupation/opening of the development if this is
earlier than the instalment dates set out in the table.
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Table 13.2 Potential Instalment Policy
CILin£ Number of | Total Timescale for Payment | Payment Periods
Instalments | Instalments Amounts

up to £6,000 2 270 days (9 months) 10% 60 days from commencement
90% 270 days from commencement

£6,001 to £30,000 3 365 days (1 year) 10% 60 days from commencement
45% 270 days from commencement
45% 365 days from commencement

£30,001 to £150,000 3 548 days (18 months) | 10% 60 days from commencement
45% 365 days from commencement
45% 548 days from commencement

£150,001 to £300,000 4 730 days (2 years) 10% 60 days from commencement
30% 365 days from commencement
30% 548 days from commencement
30% 730 days from commencement

£300,001 to £600,000 5 1095 days (3 years) 10% 60 days from commencement
23% 365 days from commencement
23% 548 days from commencement
23% 730 days from commencement
21% 1095 days from commencement

£600,001 to £1,200,000 6 1460 days (4 years) 10% 60 days from commencement
18% 365 days from commencement
18% 548 days from commencement
18% 730 days from commencement
18% 1095 days from commencement
18% 1460 days from commencement

£1,200,001 to £1,800,000 7 1825 days (5 years) 10% 60 days from commencement
15% 365 days from commencement
15% 548 days from commencement
15% 730 days from commencement
15% 1095 days from commencement
15% 1460 days from commencement
15% 1825 days from commencement

£1,800,001 and over 8 2190 days (6 years) 10% 60 days from commencement
13% 365 days from commencement
13% 548 days from commencement
13% 730 days from commencement
13% 1095 days from commencement
13% 1460 days from commencement
13% 1825 days from commencement
12% 2190 days from commencement

Source: HDH 2015
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Viability Evidence — Rates and Zones

In considering CIL in this report we have based the assessment on the Council’s planning
policies as set out in the emerging Stevenage Borough Local Plan 2011-2031 (the Local
Plan). This is an evolving document and a number of policy areas are yet to be finalised. As
the Council continues through the plan-making process it will be necessary to ensure that the
advice in relation to CIL remains appropriate, relative to the Council’'s wider policy
requirements.

The viability study has been carried out in line with the requirements of the NPPF, CIL
Regulations and PPG (which includes the CIL Guidance). This is a prescriptive process that
is aiming to understand development viability in the plan-making / CIL-setting context in a high
level way. It is a high level process that does not look at the deliverability of individual sites
or any particular developers’ business model or methodology.

A number of development sites (residential and non-residential) have been modelled and from
this the impact of CIL is inferred. These modelled sites are based on the sites that are
anticipated to come forward under the new Local Plan

This study uses the Residual Value methodology as set out in the Harman Guidance. This
assesses the impact of introducing CIL in the context of meeting all the Council’s other policy
requirements. Using evidence of local house prices and non-residential values, local
development costs and assumptions about the availability of development finance,
developer’s profits and the general characteristics of development in the Stevenage area an
assessment is made of the amount by which land values may be depressed by the Levy and
whether that is sufficient to deter landowners from making their land available for
development.

CIL may be set for different development types and by different areas — although it is
necessary to keep any charging schedule simple.

A Cautious Approach

It is important to note that the analysis is based on the potential development sites that are
listed at the start of Chapter 9 above.

The analysis is based on the recommendations made in this chapter and are based on the
recommended reduced rates of affordable housing set out in Chapter 12 above.

a. Brownfield sites 25%

b. Remaining areas (including strategic sites) 30%
These revised rates of affordable housing have not been accepted by the Council so if different
requirements are incorporated into the Local Plan it would be necessary to revisit these
recommendations. Higher levels of affordable housing would result in lower rates of CIL.

Particular attention is drawn the assumptions around the mix and type of housing modelled
as set out in Chapter 8 and Chapter 9 above.
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Evidence

13.57 We have drawn on the viability evidence set outin Chapters 10 and 11 above. This evidence
has been prepared in line with the viability sections of the PPG, with the Harman Guidance
and the RICS Guidance and having taken the comments of consultees into account. It is
therefore an appropriate evidence base for the setting of CIL.

13.58 In this chapter we have taken the recommended rates of affordable housing and run further
appraisals with a range of levels of CIL. It is important to note that in the analysis earlier in
this report it was assumed that the developer contributions were charged on all units (market
and affordable). In the following analysis the rates of CIL are only applied to the market
housing and are calculated on a £/m? basis.

13.59 The analysis is based on the following core assumptions:

a) Affordable Housing Brownfield sites 25%
Remaining areas (including strategic sites) 30%

b) Environmental Standards Enhanced Building Regulations (Part L} (BCIS +1.5%).

Lifetime £11/m?2.

c) CIL and s106 £2,000 per unit (market and affordable).
Stevenage North £7,180,000
Stevenage West £13,950,000
Stevenage South-east £7,000,000

13.60 The following appraisals incorporate CIL at a range of levels:
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Table 13.3 Residual Value compared with Viability Thresholds
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The greenfield sites have capacity to bear up to £40/m? or so. At this level the Residual Values
for the modelled sites are well in excess of the viability threshold, creating a significant cushion
and demonstrating that CIL would not be set at the limits of viability.

This is in large part due to the significant strategic infrastructure and mitigation costs included
in the modelling of the strategic sites. Based on this analysis there is scope to request
additional CIL on these sites at these rates.

The development modelled on brownfield sites (including the town centre) generates Residual
Values that are positive, but there is limited scope to introduce CIL. The results reflect the
practice on the ground. Based on this aspect of the evidence it is clear that the flatted
development in the town centre does not have capacity to bear CIL.

The CIL Regulations are clear that CIL rates can be defined by development type (based on
the eventual use of the scheme) or area, and that the areas must be plotted on an Ordnance
Survey map.

CIL as a proportion of Land Value and Gross Development Value

To further inform the CIL rate setting process, we have calculated CIL as a proportion of the
Residual Value and the Gross Development Value.

CIL as the proportion of the Residual Value, in approximate terms, represents the percentage
fall in land value that a landowner may receive. As set out in the Local Plan Viability Study, it
is inevitable that CIL will depress land prices. This is recognised in the RICS Guidance and
was considered at the Greater Norwich CIL examination®. In Greater Norwich it was
suggested that landowners may accept a 25% fall in land prices following the introduction of
CIL saying:

22. Thirdly the work done by the Councils to demonstrate what funds are likely to be available for CIL
(Appendix 1 of the Note following Day 1) relies on the full 256% of the benchmark land value being
available for the CIL “pot”. While this may sometimes be the case it is unlikely that it will always apply.
Even if some landowners may be prepared to accept less than 75% of the benchmark value, the 25%
figure should be treated as a maximum and not an average. Using 25% fo try fo establish what the
theoretical maximum amount in a CIL “pot” may be is reasonable, but when thinking about setting a CIL
charge in the real world it would be prudent to treat it as a maximum that will only apply on some
occasions in some circumstances.

It is important to note that a wide ranging debate took place at that CIL Examination and on
the specific local circumstances. It would however be prudent to set CIL at a rate that does
not result in a fall in land prices of greater than 25% or so. The following tables show CIL, at
a range of rates, as a percentage of the Residual Value.

53 Greater Norwich Development Partnership — for Broadland District Council, Norwich City Council and South
Norfolk Council. by Keith Holland BA (Hons) Dip TP, MRTPI ARICS Date: 4 December 2012
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Table 13.4 CIL as Percentage of Residual Value
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Source: SBC Whole Plan Viability Study August 2015

13.68 This analysis supports the previous findings.
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13.69 Plan-wide viability testing is not an exact science. The process is based on high level
modelling and assumptions and development costs and assumptions. The process adopted
by many developers is similar, hence the use of contingency sums, the competitive return
assumptions and the generally cautious approach. In the following tables we have set out
CIL, at a range of rates, as a proportion of the Gross Development Value.
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Table 13.5 CIL as Percentage of GDV
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13.70 This analysis shows that CIL would only be less than 2% of the Gross Development Value.
On this basis the Council can have further confidence that development would not be put at
risk.

Older People’s Housing

13.71 As well as mainstream housing, we have considered the retirement sectors separately. We
have run simple appraisals based on the assumptions set out in the earlier sections of this
report. In the following analysis we have shown the impact of CIL where the affordable
housing requirement is 30% and a £100,000 developer contribution for site specific matters
under s106:
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Table 13.6 Older People’s Housing , Appraisal Results - 30% Affordable
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13.72 Sheltered is viable in the study area, and has a capacity to bear CIL. We would suggest that
this is set at the same rate as for mainstream housing.
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13.73 Extracare housing does not have the capacity to bear CIL.
Non-Residential Development

13.74 In considering non-residential rates we have assumed that development will generally be on
brownfield land rather than greenfield land — as the majority of the supply of land is of
previously developed land.
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Table 13.7 Employment Uses - Appraisal Results
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13.75 In the case of industrial, distribution and office development, the analysis shows that larger
sites are not viable. We therefore recommend CIL is not applied to this development type.

13.76 The viability of retail development has changed since this project commenced with
supermarket viability declining and town centre development improving. We would
recommend a rate of £60/m?. This would ensure a substantial cushion above the Viability
Threshold and ensure CIL only represents a modest proportion of the Residual Value. Whilst
the smaller supermarkets on brownfield sites are not viable at this level, there are no such
sites within the town.

13.77 A zero rate is recommended for hotel development.
Recommended Rates of CIL

13.78 In this chapter we have set out the range of factors to be considered when setting CIL.
Through the process of engagement with the Council and taking into account all the matters
set out above, it was decided that:

a. CIL is required to fund infrastructure. Having taken into account the other sources of
finance there is a ‘funding gap’ and CIL could make a useful contribution to fund the
infrastructure required to support the development most likely to come forward prior to
the adoption of the new Local Plan.

b. Affordable housing remains a Council priority but the Council also puts weight on the
delivery of infrastructure.

C. The Council and its partners have been successful in securing capital funding for
infrastructure but there remains a significant ‘funding gap’.

d. That it would be preferable, if supported by evidence, to ‘keep things simple’ and not
have multiple rates of CIL — although it was recognised that it was appropriate to have
differential rates. It was agreed that a fine grained approach was not desirable.

e. CIL setting is a qualitative and a quantitative process. CIL is not calculated through a
predetermined formula. The Council is required to ‘strike’ the balance between (a) the
desirability of funding from CIL ... the ... cost of infrastructure required to support the
development of its area, ... and (b) the potential effects (taken as a whole) of the
imposition of CIL on the economic viability of development across its area.

13.79 Based on the above, the following rates of CIL are recommended.
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Table 13.8 Recommended rates of CIL
Residential Development

Development Type Maximum Rate of CIL

Residential (Including Sheltered Housing)

Stevenage Urban Area £0/m?
All other areas including the Northern, South-western £40/m?
Urban and Western Urban Extension
Retail Development £60/m?2
All Other Development £0/m?

Source: SBC Whole Plan Viability Study August 2015

Next Steps

13.80 The recommendations in this study are ‘a consultant’s view’ and do not reflect the particular
priorities and emphasis that Stevenage Borough Council may put on different parts of its
Development Plan. The above suggested rates are supported by the evidence — however
there is considerable scope for the Council to strike a different balance.

13.81 We stress that the information in this report is an important element of the evidence for setting
CIL, but is only one part of the evidence; the wider context needs to be considered.
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Appendix 1 — Consultees

Viability Workshop
March 27, 2015
Business and Technology Centre, Stevenage Borough Council

Attendees

Chris Carter, North Hertfordshire District Council
Jenny Pierce, East Hertfordshire District Council
Joan Hancox, Hertfordshire LEP

Henry Cobbold, Knebworth Estates

Mitchell Tredgett Hill Residential Ltd

CIiff Wisker, Hill Residential Ltd

Steve Stokes, Rock Townsend

Richard Broomfield, Portfolio

9. Ken Lee, Putterills

10. Mark Grainger, DMG

11. Daniel Musgrove, Brown and Lee

12. Ruth Edwards, Stevenage Borough Council

13. Stephen Biart, Fairfield Partnership

14. [Richard Crutchley, Stevenage Borough Council]
15. [Richard Javes, Stevenage Borough Council]
16. [Simon Drummond-Hay, HDH Planning and Development]

N WM~

Declined, but willing to be contacted

Simon Andrews, Central Bedfordshire Council
John Lefever, Hastoe Housing Association
Simon Chivers, Welwyn Hatfield District Council
Julie Herbert, Stevenage Borough Council

Declined

Mike Davies, Davies and Co

Andrew Royall, Hightown Praetorian and Churches Housing Association
John Danson, Savernake

Withdrew

Keith Edwards, Aldwyck Housing Association

Sarah McLaughlin, Hertfordshire County Council
Duncan Murdoch, Moult Walker Chartered Surveyors
Mary Shaw, Logic
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Appendix 2 — Consultation Presentation

The pages in this appendix are not numbered
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Stevenage Borough Council

Whole Plan Viability Study, including CIL — September 2015

Appendix 5 Available Non-Residential

Property

Office

Ground Floor Unit 6 Arlington Business Park,
Whittle Way, Stevenage, SG1 2FS

Office, Offices

3094 Sq Ft

£150.00 or ROA
( Agency Pilot Software Ref: 2684 )

L TR
Building 7 Gateway 1000, Whittle Way,
Stevenage, Hertfordshire

Office, Offices

1080 - 2287 Sq Ft

POA or £12.00 Per Sq Ft

Self contained two storey office building
located in prestigious Business Park adjacent
to junction 7 of the A1(M) to let or...

Fishers Green Road, Stevenage, SG1 2PT
Land, Office, General Retail, Distribution
Warehouse, Light Industrial, Commercial
Land, Offices, Retail, Industrial

1021 - 6038 Sq M

£57,000.00 or £57,000.00 Per Annum

Four industrial/warehouse units within a self
contained site between Stevenage Old Town
and Gunnels Wood area. Hence, close to...

Plot 2000, Arlington Business Park, Whittle
Way, Stevenage, Hertfordshire

Office, Design and Build, Offices

10000 - 55000 Sq Ft

POA or £19.50 Per Sq Ft
UNDER OFFER Redevelopment of two

modern office buildings. Located adjacent to
Junction 7 of A1(M). Design and build...

Gateway 1000, Arlington Business Park,
Gunnels Wood Road, Stevenage,
Hertfordshire

Office, Offices

1061 - 2920 Sq Ft

POA or £14.00 Per Sq Ft

New office development located on Gunnels
Wood Road, main road through Stevenage.
Freehold price £160.00 per sq ft.

Ground Floor, 46 Basils Road, Stevenage,
SG1 3PX

Office, Offices

1168 Sq Ft

ROA

The ground floor of a semi-detached building
in a predominately residential location with a
separate storage building and...



Stevenage Borough Council
Whole Plan Viability Study, including CIL — September 2015

Elopak House, Rutherford Close, Meadway

Technology Park, Stevenage, Herts, SG1 2EF

Office, Business park, Offices
1773 - 4818 Sq Ft
TO RENT

ROA

Ground and first floor office accommodation
with car parking. Located in Business Park
location.

First Floor Unit B Stevenage Business &
Industrial Park, Wedgwood Way, Stevenage,
Herts, SG14SX

Office, Offices

2000 - 4948 Sq Ft

ROA
Good quality office accommodation with car
parking, available to let.

Y

Niall House

Office, Offices
531 - 1816 Sq Ft
TO RENT

£10.00-£10.00 Per Sqg Ft

Niall House is an attractive self-contained
office building on two floors.

It has an impressive central entrance and...

Second Floor, Building 1, Gateway 1000,,
Stevenage, SG1 2FP

Office, Offices

1200 Sq Ft

TO RENT

ROA

The development occupies an absolutely
prime location prominently fronting onto the
A1M at Junction 7 which is the principal...

Save this

property

Abel Smith House Gunnels Wood Road,
Hertfordshire, Stevenage, SG1 2ST
Office, Offices

1025 - 37525 Sq Ft

£15.00 Per Sqg Ft

HQ building in prominent position with
excellent parking. - Abel Smith House was
constructed in 1992 and is arranged over...

Niall House
Office, Offices
2067 Sq Ft

£17,500.00-£17,500.00 Per Annum

Niall House is an attractive self-contained
office building on two floors in a small
development. It provides high quality...
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Haden House, Argyle Way, Stevenage, SG1
2AE

Office, Offices

3740.49 - 16682.15 Sq Ft

ROA

The property comprises an imposing red brick
building on ground and three upper floors, with
surface car parking close to the...

GF, Building 1, Gateway 1000, Stevenage,
SG1 2FP

Office, Offices

1200 Sq Ft

£1,500.00-£1,500.00 Per Annum

Building 1 comprises a self-contained three
storey building with attractive and high
specification open plan offices available...

— . ——

Meadway Court, Stevenage, SG1 2EF
Office, Offices

542 - 18599.15 Sq Ft

TO RENT

ROA

Meadway Court is a modern office complex
constructed around an attractive central
courtyard. Set in a landscaped environment...

e

PRSP

WEDGWOOD WAY

TEVENAGE 561 40N

Wedgd a Stltavenage, SG14QN
Office, Offices
4000.03 - 12414.1 Sq Ft

£7.00 Per Sqg Ft

High Quality Refurbished air conditioned
offices. 4,000 - 12,414 2.5 miles from A1 M 65
Allocated Car Parking spaces. Low...

Part Ground Floor Bedford House, Meadway
Corporate Centre, Stevenage

Offices, Business park

1960 - 2474 Sq Ft

ROA
Ground floor office space on Business Park
with car parking to let

L oY
Meadway Corporate Centre
Office, Offices
2515 - 9216 Sq Ft
TO RENT

ROA

Medway Corporate Centre comprises four
modern detached office buildings arranged
over ground and first floors. The office were...
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=
3rd & 4th Floors Kings Court, London Road,
Stevenage, Herts SG1 1XW
Office, Offices
12110 - 34220 Sq Ft
TO RENT

ROA

Kings Court provides air conditioned offices in
a modern headquarters office building and is
arranged on six floors and offers...

Ground Floor Unit 6 Arlington Business Park,
Whittle Way, Stevenage, SG1 2FS

Office, Offices

3094 Sq Ft

£150.00 or ROA
( Agency Pilot Software Ref: 2684 )

Building 7 Gateway 1000, Whittle Way,
Stevenage, Hertfordshire

Office, Offices
1080 - 2287 Sq Ft
FOR SALE

POA or £12.00 Per Sq Ft

Self contained two storey office building
located in prestigious Business Park adjacent
to junction 7 of the A1(M) to let or...

Meadway Court
Office, Offices
800 - 4095 Sqg Ft
TO RENT

£10.00-£10.00 Per Sqg Ft

Meadway Court is a modern office complex
constructed around an attractive central
courtyard, set in a landscaped campus...

4 Arlington Court, Arlington Business Park,
Stevenage, SG1 2FS

Office, Offices

1321 - 2641 Sq Ft

£14.00-£14.00 Per Sq Ft

A high quality attractively designhed detached
modern office building. The property is situated
in a modern campus development...

-

Unit 1 - Unit 6, Gunnels Wood Park,
STEVENAGE, Hertfordshire

General Industrial, Warehouse, Office,
Industrial, Offices

2300 - 18500 Sq Ft

TO RENT

£7.50 Per Sqg Ft

ONLY 2 UNITS REMAINING! Development of
warehouse/production units available close to
A1(M). Units 1 - 4 2,658 sq ft each. Unit...
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Building 4

Office, Offices
1460 - 2920 Sq Ft
TO RENT

ROA
The buildings are constructed in a modern
architectural style and form part of a high

quality business

p__ark.

ﬁ -

Stevenage, SG1 2FP
Office, Offices
1381 Sq Ft

ROA
Building 9 comprises a self-contained three
storey building with attractive and high
specification open plan offices available...

!\‘&“ i i

Business/Office Building
Office, Offices

6718 Sq Ft

TO RENT

£50,000.00-£50,000.00 Per Annum

The property comprises a very smart and
distinctive modern business unit in a high
quality small development of similar...

Part Second/Third Floors, Icon 2 & 3 Building,
Lytton Way, Stevenage, Hertfordshire

Office, Offices

3753 - 39465 Sqg Ft

TO RENT

£13.00 Per Sqg Ft

Second/third floor offices in prestigous building
with car parking and within walking distance of
railway station and Old/New...

Gunnels Wood Road, Stevenage, SG1 2BH
General Industrial, General Retail, Industrial
Park, Light Industrial, Office, Storage,
Distribution Warehouse, Industrial, Retail,
Offices

1223 Sg M

£70,000.00-£70,000.00 Per Annum

Modern industrial/warehouse unit on a well
managed and maintained estate very close to
J.7 of the A1(M).

(From Caldes Software....

Fishers Green Road, Stevenage, SG1 2PT
Land, Office, General Retail, Distribution
Warehouse, Light Industrial, Commercial
Land, Offices, Retail, Industrial

1021 - 6038 Sq M

£57,000.00 or £57,000.00 Per Annum

Four industrial/warehouse units within a self
contained site between Stevenage Old Town
and Gunnels Wood area. Hence, close to...
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Business & Technology Centre, Bessemer
Drive, Stevenage, Hertfordshire

Office, Offices

100 - 1500 Sq Ft

TO RENT

ROA

Modern purpose built offices to let.

Offices to L Steage
Office, Offices
5000 - 38584 Sq Ft

ROA

High specification offices available on flexible
terms

The property was comprehensively refurbished
in 2008 and offers high...

Abel Smith House, Gunnels Wood Road,
Stevenage, Hertfordshire

Office, Offices

10000 - 36500 Sq Ft

£15.00 Per Sqg Ft

Headquarters office building to let, with
excellent car parking.

Part Ground Floor (8,000 sq ft) - Under offer

7 Meadway Court, Meadway Technology Park,
Stevenage, Hertfordshire

Office, Offices

1545 - 6840 Sq Ft

TO RENT

£10.00 Per Sqg Ft
Self contained two storey office building with
car parking in prestigious business park.

Plot 2000, Arlington Business Park, Whittle
Way, Stevenage, Hertfordshire

Office, Design and Build, Offices

10000 - 55000 Sq Ft

POA or £19.50 Per Sq Ft

UNDER OFFER Redevelopment of two
modern office buildings. Located adjacent to
Junction 7 of A1(M). Design and build...

Caxton Point Business Centre, Caxton Way,
Stevenage, Hertfordshire, SG1 2DF

Office, Offices

141 - 2166 Sq Ft

£18.00 Per Sqg Ft
Office suites with good parking available on all
inclusive rentals and flexible terms.

~..Save this

property

Gateway 1000, Arlington Business Park,
Gunnels Wood Road, Stevenage,
Hertfordshire

Office, Offices
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1061 - 2920 Sq Ft

POA or £14.00 Per Sq Ft

New office development located on Gunnels
Wood Road, main road through Stevenage.
Freehold price £160.00 per sq ft.

Industrial

Save this property

Development of Warehouse/Production...
Storage, Warehouse, Industrial 2300 - 18500
Sq Ft

ROA

New Development, Norton Road, Stevenage,
Hertfordshire

Warehouse, Distribution Warehouse, General
Industrial, Industrial Park, Light Industrial,
Storage, Industrial

3517 - 3940 Sqg Ft

POA or ROA

Two new warehouse/production units.
Part of larger development of 10 units.
For sale/to let

Development by Wheatley Commercial...

= B —
Mmoo g <

Points West, Norton Road, Stevenage, SG1
2LX

General Industrial, Industrial

1596 - 3940 Sq Ft

TO RENT

ROA

Points West is a first new light
industrial/warehouse development in
Stevenage for some time.

It is superbly located a short...

Wiltron House
General Industrial, Industrial
2895 - 11438 Sq Ft

£12.50-£12.50 Per Sq Ft

Wiltron House is a two storey modern campus
style office building built around a central
internal courtyard.

The...

Design and Build, Gunnels Wood Road,
Stevenage, Hertfordshire

Design and Build, Distribution Warehouse,
General Industrial, Industrial Park, Light
Industrial, Warehouse, Storage, Industrial
20000 - 100000 Sq Ft

FORSALE TO RENT

POA or ROA

UNDER OFFER

Design and build.

Development by Gabriel Securities.

Approximately 5.5 acres for development.
Suitable for B1/B2/B8 and...



Stevenage Borough Council

Whole Plan Viability Study, including CIL — September 2015

Norton Road, Stevenage, Hertfordshire
Warehouse, Industrial, Distribution
Warehouse, General Industrial, Industrial Park,
Light Industrial, Storage

1627 - 2154 Sq Ft

POA or ROA

New development of ten industrial/warehouse
units.

Larger units available by combination.

Save this

property

Unit 2 Eastman Way, Boulton Road,
Stevenage, SG14SZ

Warehouse, General Industrial, Industrial
21320 Sq Ft

POA or ROA

Steel portal frame unit with external elevations
of feature brickwork. Internally, there are high
quality

meeting rooms, open...

Number One, Avenue One, Letchworth, SG2
2HB

General Industrial, Distribution Warehouse,
Industrial

70820.66 - 70820.55 Sq Ft

£4,250,000.00 or £5.75-£5.75 Per Sq Ft

A detached warehouse/production unit with a
linked two storey office building on a prominant
self contained site of approx 4.5...

10 Fulton Close, Stevenage, SG1 2AF
General Industrial, Industrial
6616 Sq Ft

ROA

A terraced modern production / warehouse
unit constructed in a single bay portal frame
with ancillary two storey offices at...

Unit 19 Bowman Trading Estate, Stevenage,
SG1 2DL

General Industrial, Industrial

1565 Sq Ft

£14,500.00-£14,500.00 Per Annum

The property comprises a single storey
industrial/warehouse unit of portal frame
construction providing a clear space with...

Unit 5, Senate Place, Stevenage, SG1 4QS
General Industrial, Industrial
5016 Sq Ft

£32,500.00-£32,500.00 Per Annum

A modern terraced warehouse/production unit
forming part of a small individual development
with excellent HGV access.
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Points West

General Industrial, Industrial
3517 Sq Ft

TO RENT

ROA

New distribution warehouse / production unti to
let. A detached single storey unit on the
frontage and the first phase of a...

H“M'*-..h‘-\. _‘ o ._-;

[ — - -

Unit 10 Bowman Trading Estate, Stevenage,
SG1 2DL

General Industrial, Industrial

6366 Sq Ft

POA or ROA
A corner tidy terrace industrial / warehouse
unit It is served by an electrically operated
roller shutter loading door 3. 9...

Units 1 and 2 Stevenage Business &,
Stevenage, SG14SZ

General Industrial, Industrial

21320 Sq Ft

TO RENT

£134,662.00-£134,662.00 Per Anhum

The property is located off Boulton Road,
accessed from Wedgewood Way in the Pin
Green Business Estate which has a dual...

T

Unit 1 - Unit 6, Gunnels Wood Park,
STEVENAGE, Hertfordshire

General Industrial, Warehouse, Office,
Industrial, Offices

2300 - 18500 Sq Ft

TO RENT

£7.50 Per Sqg Ft

ONLY 2 UNITS REMAINING! Development of
warehouse/production units available close to
A1(M). Units 1 - 4 2,658 sq ft each. Unit...

Gunnels Wood Road, Stevenage, SG1 2BH
General Industrial, General Retail, Industrial
Park, Light Industrial, Office, Storage,
Distribution Warehouse, Industrial, Retail,
Offices

1223 Sg M

£70,000.00-£70,000.00 Per Annum

Modern industrial/warehouse unit on a well
managed and maintained estate very close to
J.7 of the A1(M).

Fishers Green Road, Stevenage, SG1 2PT
Land, Office, General Retail, Distribution
Warehouse, Light Industrial, Commercial
Land, Offices, Retail, Industrial

1021 - 6038 Sq M

£57,000.00 or £57,000.00 Per Annum

Four industrial/warehouse units within a self
contained site between Stevenage Old Town
and Gunnels Wood area. Hence, close to...
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Units A/B Caxton Point, Stevenage,
Hertfordshire

Distribution Warehouse, General Industrial,
Industrial Park, Light Industrial, Storage,
Warehouse, Industrial

5180 - 10645 Sq Ft

£25,000.00-£33,000.00 Per Annum

Two commercial units in prominent roadside
location (could suit trade/cafe use) to let.
Available individually or combined.

Warehouse/Production Units to Let in
Stevenage, Hertfordshire

General Industrial, Distribution Warehouse,
Industrial

2658 - 18500 Sq Ft

ROA

New development of warehouse/production
units available to let. Located in the

established Gunnels Wood business area of...

New Development, Norton Road, Stevenage,
Hertfordshire

Warehouse, Distribution Warehouse, General
Industrial, Industrial Park, Light Industrial,
Storage, Industrial

3517 - 3940 Sqg Ft

FOR SALE

POA or ROA

Two new warehouse/production units.
Part of larger development of 10 units.
For sale/to let

Development by Wheatley Commercial...

Design and Build, Gunnels Wood Road,
Stevenage, Hertfordshire

Design and Build, Distribution Warehouse,
General Industrial, Industrial Park, Light
Industrial, Warehouse, Storage, Industrial
20000 - 100000 Sq Ft

POA or ROA
Development by Gabriel Securities.

Approximately 5.5 acres for development.
Suitable for B1/B2/B8 and...

Norton Road, Stevenage, Hertfordshire
Warehouse, Industrial, Distribution
Warehouse, General Industrial, Industrial Park,
Light Industrial, Storage

1627 - 2154 Sq Ft

POA or ROA
New development of ten industrial/warehouse

units.
Larger units available by combination.

Number One, Avenue One, Letchworth, SG2
2HB
General Industrial, Distribution Warehouse,
Industrial
70820.66 - 70820.55 Sq Ft

TO RENT

£4,250,000.00 or £5.75-£5.75 Per Sq Ft
A detached warehouse/production unit with a

linked two storey office building on a prominant
self contained site of approx 4.5...
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Unit 10 Bowman Trading Estate, Stevenage,
SG1 2DL

General Industrial, Industrial

6366 Sq Ft
FOR SALE

POA or ROA

A corner tidy terrace industrial / warehouse
unit It is served by an electrically operated
roller shutter loading door 3. 9...

Fishers Green Road, Stevenage, SG1 2PT
Land, Office, General Retail, Distribution
Warehouse, Light Industrial, Commercial
Land, Offices, Retail, Industrial

1021 - 6038 Sq M

£57,000.00 or £57,000.00 Per Annum
Four industrial/warehouse units within a self

contained site between Stevenage Old Town
and Gunnels Wood area. Hence, close to...

Retail

] B

GO

Save this

property

UNDER OFFER - 28 THE FORUM,
STEVENAGE

Retail - High Street, Retail

1263 - 2451 Sq Ft

POA or ROA

The property is located in the Forum Court in
Stevenage. Adjacent to Pizza GoGo, and
close to the Job Centre whilst being...

Save this
property

Fishers Green Road, Stevenage, SG1 2PT
Land, Office, General Retail, Distribution
Warehouse, Light Industrial, Commercial
Land, Offices, Retail, Industrial

1021 - 6038 Sq M

£57,000.00 or £57,000.00 Per Annum

Four industrial/warehouse units within a self
contained site between Stevenage Old Town
and Gunnels Wood area. Hence, close to...

= )_-‘ " i
Oaklands, Stevenage, SG1 1XN
General Retail, Retail
8207 - 39406 Sq Ft
£20.00-£20.00 Per Sqg Ft
New retail warehouse development
Adjacent new 2 level 130,000 sq ft B&Q
superstore
Bulky goods consent
40,000 sq ft...
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Appendix 6 — Non-Residential Transactions

The pages in this appendix are not numbered.
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Stevanage Office Summary

Sales Volume Survey Min Max Sales Survey Min Max
Transactions 111 - - Sale Price Per SF £151 £2 £442
Sold SF 2,742,707 506 216,199 Avg Sale Price (Mil.) £4.9 £0.1 £43
Sales Volume (Mil.) £205 £0.1 £43 Yield 9.0% 2.8% 21.0%
Avg SF 24,709 506 216,199 Percent Leased 87.9% 0.0% 100%
For Sale Survey Min Max Properties Survey Min Max
Listings 3 - - Existing SF 1,800,914 506 167,424
For Sale SF 8,703 682 4,380 Vacancy Rate 5.6% 0.0% 50.4%
For Sale Volume (Mil.) £11 £01 £0.8 Rent Per SF £13.87 £5.63 £21.96
Asking Price Per SF £129 £69 £177 12 Mo. Absorption 24621 -12,000 24,444
Avg Asking Price (Mil.) £0.4 £01 £0.8 12 Mo. Leasing SF 33,011 0 8,123
Sales Volume Average Sale Price Per SF
£60 £300
£40 £200
w -
g ..o
— s [
E .‘. .
£20 £100 * 0 ]
e
- 10 " 12 13 14 15 - 10 11 12 13 14 15
Yield Sales Volume by Buyer Type
20 % "
= B% 5 -
> % ® Institutional
= < ® Private
= . ®  User
Z 10 % o ‘ . REIT/Public
5 9% .
10 1 12 13 14 15

This copyrighted report contains research licensed to CoStar UK Ltd - 701359
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Bulk Portfolio

SOLD

Reversionary Yield:
Net Initial Yield:
Comp ID:
Research Status:

5 Buildings, having total size of 182,646 SF.

Sale Date:
Sale Price:
Price/SF:

01/02/2011
£40,750,000 - Confirmed

10.37%
2571908
Confirmed

# Properties:
Total Size:
- Total Land Area:

Sale Conditions:

5
182,646 SF

Bulk/Portfolio Sale

- Multi-Property

11 Buildings in Stevenage, HRT, having total size of 216,199 SF.

Research Status:

Reversionary Yield:

Comp ID:

- Sale Conditions:

2876560
Confirmed

Sale Date: 16/01/2012 # Properties: 11
Sale Price: £39,870,000 - Confirmed Total Size: 216,199 SF
Price/SF: - Total Land Area: -
Reversionary Yield: - Sale Conditions: -
Net Initial Yield: 6.50%
Comp ID: 2579624
Research Status: Confirmed
BEl Mutticondo SOLD
4 Office Units in Stevenage, HRT, having total size of 20,483 SF.
Sale Date: 01/10/2013 (1,250 days on mkt) # Properties: 4
Sale Price: £500,000 - Confirmed Total Size: 20,483 SF
Price/SF: £24.41 Total Land Area: -

- Bulk Portfolio

SOLD

Reversionary Yield:
Net Initial Yield:
Comp ID:
Research Status:

22/05/2013 (2 days on mkt)

£150,000 Total Size:
- Total Land Area:
- Sale Conditions:
21.00%

2771132

In Progress

# Properties:

2 Buildings in Letchworth Garden City, HRT, having total size of 76,815 SF.

Sale Date:
Sale Price:
Price/SF:

2
76,815 SF

Bulk/Portfolio Sale

- Multi-Condo

Reversionary Yield:

Comp ID:
Research Status:

01/12/2014 (259 days on mkt)

- Sale Conditions:

3204934
In Progress

# Properties:
Total Size:
- Total Land Area:

2 Office Units in Letchworth Garden City, HRT, having total size of 4,440 SF.

Sale Date:
Sale Price:
Price/SF:

2
4,440 SF

n Premier House - 1-5 Argyle Way

Reversionary Yield:
Net Initial Yield:
Comp ID:
Research Status:

Stevenage, SG1 2AD

Sale Date:
Sale Price:
Price/SF:

30/11/2014 (41 days on mkt) Bldg Type:
£1,320,000 - Confirmed Year Built/Age:
£76.75 NIA:
3186108 Sale Conditions:

Confirmed

Hertfordshire County

Office
Built 1973 Age: 41
17,198 SF

Copyrighted report licensed to HDH Planning & Development Ltd - 701359.
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Unit 1-2 - Viewpoint Office Village, Unit 1 - Babbage Rd

Stevenage, SG1 2EQ

Reversionary Yield: -
Net Initial Yield: -
Comp ID: 2836695

Research Status: In Progress

Sale Date: 13/08/2013 (872 days on mkt) Unit Type:
Sale Price: - Year Built/Age:
Price/SF: - NIA:

Sale Conditions:

Hertfordshire County

1,500 SF Office Unit
Built 2001 Age: 11
1,500 SF

n Troopers Yard - 23 Bancroft

SOLD

Hitchin, SG5 1JW
Sale Date: 01/11/2011

Price/SF: £189.04

Reversionary Yield: -
Net Initial Yield: -
Comp ID: 2431563
Research Status: Confirmed

Sale Price: £490,000 - Confirmed

Bldg Type:
Year Built/Age:
NIA:

Sale Conditions:

Hertfordshire County

Office
Built 1697 Age: 314
2,592 SF

n 3 Blackhorse Ln

SOLD

Hitchin, SG4 9EE
Sale Date: 01/07/2011

Price/SF: £176.47

Reversionary Yield: -
Net Initial Yield: -
Comp ID: 2451155
Research Status: Confirmed

Sale Price: £300,000 - Confirmed

Bldg Type:
Year Built/Age:
NIA:

Sale Conditions:

Hertfordshire County

Office
Built 1978 Age: 32
1,700 SF

([ Carlton House - Boulton Rd

SOLD

Stevenage, SG1 4QX

Sale Price:
Price/SF: -

Reversionary Yield: -
Net Initial Yield: -
Comp ID: 3098258

Research Status: Unconfirmed

Sale Date: 15/07/2014 (349 days on mkt) Bldg Type:
- Year Built/Age:
NIA:

Sale Conditions:

Hertfordshire County

Office
Built 1985 Age: 29
2,580 SF

(M 5 Cadwell Ln SOLD
Hitchin, SG4 OHA Hertfordshire County 1
Sale Date: 31/05/2011 Bldg Type: Office
Sale Price: £55,000 - Confirmed Year Built/Age: Built 1978 Age: 33
Price/SF: £108.70 NIA: 506 SF
Reversionary Yield: -
Net Initial Yield: -
Comp ID: 2451168 Sale Conditions: -
Research Status: Confirmed
(Pl Cambridge House - Caxton Way SOLD

Stevenage, SG1 2XD
Sale Date: 01/10/2010

Price/SF: £26.67

Reversionary Yield: -
Net Initial Yield: -
Comp ID: 2335323
Research Status: Confirmed

Sale Price: £800,000 - Confirmed

Bldg Type:
Year Built/Age:
NIA:

Sale Conditions:

Hertfordshire County

Office
Built 2012
30,000 SF

Copyrighted report licensed to HDH Planning & Development Ltd - 701359.
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(Kl Cambridge House - Caxton Way

Stevenage, SG1 2XD

Hertfordshire County

Sale Date: 01/08/2010 Bldg Type: Office
Sale Price: £750,000 - Confirmed Year Built/Age: Built 2012
Price/SF: £25.00 NIA: 30,000 SF
Reversionary Yield: -
Net Initial Yield: -
Comp ID: 2396472 Sale Conditions: -
Research Status: Confirmed
(CA 21 Church Ln SOLD
Stevenage, SG1 3QW Hertfordshire County
Sale Date: 01/11/2011 Bldg Type: Office
Sale Price: £230,000 - Confirmed Year Built/Age: Renov 1980
Price/SF: £166.67 NIA: 1,380 SF
Reversionary Yield: -
Net Initial Yield: -
Comp ID: 2431983 Sale Conditions: -

Research Status:

Confirmed

(ls3 Node Court - Drivers End

Hitchin, SG4 8TR

Sale Date:
Sale Price:
Price/SF:

Reversionary Yield:
Net Initial Yield:
Comp ID:
Research Status:

26/07/2013 (1,949 days on mkt)  Bldg Type:
Year Built/Age:

£370,000 - Confirmed

£44.14 NIA:
2804031 Sale Conditions:
Confirmed

Hertfordshire County

Office
Built 1927 Renov 2009 Age: 86
8,383 SF

(sl Farnham House - Gunnels Wood Rd

Stevenage, SG1 2ST

Sale Date:
Sale Price:
Price/SF:

Reversionary Yield:
Net Initial Yield:
Comp ID:
Research Status:

09/11/2009 Bldg Type:
£43,000,000 - Confirmed Year Built/Age:
£442.33 NIA:
7.72%

2335327 Sale Conditions:

Confirmed

Hertfordshire County

Office
Built 1992 Age: 17
97,213 SF

(Y@l Abel Smith House - Gunnels Wood Rd

Stevenage, SG1 2ST

Sale Date:
Sale Price:
Price/SF:

Reversionary Yield:
Net Initial Yield:
Comp ID:
Research Status:

01/06/2015 Bldg Type:
£7,150,000 - Confirmed Year Built/Age:
£126.48 NIA:
2.78%

3356772 Sale Conditions:

Confirmed

Hertfordshire County

Office
Built 1992 Age: 23
56,529 SF

(Sl Robertson House - Gunnels Wood Rd

SOLD

Stevenage, SG1 2ST

Sale Date:
Sale Price:
Price/SF:

Reversionary Yield:
Net Initial Yield:
Comp ID:
Research Status:

09/11/2009 Bldg Type:
- Year Built/Age:
- NIA:
2335361 Sale Conditions:
Confirmed

Hertfordshire County

Office
Built 1992 Age: 17
56,607 SF

Copyrighted report licensed to HDH Planning & Development Ltd - 701359.
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(M The White House - 3 High St

Stevenage, SG1 3BG

Research Status: Confirmed

Sale Date: 24/08/2010 Bldg Type:

Sale Price: £500,000 - Confirmed Year Built/Age:

Price/SF: £148.37 NIA:
Reversionary Yield: -
Net Initial Yield: -

Comp ID: 2451485 Sale Conditions:

Hertfordshire County
Office

3,370 SF

PIVl The Old Bank - 162 High St

Stevenage, SG1 3LL

Research Status: Confirmed

Sale Date: 01/11/2011 Bldg Type:

Sale Price: - Year Built/Age:

Price/SF: - NIA:
Reversionary Yield: -
Net Initial Yield: -

Comp ID: 2432095 Sale Conditions:

Hertfordshire County
Office

1,125 SF

YAl 6-10 Hunting Gate

SOLD

Hitchin, SG4 0TJ

Research Status: In Progress

Sale Date: 13/09/2013 (2,276 days on mkt) Bldg Type:

Sale Price: Year Built/Age:
Price/SF: - NIA:
Reversionary Yield: -
Net Initial Yield: -
Comp ID: 2836703 Sale Conditions:

Hertfordshire County

Office
Built 1988 Age: 25
51,345 SF

18 - Stevenage Leisure Park - Kings Way

Stevenage, SG1 2UA

Reversionary Yield: -
Net Initial Yield: 8.99%

Research Status: Confirmed

Sale Date: 18/05/2015 (3 days on mkt) Bldg Type:
Sale Price: £1,400,000 - Confirmed Year Built/Age:
Price/SF: £231.02 NIA:

Comp ID: 3319751 Sale Conditions:

Hertfordshire County

OfficeMedical
Built 1993 Age: 21
6,060 SF

Auction Sale

X 71 Knowl Piece

SOLD

Hitchin, SG4 0TY

Research Status: Confirmed

Sale Date: 15/12/2010 Bldg Type:

Sale Price: £375,000 - Confirmed Year Built/Age:

Price/SF: £97.66 NIA:
Reversionary Yield: -
Net Initial Yield: -

Comp ID: 2454994 Sale Conditions:

Hertfordshire County

Office
Built 1994 Age: 16
3,840 SF

117 London Rd

Knebworth, SG3 6ET

Research Status: Confirmed

Sale Date: 01/11/2011 Bldg Type:

Sale Price: - Year Built/Age:

Price/SF: - NIA:
Reversionary Yield: -
Net Initial Yield: -

Comp ID: 2431716 Sale Conditions:

Hertfordshire County

Office
Built 1888 Renov 1990 Age: 123
921 SF

Copyrighted report licensed to HDH Planning & Development Ltd - 701359.
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Bank House - Primett Rd

SOLD

Stevenage, SG1 3EE

Sale Date: 01/06/2013
Sale Price: £1,575,000 - Confirmed
Price/SF: £81.55

Reversionary Yield: -
Net Initial Yield: 18.03%
Comp ID: 2792541
Research Status: Confirmed

Bldg Type:
Year Built/Age:
NIA:

Sale Conditions:

Hertfordshire County

Office
Built 1991 Renov 2003 Age: 21
19,314 SF

sl Stamford House - Primett Rd

Stevenage, SG1 3EE

Sale Date: 01/11/2011
Sale Price: -
Price/SF: -

Reversionary Yield: -
Net Initial Yield: -
Comp ID: 2432151
Research Status: Confirmed

Bldg Type:
Year Built/Age:
NIA:

Sale Conditions:

Hertfordshire County

Office
Built 1991 Age: 20
5,545 SF

Follett House - Primett Rd

Stevenage, SG1 3EE

Sale Date: 01/12/2011
Sale Price: -
Price/SF: -

Reversionary Yield: -
Net Initial Yield: 8.50%
Comp ID: 2457288
Research Status: Confirmed

Bldg Type:
Year Built/Age:
NIA:

Sale Conditions:

Hertfordshire County

Office
Built 1991 Age: 20
11,497 SF

Milford House - Priory End

Hitchin, SG4 9AL

Sale Date: 01/12/2010
Sale Price: -
Price/SF: -

Reversionary Yield: -
Net Initial Yield: -
Comp ID: 2455296
Research Status: Confirmed

Bldg Type:
Year Built/Age:
NIA:

Sale Conditions:

Hertfordshire County

Office
Built 1981 Age: 29
14,925 SF

PIYll 69-75 Queensway

SOLD

Stevenage, SG1 1DN

Sale Date: 14/10/2011
Sale Price: £1,300,000 - Confirmed
Price/SF: £38.36

Reversionary Yield: -
Net Initial Yield: 11.63%
Comp ID: 2337040
Research Status: Confirmed

Bldg Type:
Year Built/Age:
NIA:

Sale Conditions:

Hertfordshire County

Office
Built 1962 Age: 49
33,891 SF

Sale Date: 19/09/2013
Sale Price: -
Price/SF: -

Reversionary Yield: -
Net Initial Yield: -
Comp ID: 2847301
Research Status: In Progress

Bldg Type:
Year Built/Age:
NIA:

Sale Conditions:

Office
Built 1994 Age: 19
9,216 SF

Bedford House - Rutherford Clos SOLD
Stevenage, SG1 2EF Hertfordshire County —
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KYI Six Hills House - Six Hills Way

SOLD

Stevenage, SG1 1YB

Sale Date: 01/01/2015
Sale Price: -
Price/SF: -

Reversionary Yield: -
Net Initial Yield: -
Comp ID: 3240562
Research Status: In Progress

Bldg Type:
Year Built/Age:
NIA:

Sale Conditions:

Hertfordshire County

Office
Built 1970 Age: 44
73,237 SF

XYM Priory - Tilehouse St

SOLD

Hitchin, SG5 2DW

Sale Date: 01/03/2013
Sale Price: £7,410,000 - Confirmed
Price/SF: £90.64

Reversionary Yield: -
Net Initial Yield: 8.60%
Comp ID: 2723131
Research Status: Confirmed

Bldg Type:
Year Built/Age:
NIA:

Sale Conditions:

Hertfordshire County
Office

81,752 SF

1 Town Sq

SOLD

Stevenage, SG1 1BP

Sale Price: £530,000 - Confirmed
Price/SF: £94.52

Reversionary Yield: -
Net Initial Yield: 7.20%
Comp ID: 2971624
Research Status: Confirmed

Sale Date: 26/02/2014 (19 days on mkt) Bldg Type:
Year Built/Age:
NIA:

Sale Conditions:

Hertfordshire County

Office
Built 1989 Age: 24
5,607 SF

Auction Sale

K3 Broadhall House - Whittle Way

SOLD

Stevenage, SG1 2FP

Sale Date: 23/08/2011
Sale Price: £1,571,790 - Confirmed
Price/SF: £165.00

Reversionary Yield: -
Net Initial Yield: -
Comp ID: 2451508
Research Status: Confirmed

Bldg Type:
Year Built/Age:
NIA:

Sale Conditions:

Hertfordshire County

Office
Built 2008 Age: 2
9,526 SF

Gateway 1000 - 15-18 Whittle Way

Stevenage, SG1 2FP

Sale Price: £230,000 - Confirmed
Price/SF: £15.10

Reversionary Yield: -
Net Initial Yield: 8.00%
Comp ID: 2324230
Research Status: Confirmed

Sale Date: 28/01/2011 (87 days on mkt) Bldg Type:
Year Built/Age:
NIA:

Sale Conditions:

Hertfordshire County

Office
Built 2008 Age: 2
15,228 SF

K Gateway 1000 - 15-18 Whittle Way

Stevenage, SG1 2FP

Sale Date: 01/03/2010
Sale Price: £150,000 - Confirmed
Price/SF: £9.85

Reversionary Yield: -
Net Initial Yield: -
Comp ID: 2366717
Research Status: Confirmed

Bldg Type:
Year Built/Age:
NIA:

Sale Conditions:

Hertfordshire County

Office
Built 2008 Age: 1
15,228 SF

Copyrighted report licensed to HDH Planning & Development Ltd - 701359.
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Gateway 1000 - 15-18 Whittle Way

Stevenage, SG1 2FP

Research Status: Confirmed

Sale Date: 05/02/2010 Bldg Type:

Sale Price: - Year Built/Age:

Price/SF: - NIA:
Reversionary Yield: -
Net Initial Yield: -

Comp ID: 2369947 Sale Conditions:

Hertfordshire County

Office
Built 2008 Age: 1
15,228 SF

Kl Gateway 1000 - 15-18 Whittle Way

Stevenage, SG1 2FP

Research Status: Research Complete

Sale Date: 01/07/2012 (1,042 days on mkt) Unit Type:

Sale Price: - Year Built/Age:
Price/SF: - NIA:
Reversionary Yield: -
Net Initial Yield: -
Comp ID: 2506712 Sale Conditions:

Hertfordshire County

2,012 SF Office Unit
Built 2008 Age: 3
2,012 SF

KI)ll Gateway 1000 - 15-18 Whittle Way

Stevenage, SG1 2FP

Research Status: Research Complete

Sale Date: 02/03/2012 (921 days on mkt) Unit Type:

Sale Price: - Year Built/Age:

Price/SF: - NIA:
Reversionary Yield: -
Net Initial Yield: -

Comp ID: 2506714 Sale Conditions:

Hertfordshire County

1,041 SF Office Unit
Built 2008 Age: 3
1,041 SF

LI Gateway 1000 - 15-18 Whittle Way

Stevenage, SG1 2FP

Research Status: Research Complete

Sale Date: 07/01/2012 (866 days on mkt) Unit Type:

Sale Price: - Year Built/Age:

Price/SF: - NIA:
Reversionary Yield: -
Net Initial Yield: -

Comp ID: 2506716 Sale Conditions:

Hertfordshire County

9,526 SF Office Unit
Built 2008 Age: 3
9,526 SF

LY Gateway 1000 - 15-18 Whittle Way

Stevenage, SG1 2FP

Research Status: Research Complete

Sale Date: 01/11/2012 (1,165 days on mkt) Unit Type:

Sale Price: Year Built/Age:
Price/SF: - NIA:
Reversionary Yield: -
Net Initial Yield: -
Comp ID: 2599553 Sale Conditions:

Hertfordshire County

1,354 SF Office Unit
Built 2008 Age: 3
1,354 SF
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Sales Volume Survey
Transactions 111
Sold SF 5,759,931
Sales Volume (Mil.) £299
Avg SF 51,891
For Sale Survey
Listings 1
For Sale SF 6,357
For Sale Volume (Mil.) £0.4
Asking Price Per SF £59
Avg Asking Price (Mil.) £0.4

Sales Volume
£150

£100

Millions

£50

10 11 12

Yield
25 %

20 %

15 %

Average Yield

10 %

Stevange Industrial Summary

Min
1,226
£0.1
1,226

Min

6,357
£0.4
£59
£0.4

Max
1,177,046
£116
1,177,046

Max

6,357
£0.4
£59
£0.4

o,
A 10 11 12
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Sale Price Per SF
Avg Sale Price (Mil.)
Yield

Percent Leased

Properties
Existing SF
Vacancy Rate
Rent Per SF

12 Mo. Absorption
12 Mo. Leasing SF

Survey
£71
£7.1
10.2%
93.1%

Survey
4,828,712
4.8%
£6.84
45,118
290,062

Average Sale Price Per SF

£150
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£50

Min Max
£1 £122
£0.1 £116
7.0% 21.0%
0.0% 100%
Min Max
354 245,000
0.0% 100%
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-31,920 63,753
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Bulk Portfolio SOLD

Research Status:

Confirmed

44 Buildings, having total size of 946,298 SF. o
Sale Date: 07/02/2013 # Properties: 44 g
Sale Price: £115,900,000 - Confirmed Total Size: 946,298 SF - .y
Price/SF: - Total Land Area: -
Reversionary Yield: - Sale Conditions: Bulk/Portfolio Sale .
Net Initial Yield: 8.70% &
Comp ID: 2676739 =

- Bulk Portfolio

SOLD

Reversionary Yield:
Net Initial Yield:
Comp ID:
Research Status:

28 Buildings, having total size of 1,177,046 SF.

Sale Date:
Sale Price:
Price/SF:

07/02/2014
£75,000,000 - Confirmed

8.00%
2984130
Confirmed

# Properties:
Total Size:
Total Land Area:

Sale Conditions:

28
1,177,046 SF

Bulk/Portfolio Sale

PORTFOLID

- Bulk Portfolio

SOLD

Research Status:

Reversionary Yield:
Net Initial Yield:
Comp ID:

36 Buildings, having total size of 822,825 SF.

Sale Date:
Sale Price:
Price/SF:

06/06/2014
£62,000,000 - Confirmed

7.50%
3228947
Confirmed

# Properties:
Total Size:
- Total Land Area:

Sale Conditions:

36
822,825 SF

Bulk/Portfolio Sale

PORTFOLID

- Bulk Portfolio

SOLD

Reversionary Yield:
Net Initial Yield:
Comp ID:
Research Status:

10 Buildings, having total size of 113,151 SF.

Sale Date:
Sale Price:
Price/SF:

01/03/2015
£5,110,000 - Confirmed

9.31%
3325209
Confirmed

# Properties:
Total Size:
Total Land Area:

Sale Conditions:

10
113,151 SF

Bulk/Portfolio Sale

PORTFOLIO

- Multi-Property

Reversionary Yield:
Net Initial Yield:
Comp ID:
Research Status:

15/08/2014 (333 days on mkt)
£825,000 - Confirmed

10.46%
3111080
Confirmed

# Properties:
Total Size:
- Total Land Area:

Sale Conditions:

3 Buildings in Letchworth Garden City, HRT, having total size of 25,981 SF.

Sale Date:
Sale Price:
Price/SF:

3
25,081 SF

Distress Sale

n Multi-Condo

SOLD

Reversionary Yield:

Comp ID:
Research Status:

2 Industrial Units in Hitchin, HRT, having total size of 5,368 SF.

Sale Date:
Sale Price:
Price/SF:

21/09/2012 (329 days on mkt)

£235,000 Total Size:
£43.78 Total Land Area:
- Sale Conditions:
2569134

In Progress

# Properties:

2
5,368 SF

Copyrighted report licensed to HDH Planning & Development Ltd - 701359.
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Bulk Portfolio

Sale Date:
Sale Price:
Price/SF:

Reversionary Yield:
Net Initial Yield:
Comp ID:
Research Status:

£150,000

21.00%
2771132
In Progress

Sale Conditions:

# Properties:
Total Size:
Total Land Area:

2 Buildings in Letchworth Garden City, HRT, having total size of 76,815 SF.
22/05/2013 (2 days on mkt)

2
76,815 SF

Bulk/Portfolio Sale

n John Tate Court - 3 Argyle Way

Reversionary Yield:
Net Initial Yield:
Comp ID:
Research Status:

Stevenage, SG1 2AD

Sale Date:
Sale Price:
Price/SF:

01/08/2013 (526 days on mkt) Bldg Type:
Year Built/Age:
NIA:

2836068
In Progress

Sale Conditions:

Hertfordshire County

IndustrialWarehouse
Built 1961 Age: 52
13,186 SF

n Units 1 & 2 - Bessemer Dr

SOLD

Reversionary Yield:
Net Initial Yield:
Comp ID:
Research Status:

Stevenage, SG1 2DL

Sale Date:
Sale Price:
Price/SF:

01/04/2015 (610 days on mkt) Bldg Type:
Year Built/Age:
NIA:

£5,649,000 - Confirmed
£75.95

3358693
Confirmed

Sale Conditions:

Hertfordshire County

IndustrialWarehouse
Built 1992 Age: 22
74,373 SF

(B Unit 1-6 - Bowmans Trading Estate - Bessemer Dr

Reversionary Yield:
Net Initial Yield:
Comp ID:
Research Status:

Stevenage, SG1 2DL

Sale Date:
Sale Price:
Price/SF:

30/03/2012
£165,000 - Confirmed
£6.53

2342703
Confirmed

Bldg Type:
Year Built/Age:
NIA:

Sale Conditions:

Hertfordshire County

IndustrialWarehouse
Built 1975 Age: 36
25,272 SF

(NI Caxton Point - Bessemer Dr

SOLD

Reversionary Yield:
Net Initial Yield:
Comp ID:
Research Status:

Stevenage, SG1 2XT

Sale Date:
Sale Price:
Price/SF:

18/08/2009

2423583
Confirmed

Bldg Type:
Year Built/Age:
NIA:

Sale Conditions:

Hertfordshire County

IndustrialWarehouse
Built 1987 Age: 21
42,299 SF

(VA 12-13 Blackhorse Rd

Reversionary Yield:
Net Initial Yield:
Comp ID:
Research Status:

Letchworth Garden City, SG6 1HB

Sale Date:
Sale Price:
Price/SF:

01/09/2009
£495,000 - Confirmed
£68.18

2333817
Confirmed

Bldg Type:
Year Built/Age:
NIA:

Sale Conditions:

Hertfordshire County

IndustrialWarehouse
Built 1955 Age: 54
7,260 SF

Copyrighted report licensed to HDH Planning & Development Ltd - 701359.
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(K 22 Bridge St

SOLD

Hitchin, SG5 2DF

Hertfordshire County

Sale Date: 14/10/2011 Bldg Type: IndustrialWarehouse
Sale Price: £342,500 - Confirmed Year Built/Age: Built 1933 Age: 78
Price/SF: £48.60 NIA: 7,047 SF
Reversionary Yield: -
Net Initial Yield: -
Comp ID: 2334083 Sale Conditions: -
Research Status: Confirmed
(CA Units 1 & 2 - Cadwell Ln SOLD
Hitchin, SG4 0SA Hertfordshire County
Sale Date: 31/01/2011 Bldg Type: IndustrialWarehouse
Sale Price: £250,000 - Confirmed Year Built/Age: Built 1986 Age: 24
Price/SF: £41.43 NIA: 6,035 SF
Reversionary Yield: -
Net Initial Yield: -
Comp ID: 2454829 Sale Conditions: -
Research Status: Confirmed
(M Cavendish Point - Cavendish Rd
Stevenage, SG1 2EG Hertfordshire County
Sale Date: 05/03/2010 Bldg Type: IndustrialWarehouse
Sale Price: £890,000 - Confirmed Year Built/Age: Built 1984 Age: 25
Price/SF: £38.23 NIA: 23,278 SF
Reversionary Yield: -
Net Initial Yield: -
Comp ID: 2326263 Sale Conditions: -
Research Status: Confirmed
(I Fourth Dimension - Fourth Ave
Letchworth Garden City, SG6 2TD Hertfordshire County
Sale Date: 06/12/2010 Bldg Type: IndustrialWarehouse
Sale Price: £4,825,000 - Confirmed Year Built/Age: Built 2006 Age: 4
Price/SF: £77.51 NIA: 62,250 SF
Reversionary Yield: -
Net Initial Yield: 7.80%
Comp ID: 2458234 Sale Conditions: -

Research Status:

Confirmed

(VA Units 1-6 - Sg1 - Gunnels Wood Rd

Stevenage, SG1 2NB

Hertfordshire County

Sale Date: 23/11/2009 Bldg Type: IndustrialWarehouse
Sale Price: £8,150,000 - Confirmed Year Built/Age: Built 2006 Age: 3
Price/SF: £101.95 NIA: 79,943 SF
Reversionary Yield: -
Net Initial Yield: 7.04%
Comp ID: 2321353 Sale Conditions: -
Research Status: Confirmed
(K Aspect One - Gunnels Wood Rd
Stevenage, SG1 2DG Hertfordshire County
Sale Date: 01/10/2013 Bldg Type: IndustrialWarehouse
Sale Price: £3,250,000 - Confirmed Year Built/Age: Built 1997 Age: 16
Price/SF: £79.61 NIA: 40,825 SF
Reversionary Yield: -
Net Initial Yield: 8.00%
Comp ID: 2887015 Sale Conditions: -

Research Status:

Confirmed

Copyrighted report licensed to HDH Planning & Development Ltd - 701359.
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(M 5 Hunting Gate

SOLD

Hitchin, SG4 0TJ

Sale Date:
Sale Price:
Price/SF:

Reversionary Yield:
Net Initial Yield:
Comp ID:
Research Status:

01/01/2011

2454917
Confirmed

Bldg Type:
Year Built/Age:
NIA:

Sale Conditions:

Hertfordshire County

IndustrialWarehouse
Built 1972 Age: 39
29,576 SF

Unit 3 - The Orbital Centre - Icknield Way

Sale Date:
Sale Price:
Price/SF:

Reversionary Yield:
Net Initial Yield:
Comp ID:
Research Status:

Letchworth Garden City, SG6 1ET
01/06/2014 (306 days on mkt)

3204969
In Progress

Bldg Type:
Year Built/Age:
NIA:

Sale Conditions:

Hertfordshire County

IndustrialWarehouse
Built 2002 Age: 11
12,865 SF

YAl Jabsco UK Sales, Unit 1 - Icknield Way

Sale Date:
Sale Price:
Price/SF:

Reversionary Yield:
Net Initial Yield:
Comp ID:
Research Status:

Letchworth Garden City, SG6 1EZ
01/09/2014 (396 days on mkt)

3213769
In Progress

Unit Type:
Year Built/Age:
NIA:

Sale Conditions:

Hertfordshire County

4,764 SF Industrial Unit
Built 1980 Age: 34
4,764 SF

/728l Jabsco UK Sales, Unit 2 - Icknield Way

SOLD

Sale Date:
Sale Price:
Price/SF:

Reversionary Yield:
Net Initial Yield:
Comp ID:
Research Status:

Letchworth Garden City, SG6 1EZ
01/09/2014 (396 days on mkt)

3213770
In Progress

Unit Type:
Year Built/Age:
NIA:

Sale Conditions:

Hertfordshire County

4,245 SF Industrial Unit
Built 1980 Age: 34
4,245 SF

10-28 - Jubilee Trade Centre - Jubilee Rd

SOLD

Reversionary Yield:
Net Initial Yield:
Comp ID:
Research Status:

Letchworth Garden City, SG6 1SP

Sale Date:
Sale Price:
Price/SF:

01/04/2011
£170,000 - Confirmed
£2.08

2378670
Confirmed

Bldg Type:
Year Built/Age:
NIA:

Sale Conditions:

Hertfordshire County

IndustrialService
Built 1961 Age: 49
81,715 SF

10-28 - Jubilee Trade Centre - Jubilee Rd

SOLD

Reversionary Yield:
Net Initial Yield:
Comp ID:
Research Status:

Letchworth Garden City, SG6 1SP

Sale Date:
Sale Price:
Price/SF:

11/07/2011
£120,000 - Confirmed
£1.47

2378028
Confirmed

Bldg Type:
Year Built/Age:
NIA:

Sale Conditions:

Hertfordshire County

IndustrialService
Built 1961 Age: 49
81,715 SF

Copyrighted report licensed to HDH Planning & Development Ltd - 701359.
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Ectron Ltd - Knap Clos

Letchworth Garden City, SG6 1AQ
Sale Date: 30/01/2014 (786 days on mkt) Bldg Type: IndustrialWarehouse

Hertfordshire County

Sale Price: Year Built/Age: Built 1964 Age: 49
Price/SF: - NIA: 4,850 SF
Reversionary Yield: -
Net Initial Yield: -
Comp ID: 2951547 Sale Conditions: -
Research Status: Unconfirmed
POl 27-29 Knowl Piece SOLD
Hitchin, SG4 0TY Hertfordshire County
Sale Date: 02/04/2012 Bldg Type: IndustrialWarehouse
Sale Price: - Year Built/Age: Built 1990 Age: 22
Price/SF: - NIA: 22,000 SF
Reversionary Yield: -
Net Initial Yield: -
Comp ID: 2425161 Sale Conditions: -

Research Status: Confirmed

1 - Focal Point - Lacerta Ct

Letchworth Garden City, SG6 1FJ Hertfordshire County

Sale Date: 01/08/2010 Bldg Type: IndustrialWarehouse
Sale Price: £295,000 - Confirmed Year Built/Age: Built 1997 Age: 13
Price/SF: £57.70 NIA: 5113 SF

Reversionary Yield: -
Net Initial Yield: -
Comp ID: 2396315
Research Status: Confirmed

Sale Conditions: -

P4 The Yard - Leyden Rd

Stevenage, SG1 2BW
Sale Date: 01/02/2013 (819 days on mkt) Bldg Type: IndustrialWarehouse

Hertfordshire County

Sale Price: Year Built/Age: Built 2011 Age: 1
Price/SF: - NIA: 2,478 SF
Reversionary Yield: -
Net Initial Yield: -
Comp ID: 2694283 Sale Conditions: -
Research Status: In Progress
Units 18-43a - Industrial Unit, Unit s 20 - - London Rd SOLD
Baldock, SG7 6NG Hertfordshire County
Sale Date: 17/12/2014 (230 days on mkt) Unit Type: 4,801 SF Industrial Unit
Sale Price: £230,000 - Confirmed Year Built/Age: -
Price/SF: £47.91 NIA: 4,801 SF
Reversionary Yield: -
Net Initial Yield: -
Comp ID: 3187606 Sale Conditions: -

Research Status: Confirmed

Former Royal Mail - Portmill Ln

Hitchin, SG5 1AA

Sale Date: 01/02/2012
Sale Price: -
Price/SF: -

Reversionary Yield: -
Net Initial Yield: -
Comp ID: 2465349
Research Status: Confirmed

Bldg Type:
Year Built/Age:
NIA:

Sale Conditions:

Hertfordshire County

IndustrialWarehouse
Built 1966 Age: 45
19,427 SF

Copyrighted report licensed to HDH Planning & Development Ltd - 701359.
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KX Eastern Networks - Wedgewood Way

Sale Date:
Sale Price:
Price/SF:

Reversionary Yield:
Net Initial Yield:
Comp ID:
Research Status:

Stevenage, SG1 4QF

12/07/2012 (15 days on mkt) Bldg Type:
£1,195,000 - Confirmed Year Built/Age:
£102.66 NIA:
2510477 Sale Conditions:

Confirmed

Hertfordshire County

Industrial
Built 1975 Age: 37
11,640 SF

Auction Sale

XYMl 4-7 - lo Centre, Unit 6 - Whittle Way

Sale Date:
Sale Price:
Price/SF:

Reversionary Yield:
Net Initial Yield:
Comp ID:
Research Status:

Stevenage, SG1 2BD

01/12/2013 (123 days on mkt) Unit Type:
- Year Built/Age:
- NIA:
2957819 Sale Conditions:
In Progress

Hertfordshire County

2,198 SF Industrial Unit
Built 2005 Age: 8
2,198 SF

Units 1-2 - Senate Place - Whitworth Rd

SOLD

Sale Date:
Sale Price:
Price/SF:

Reversionary Yield:
Net Initial Yield:
Comp ID:
Research Status:

Stevenage, SG1 4Q8S

02/07/2012 (472 days on mkt) Bldg Type:
- Year Built/Age:
- NIA:

2517250 Sale Conditions:

In Progress

Hertfordshire County

IndustrialWarehouse
Built 1996 Age: 16
12,959 SF

KZ3 Units 1-5 - Trust Industrial Estate - Wilbury Way

SOLD

Hitchin, SG4 0UZ

Sale Date:
Sale Price:
Price/SF:

Reversionary Yield:
Net Initial Yield:
Comp ID:
Research Status:

01/12/2013 Bldg Type:
£1,900,000 - Confirmed Year Built/Age:
£41.02 NIA:
15.00%

2957074 Sale Conditions:

Confirmed

Hertfordshire County

IndustrialWarehouse
Built 1974 Renov 2004 Age: 39
46,318 SF

Unit C1-C4 - Know! Piece - Wilbury Way

SOLD

Hitchin, SG4 0TY

Sale Date:
Sale Price:
Price/SF:

Reversionary Yield:
Net Initial Yield:
Comp ID:
Research Status:

21/05/2010 Bldg Type:
£225,000 - Confirmed Year Built/Age:
£20.06 NIA:
2334723 Sale Conditions:

Confirmed

Hertfordshire County

IndustrialWarehouse
Built 2004 Age: 6
11,216 SF

17-30 - Cam Centre, Unit 28-30 - Wilbury Way

SOLD

Sale Date:
Sale Price:
Price/SF:

Reversionary Yield:
Net Initial Yield:
Comp ID:
Research Status:

Hitchin, SG4 0TW

25/01/2013 (514 days on mkt) Unit Type:
- Year Built/Age:
- NIA:
2680510 Sale Conditions:

Research Complete

Hertfordshire County

11,773 SF Industrial Unit
Built 1987 Age: 25
11,773 SF

Copyrighted report licensed to HDH Planning & Development Ltd - 701359.
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39 Wilbury Way

SOLD

Hitchin, SG4 0TW

Sale Date:
Sale Price:
Price/SF:

Reversionary Yield:
Net Initial Yield:
Comp ID:
Research Status:

15/01/2014
£455,000 - Confirmed
£42.89

8.82%
2957228
Confirmed

Bldg Type:
Year Built/Age:
NIA:

Sale Conditions:

Hertfordshire County

Industrial
Built 1960 Age: 54
10,609 SF

Former Builders Merchants - Works Rd

SOLD

Reversionary Yield:
Net Initial Yield:
Comp ID:
Research Status:

Letchworth Garden City, SG6 1JU

Sale Date:
Sale Price:
Price/SF:

04/10/2010
£300,000 - Confirmed
£14.30

2404143
Confirmed

Bldg Type:
Year Built/Age:
NIA:

Sale Conditions:

Hertfordshire County

IndustrialWarehouse
Built 1986 Age: 23
20,983 SF

Copyrighted report licensed to HDH Planning & Development Ltd - 701359.
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Sales Volume Survey
Transactions 208
Sold SF 5,447,884
Sales Volume (Mil.) £466
Avg SF 26,192
For Sale Survey
Listings 3
For Sale SF 8,703
For Sale Volume (Mil.) £11
Asking Price Per SF £129
Avg Asking Price (Mil.) £0.4

Sales Volume
£100

£50

Millions

Yield
20 %

15 %

10 %

Average Yield

5%

Stevange Retail Summary

Min
294
£0.1
294

Min

682
£0.1
£69
£0.1

Max
216,199
£43
216,199

Max

4,380
£0.8
£177
£0.8

Sales Survey Min Max
Sale Price Per SF £188 £2 £991
Avg Sale Price (Mil.) £6.3 £01 £43
Yield 8.4% 2.8% 21.0%
Percent Leased 90.2% 0.0% 100%
Properties Survey Min Max
Existing SF 3,062,335 294 167,424
Vacancy Rate 4.7% 0.0% 50.4%
Rent Per SF £16.38 £5.63 £77.49
12 Mo. Absorption 151,423 -12,000 131,796
12 Mo. Leasing SF 59,593 0 9,437
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Bulk Portfolio

SOLD

Sale Date:
Sale Price:
Price/SF:

Reversionary Yield:
Net Initial Yield:
Comp ID:
Research Status:

5 Buildings, having total size of 182,646 SF.

01/02/2011 # Properties:
£40,750,000 - Confirmed Total Size:
- Total Land Area:

- Sale Conditions:
10.37%

2571908
Confirmed

5
182,646 SF

Bulk/Portfolio Sale

Multi-Property

Sale Date:
Sale Price:
Price/SF:

Reversionary Yield:
Net Initial Yield:
Comp ID:
Research Status:

11 Buildings in Stevenage, HRT, having total size of 216,199 SF.

16/01/2012
£39,870,000 - Confirmed

# Properties:
Total Size:
Total Land Area:

- Sale Conditions:
6.50%

2579624
Confirmed

11
216,199 SF

Multi-Property

SOLD

Sale Date:
Sale Price:
Price/SF:

Reversionary Yield:

Net Initial Yield:
Comp ID:
Research Status:

01/04/2014 # Properties:
£15,000,000 - Confirmed Total Size:
£261.51 Total Land Area:
- Sale Conditions:
7.15%

3085175

Confirmed

3 Retail buildings in Stevenage, HRT, having total size of 57,360 SF.

3
57,360 SF

Bulk/Portfolio Sale

Multi-Property

Reversionary Yield:
Net Initial Yield:
Comp ID:
Research Status:

3 Retail buildings in Hitchin, HRT, having total size of 7,831 SF.

Sale Date:
Sale Price:
Price/SF:

17/09/2012 (231 days on mkt)
£3,200,000 - Confirmed

£408.63 Total Land Area:
- Sale Conditions:
6.61%

2606010

Confirmed

# Properties:
Total Size:

3
7,831 SF

Investment Triple Net

Multi-Condo

Sale Date:
Sale Price:
Price/SF:

Reversionary Yield:

4 Office Units in Stevenage, HRT, having total size of 20,483 SF.

01/10/2013 (1,250 days on mkt) # Properties:
Total Size:
£24.41 Total Land Area:

£500,000 - Confirmed

- Sale Conditions:

4
20,483 SF

Comp ID: 2876560
Research Status: Confirmed
BN 5.« Portrolio SOLD
2 Buildings in Letchworth Garden City, HRT, having total size of 76,815 SF. .f-ﬁ
Sale Date: 22/05/2013 (2 days on mkt) # Properties: 2 .:':, ) i
Sale Price: £150,000 Total Size: 76,815 SF - i
Price/SF: - Total Land Area: -
Reversionary Yield: - Sale Conditions: Bulk/Portfolio Sale i Ry
Net Initial Yield: 21.00% 1ufi i e
Comp ID: 2771132 = i
Research Status: In Progress
Copyrighted report licensed to HDH Planning & Development Ltd - 701359. 03/09/2015
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Multi-Condo

Sale Date:
Sale Price:
Price/SF:

Reversionary Yield:

Comp ID:
Research Status:

- Sale Conditions:

3204934
In Progress

2 Office Units in Letchworth Garden City, HRT, having total size of 4,440 SF.

01/12/2014 (259 days on mkt)  # Properties:
- Total Size:
- Total Land Area:

2
4,440 SF

n Prince Of Wales - 61 Albert St

Stevenage, SG1 3NY

Hertfordshire County

Research Status:

Confirmed

Sale Date: 01/01/2011 Bldg Type: Retail
Sale Price: £250,000 - Confirmed Year Built/Age: Built 1921 Age: 89
Price/SF: £157.23 NIA: 1,590 SF
Reversionary Yield: -
Net Initial Yield: -
Comp ID: 2459942 Sale Conditions: -
Research Status: Confirmed
n Premier House - 1-5 Argyle Way SOLD
Stevenage, SG1 2AD Hertfordshire County
Sale Date: 30/11/2014 (41 days on mkt) Bldg Type: Office
Sale Price: £1,320,000 - Confirmed Year Built/Age: Built 1973 Age: 41
Price/SF: £76.75 NIA: 17,198 SF
Reversionary Yield: -
Net Initial Yield: -
Comp ID: 3186108 Sale Conditions: -

(IO Unit 1-2 - Viewpoint Office Village, Unit 1 - Babbage Rd

Reversionary Yield:
Net Initial Yield:
Comp ID:
Research Status:

Stevenage, SG1 2EQ

Sale Date:
Sale Price:
Price/SF:

13/08/2013 (872 days on mkt) Unit Type:
- Year Built/Age:
- NIA:
2836695 Sale Conditions:
In Progress

Hertfordshire County

1,500 SF Office Unit
Built 2001 Age: 11
1,500 SF

(KM Troopers Yard - 23 Bancroft

Hitchin, SG5 1JW

Sale Date:
Sale Price:
Price/SF:

Reversionary Yield:
Net Initial Yield:
Comp ID:
Research Status:

01/11/2011 Bldg Type:
£490,000 - Confirmed Year Built/Age:
£189.04 NIA:
2431563 Sale Conditions:

Confirmed

Hertfordshire County

Office
Built 1697 Age: 314
2,592 SF

(VA The Rose & Crown - 10 Benington Rd

SOLD

Reversionary Yield:
Net Initial Yield:
Comp ID:
Research Status:

Stevenage, SG2 7DX

Sale Date:
Sale Price:
Price/SF:

20/03/2015 (214 days on mkt) Bldg Type:
- Year Built/Age:
- NIA:

3261287 Sale Conditions:

In Progress

Hertfordshire County

Retail
Built 1789 Age: 226
2,264 SF

Copyrighted report licensed to HDH Planning & Development Ltd - 701359.
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(KM 3 Blackhorse Ln

SOLD

Hitchin, SG4 9EE

Sale Date:
Sale Price:
Price/SF:

Reversionary Yield:
Net Initial Yield:
Comp ID:
Research Status:

01/07/2011
£300,000 - Confirmed
£176.47

2451155
Confirmed

Bldg Type:
Year Built/Age:
NIA:

Sale Conditions:

Hertfordshire County

Office
Built 1978 Age: 32
1,700 SF

(3 Carlton House - Boulton Rd

SOLD

Stevenage, SG1 4QX

Sale Date:
Sale Price:
Price/SF:

Reversionary Yield:
Net Initial Yield:
Comp ID:
Research Status:

15/07/2014 (349 days on mkt)

3098258
Unconfirmed

Sale Conditions:

Bldg Type:
Year Built/Age:
NIA:

Hertfordshire County

Office
Built 1985 Age: 29
2,580 SF

(3 3 Brand St

Hitchin, SG5 1LP

Sale Date:
Sale Price:
Price/SF:

Reversionary Yield:
Net Initial Yield:
Comp ID:
Research Status:

21/05/2014 (9 days on mkt)

3051610
In Progress

Sale Conditions:

Bldg Type:
Year Built/Age:
NIA:

Hertfordshire County

RetailStorefront
Built 1900 Age: 114
1,283 SF

(sl 5 Cadwell Ln

Hitchin, SG4 OHA

Sale Date:
Sale Price:
Price/SF:

Reversionary Yield:
Net Initial Yield:
Comp ID:
Research Status:

31/05/2011
£55,000 - Confirmed
£108.70

2451168
Confirmed

Bldg Type:
Year Built/Age:
NIA:

Sale Conditions:

Hertfordshire County

Office
Built 1978 Age: 33
506 SF

(Pl Cambridge House - Caxton Way

Stevenage, SG1 2XD

Sale Date:
Sale Price:
Price/SF:

Reversionary Yield:
Net Initial Yield:
Comp ID:
Research Status:

01/10/2010
£800,000 - Confirmed
£26.67

2335323
Confirmed

Bldg Type:
Year Built/Age:
NIA:

Sale Conditions:

Hertfordshire County

Office
Built 2012
30,000 SF

(Il Cambridge House - Caxton Way

Stevenage, SG1 2XD

Sale Date:
Sale Price:
Price/SF:

Reversionary Yield:
Net Initial Yield:
Comp ID:
Research Status:

01/08/2010
£750,000 - Confirmed
£25.00

2396472
Confirmed

Bldg Type:
Year Built/Age:
NIA:

Sale Conditions:

Hertfordshire County

Office
Built 2012
30,000 SF

Copyrighted report licensed to HDH Planning & Development Ltd - 701359.
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(I° 21 Church Ln

SOLD

Stevenage, SG1 3QW

Sale Date:
Sale Price:
Price/SF:

Reversionary Yield:
Net Initial Yield:
Comp ID:
Research Status:

01/11/2011 Bldg Type:
£230,000 - Confirmed Year Built/Age:
£166.67 NIA:
2431983 Sale Conditions:

Confirmed

Hertfordshire County

Office
Renov 1980
1,380 SF

YAl 2 Churchyard

Hitchin, SG5 1HR

Sale Date:
Sale Price:
Price/SF:

Reversionary Yield:
Net Initial Yield:
Comp ID:
Research Status:

01/09/2013 (135 days on mkt) Bldg Type:
Year Built/Age:

£270,000 - Confirmed

£132.81 NIA:
2957733 Sale Conditions:
Confirmed

Hertfordshire County

Retail
Built 1800 Age: 213
2,033 SF

AN Node Court - Drivers End

Hitchin, SG4 8TR

Sale Date:
Sale Price:
Price/SF:

Reversionary Yield:
Net Initial Yield:
Comp ID:
Research Status:

26/07/2013 (1,949 days on mkt)  Bldg Type:
Year Built/Age:

£370,000 - Confirmed

£44.14 NIA:
2804031 Sale Conditions:
Confirmed

Hertfordshire County

Office
Built 1927 Renov 2009 Age: 86
8,383 SF

228 Units 1 - 2 - Monkswood Retail Park - Elder Way

Stevenage, SG1 1TL

Sale Date:
Sale Price:
Price/SF:

Reversionary Yield:
Net Initial Yield:

Comp ID:
Research Status:

21/06/2010 Bldg Type:
£12,140,000 - Confirmed Year Built/Age:
£466.92 NIA:
6.20%

2322521 Sale Conditions:

Confirmed

Hertfordshire County

Retail
Built 2006 Age: 4
26,000 SF

X Abel Smith House - Gunnels Wood Rd

SOLD

Stevenage, SG1 2ST

Hertfordshire County

Sale Date: 01/06/2015 Bldg Type: Office
Sale Price: £7,150,000 - Confirmed Year Built/Age: Built 1992 Age: 23
Price/SF: £126.48 NIA: 56,529 SF
Reversionary Yield: -
Net Initial Yield: 2.78%
Comp ID: 3356772 Sale Conditions: -
Research Status: Confirmed
P23 The White House - 3 High St
Stevenage, SG1 3BG Hertfordshire County
Sale Date: 24/08/2010 Bldg Type: Office
Sale Price: £500,000 - Confirmed Year Built/Age: -
Price/SF: £148.37 NIA: 3,370 SF
Reversionary Yield: -
Net Initial Yield: -
Comp ID: 2451485 Sale Conditions: -

Research Status:

Confirmed

Copyrighted report licensed to HDH Planning & Development Ltd - 701359.
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19 High St

Hitchin, SG5 1HU

Sale Date:
Sale Price:
Price/SF:

Reversionary Yield:
Net Initial Yield:
Comp ID:
Research Status:

26/04/2013 (3 days on mkt)
£500,000 - Confirmed
£290.70

7.63%
2776392
Confirmed

Bldg Type:
Year Built/Age:
NIA:

Sale Conditions:

Hertfordshire County

RetailStorefront
Built 1800 Age: 213
1,720 SF

ISl 70-72B High St

Sale Date:
Sale Price:
Price/SF:

Reversionary Yield:
Net Initial Yield:
Comp ID:
Research Status:

Stevenage, SG1 3EA

24/02/2012

8.40%
2459881
Research Complete

Bldg Type:
Year Built/Age:
NIA:

Sale Conditions:

Hertfordshire County
RetailStorefront

2,120 SF

The OId Bank - 162 High St

Sale Date:
Sale Price:
Price/SF:

Reversionary Yield:
Net Initial Yield:
Comp ID:
Research Status:

Stevenage, SG1 3LL

01/11/2011

2432095
Confirmed

Bldg Type:
Year Built/Age:
NIA:

Sale Conditions:

Hertfordshire County
Office

1,125 SF

il 6-10 Hunting Gate

SOLD

Hitchin, SG4 0TJ

Sale Date:
Sale Price:
Price/SF:

Reversionary Yield:
Net Initial Yield:
Comp ID:
Research Status:

13/09/2013 (2,276 days on mkt)  Bldg Type:
- Year Built/Age:
NIA:

2836703
In Progress

Sale Conditions:

Hertfordshire County

Office
Built 1988 Age: 25
51,345 SF

Rising Sun - 35 Julians Rd

SOLD

Sale Date:
Sale Price:
Price/SF:

Reversionary Yield:
Net Initial Yield:
Comp ID:
Research Status:

Stevenage, SG1 3ES

15/02/2010

2362447
Confirmed

Bldg Type:
Year Built/Age:
NIA:

Sale Conditions:

Hertfordshire County
Retail

6,963 SF

18 - Stevenage Leisure Park - Kings Way

SOLD

Sale Date:
Sale Price:
Price/SF:

Reversionary Yield:
Net Initial Yield:
Comp ID:
Research Status:

Stevenage, SG1 2UA

18/05/2015 (3 days on mkt)
£1,400,000 - Confirmed
£231.02

8.99%
3319751
Confirmed

Bldg Type:
Year Built/Age:
NIA:

Sale Conditions:

Hertfordshire County

OfficeMedical
Built 1993 Age: 21
6,060 SF

Auction Sale

Copyrighted report licensed to HDH Planning & Development Ltd - 701359.
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Y 71 Knowl Piece

SOLD

Hitchin, SG4 0TY

Sale Date: 15/12/2010
Sale Price: £375,000 - Confirmed
Price/SF: £97.66

Reversionary Yield: -
Net Initial Yield: -
Comp ID: 2454994
Research Status: Confirmed

Bldg Type:
Year Built/Age:
NIA:

Sale Conditions:

Hertfordshire County

Office
Built 1994 Age: 16
3,840 SF

Kyl Garden Square Shopping Centre - 23-25 Leys Ave

SOLD

Letchworth Garden City, SG6 3DN

Price/SF: £91.50

Reversionary Yield: -
Net Initial Yield: 8.90%
Comp ID: 2708215
Research Status: Confirmed

Sale Date: 26/03/2013 (268 days on mkt)
Sale Price: £14,000,000 - Confirmed

Sale Conditions:

Bldg Type:
Year Built/Age:
NIA:

Hertfordshire County

Retail
Built 1974 Age: 38
153,000 SF

117 London Rd

Knebworth, SG3 6ET

Sale Date: 01/11/2011
Sale Price: -
Price/SF: -

Reversionary Yield: -
Net Initial Yield: -
Comp ID: 2431716
Research Status: Confirmed

Bldg Type:
Year Built/Age:
NIA:

Sale Conditions:

Hertfordshire County

Office
Built 1888 Renov 1990 Age: 123
921 SF

£V'S Premier Inn - Portmill Ln

Hitchin, SG5 1DJ

Sale Date: 01/07/2014
Sale Price: £4,140,000 - Confirmed
Price/SF: £172.50

Reversionary Yield: -
Net Initial Yield: -
Comp ID: 3260480
Research Status: Confirmed

Unit Type:
Year Built/Age:
NIA:

Sale Conditions:

Hertfordshire County

24,000 SF Hospitality Unit
Built 2015
24,000 SF

Bank House - Primett Rd

SOLD

Stevenage, SG1 3EE

Sale Date: 01/06/2013
Sale Price: £1,575,000 - Confirmed
Price/SF: £81.55

Reversionary Yield: -
Net Initial Yield: 18.03%
Comp ID: 2792541
Research Status: Confirmed

Bldg Type:
Year Built/Age:
NIA:

Sale Conditions:

Hertfordshire County

Office
Built 1991 Renov 2003 Age: 21
19,314 SF

Follett House - Primett Rd

Stevenage, SG1 3EE

Sale Date: 01/12/2011
Sale Price: -
Price/SF: -

Reversionary Yield: -
Net Initial Yield: 8.50%
Comp ID: 2457288
Research Status: Confirmed

Bldg Type:
Year Built/Age:
NIA:

Sale Conditions:

Hertfordshire County

Office
Built 1991 Age: 20
11,497 SF

Copyrighted report licensed to HDH Planning & Development Ltd - 701359.
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Stamford House - Primett Rd

Reversionary Yield:
Net Initial Yield:
Comp ID:
Research Status:

Stevenage, SG1 3EE

Sale Date:
Sale Price:
Price/SF:

01/11/2011 Bldg Type:
- Year Built/Age:
- NIA:
2432151 Sale Conditions:
Confirmed

Hertfordshire County

Office
Built 1991 Age: 20
5,545 SF

Milford House - Priory End

Hitchin, SG4 9AL

Sale Date:
Sale Price:
Price/SF:

Reversionary Yield:
Net Initial Yield:
Comp ID:
Research Status:

01/12/2010 Bldg Type:
- Year Built/Age:
- NIA:
2455296 Sale Conditions:
Confirmed

Hertfordshire County

Office
Built 1981 Age: 29
14,925 SF

KB 24 Queen St

Hitchin, SG4 9TN

Sale Date:
Sale Price:
Price/SF:

Reversionary Yield:
Net Initial Yield:
Comp ID:
Research Status:

01/08/2012 (506 days on mkt) Bldg Type:

£130,000 - Confirmed Year Built/Age:
£32.50 NIA:
2659048 Sale Conditions:
Confirmed

Hertfordshire County

RetailBar
Built 1967 Age: 45
4,000 SF

LIl Westgate Shopping Centre - Queensway

Reversionary Yield:
Net Initial Yield:
Comp ID:
Research Status:

Stevenage, SG1 1QR

Sale Date:
Sale Price:
Price/SF:

01/03/2012 Bldg Type:
£8,400,000 - Confirmed Year Built/Age:
£111.25 NIA:
12.50%

2348906 Sale Conditions:
Confirmed

Hertfordshire County

Retail
Built 1979 Age: 32
75,508 SF

LY 1-3 Queensway

Reversionary Yield:
Net Initial Yield:
Comp ID:
Research Status:

Stevenage, SG1 1DA

Sale Date:
Sale Price:
Price/SF:

16/12/2014 (208 days on mkt) Bldg Type:

£300,000 - Confirmed Year Built/Age:
£111.94 NIA:
3213794 Sale Conditions:
Confirmed

Hertfordshire County

RetailStorefront
Built 1988 Age: 26
2,680 SF

Auction Sale

L3 2-8 Queensway

SOLD

Reversionary Yield:
Net Initial Yield:
Comp ID:
Research Status:

Stevenage, SG1 1BS

Sale Date:
Sale Price:
Price/SF:

09/12/2014 (21 days on mkt) Bldg Type:
£650,000 - Confirmed Year Built/Age:
£161.69 NIA:
7.30%

3181069 Sale Conditions:
Confirmed

Hertfordshire County

RetailStorefront Retail/Residential

Built 1967 Age: 47
4,020 SF

Copyrighted report licensed to HDH Planning & Development Ltd - 701359.
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LRI 2-8 Queensway

SOLD

Stevenage, SG1 1BS

Sale Price: £537,000
Price/SF: £133.58

Reversionary Yield: -
Net Initial Yield: 8.80%
Comp ID: 3152150
Research Status: In Progress

Sale Date: 28/10/2014 (1,090 days on mkt) Bldg Type:
Year Built/Age:
NIA:

Sale Conditions:

Hertfordshire County

RetailStorefront Retail/Residential
Built 1967 Age: 47
4,020 SF

L7 40-100 Queensway

Stevenage, SG1 1EE

Sale Date: 27/05/2011
Sale Price: £24,000,000 - Confirmed
Price/SF: £283.32

Reversionary Yield: -
Net Initial Yield: 8.50%
Comp ID: 2366407
Research Status: Confirmed

Bldg Type:
Year Built/Age:
NIA:

Sale Conditions:

Hertfordshire County

RetailStorefront
Built 1957 Age: 53
84,710 SF

59 Queensway

Stevenage, SG1 1DN

Sale Date: 01/10/2012 (944 days on
Sale Price: -
Price/SF: -

Reversionary Yield: -
Net Initial Yield: -
Comp ID: 2677478
Research Status: In Progress

mkt) Bldg Type:
Year Built/Age:
NIA:

Sale Conditions:

Hertfordshire County

RetailStorefront
Built 1970 Age: 41
1,815 SF

LIS 69-75 Queensway

SOLD

Stevenage, SG1 1DN

Sale Date: 14/10/2011
Sale Price: £1,300,000 - Confirmed
Price/SF: £38.36

Reversionary Yield: -
Net Initial Yield: 11.63%
Comp ID: 2337040
Research Status: Confirmed

Bldg Type:
Year Built/Age:
NIA:

Sale Conditions:

Hertfordshire County

Office
Built 1962 Age: 49
33,891 SF

Twin Foxes - 54 Rockingham Way

Stevenage, SG1 1SJ

Sale Date: 01/01/2012
Sale Price: -
Price/SF: -

Reversionary Yield: -
Net Initial Yield: -
Comp ID: 2448575
Research Status: Confirmed

Bldg Type:
Year Built/Age:
NIA:

Sale Conditions:

Hertfordshire County

RetailBar
Built 1967 Age: 44
3,071 SF

Sale Date: 19/09/2013
Sale Price: -
Price/SF: -

Reversionary Yield: -
Net Initial Yield: -
Comp ID: 2847301
Research Status: In Progress

Bldg Type:
Year Built/Age:
NIA:

Sale Conditions:

Office
Built 1994 Age: 19
9,216 SF

Bedford House - Rutherford Clos SOLD
Stevenage, SG1 2EF Hertfordshire County —

Copyrighted report licensed to HDH Planning & Development Ltd - 701359.
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Units 1-3 - Second Ave

SOLD

Letchworth Garden City, SG6 2HN

Reversionary Yield: -
Net Initial Yield: 5.78%
Comp ID: 3353297
Research Status: Confirmed

Sale Date: 15/05/2015 Bldg Type:
Sale Price: £5,500,000 - Confirmed Year Built/Age:
Price/SF: £120.86 NIA:

Sale Conditions:

Hertfordshire County

RetailFreestanding
Built 1998 Age: 17
45,507 SF

<[Vl Six Hills House - Six Hills Way

Stevenage, SG1 1YB

Reversionary Yield: -
Net Initial Yield: -
Comp ID: 3240562
Research Status: In Progress

Sale Date: 01/01/2015 Bldg Type:
Sale Price: - Year Built/Age:
Price/SF: - NIA:

Sale Conditions:

Hertfordshire County

Office
Built 1970 Age: 44
73,237 SF

Y The Forum Centre - St Georges Way

Stevenage, SG1 1ES

Reversionary Yield: -
Net Initial Yield: 8.50%
Comp ID: 2378636
Research Status: Confirmed

Sale Date: 29/03/2011 Bldg Type:
Sale Price: £24,000,000 - Confirmed Year Built/Age:
Price/SF: £282.35 NIA:

Sale Conditions:

Hertfordshire County

RetailStorefront
Built 2008 Age: 2
85,000 SF

YA 9-11 The Forum

SOLD

Stevenage, SG1 1ES

Reversionary Yield: -
Net Initial Yield: 8.00%
Comp ID: 3261355
Research Status: Confirmed

Sale Date: 17/09/2014 Bldg Type:
Sale Price: £3,780,000 - Confirmed Year Built/Age:
Price/SF: £115.60 NIA:

Sale Conditions:

Hertfordshire County

RetailStorefront
Built 1977 Age: 37
32,700 SF

Priory - Tilehouse St

Hitchin, SG5 2DW

Reversionary Yield: -
Net Initial Yield: 8.60%
Comp ID: 2723131
Research Status: Confirmed

Sale Date: 01/03/2013 Bldg Type:
Sale Price: £7,410,000 - Confirmed Year Built/Age:
Price/SF: £90.64 NIA:

Sale Conditions:

Hertfordshire County
Office

81,752 SF

‘3 The Bell - 4 Town Ln

Stevenage, SG2 7LA

Sale Date: 26/03/2014 (163 days on
Sale Price: £263,000 - Confirmed
Price/SF: £93.59

Reversionary Yield: -
Net Initial Yield: -
Comp ID: 3025896

mkt) Bldg Type:
Year Built/Age:
NIA:

Sale Conditions:

Research Status:

Confirmed

Hertfordshire County
RetailBar

2,810 SF
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<M The Plaza - Town Sqg

SOLD

Research Status:

Confirmed

Stevenage, SG1 1PF Hertfordshire County
Sale Date: 01/11/2014 Bldg Type: Retail
Sale Price: - Year Built/Age: Built 1996 Age: 17
Price/SF: - NIA: 46,986 SF
Reversionary Yield: -
Net Initial Yield: -
Comp ID: 3210736 Sale Conditions: Distress Sale
Research Status: Research Complete
1 Town Sq
Stevenage, SG1 1BP Hertfordshire County
Sale Date: 26/02/2014 (19 days on mkt) Bldg Type: Office
Sale Price: £530,000 - Confirmed Year Built/Age: Built 1989 Age: 24
Price/SF: £94.52 NIA: 5,607 SF
Reversionary Yield: -
Net Initial Yield: 7.20%
Comp ID: 2971624 Sale Conditions: Auction Sale
Research Status: Confirmed
Broadhall House - Whittle Way SOLD
Stevenage, SG1 2FP Hertfordshire County
Sale Date: 23/08/2011 Bldg Type: Office
Sale Price: £1,571,790 - Confirmed Year Built/Age: Built 2008 Age: 2
Price/SF: £165.00 NIA: 9,526 SF
Reversionary Yield: -
Net Initial Yield: -
Comp ID: 2451508 Sale Conditions: -

<1 Gateway 1000 - 15-18 Whittle Way

Research Status:

Stevenage, SG1 2FP

Sale Date: 28/01/2011 (87 days on mkt) Bldg Type:
Sale Price: £230,000 - Confirmed Year Built/Age:
Price/SF: £15.10 NIA:
Reversionary Yield: -
Net Initial Yield: 8.00%
Comp ID: 2324230 Sale Conditions:

Confirmed

Hertfordshire County

Office
Built 2008 Age: 2
15,228 SF

SI)ll Gateway 1000 - 15-18 Whittle Way

Research Status:

Stevenage, SG1 2FP

Sale Date: 01/03/2010 Bldg Type:

Sale Price: £150,000 - Confirmed Year Built/Age:

Price/SF: £9.85 NIA:
Reversionary Yield: -
Net Initial Yield: -

Comp ID: 2366717 Sale Conditions:

Confirmed

Hertfordshire County

Office
Built 2008 Age: 1
15,228 SF

BN cateway 1000 - 15-18 Whittie Way

Research Status:

Stevenage, SG1 2FP

Sale Date: 01/07/2012 (1,042 days on mkt) Unit Type:

Sale Price: - Year Built/Age:

Price/SF: - NIA:
Reversionary Yield: -
Net Initial Yield: -

Comp ID: 2506712 Sale Conditions:

Research Complete

Hertfordshire County

2,012 SF Office Unit
Built 2008 Age: 3
2,012 SF

Copyrighted report licensed to HDH Planning & Development Ltd - 701359.
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Al Gateway 1000 - 15-18 Whittle Way

Stevenage, SG1 2FP Hertfordshire County

Sale Date: 02/03/2012 (921 days on mkt) Unit Type: 1,041 SF Office Unit
Sale Price: - Year Built/Age: Built 2008 Age: 3
Price/SF: - NIA: 1,041 SF

Reversionary Yield: -
Net Initial Yield: -
Comp ID: 2506714
Research Status: Research Complete

Sale Conditions: -

YAl Gateway 1000 - 15-18 Whittle Way

Stevenage, SG1 2FP Hertfordshire County

Sale Date: 07/01/2012 (866 days on mkt) Unit Type: 9,526 SF Office Unit
Sale Price: - Year Built/Age: Built 2008 Age: 3
Price/SF: - NIA: 9,526 SF

Reversionary Yield: -
Net Initial Yield: -
Comp ID: 2506716
Research Status: Research Complete

Sale Conditions: -

CEM Gateway 1000 - 15-18 Whittle Way

Stevenage, SG1 2FP Hertfordshire County

Sale Date: 01/11/2012 (1,165 days on mkt) Unit Type: 1,354 SF Office Unit
Sale Price: - Year Built/Age: Built 2008 Age: 3
Price/SF: - NIA: 1,354 SF

Reversionary Yield: -
Net Initial Yield: -
Comp ID: 2599553
Research Status: Research Complete

Sale Conditions: -

Z3 Gateway 1000 - 15-18 Whittle Way

Stevenage, SG1 2FP Hertfordshire County

Sale Date: 05/02/2010 Bldg Type: Office
Sale Price: - Year Built/Age: Built 2008 Age: 1
Price/SF: - NIA: 15,228 SF

Reversionary Yield: -
Net Initial Yield: -
Comp ID: 2369947
Research Status: Confirmed

Sale Conditions: -

Research Status:

Confirmed

8 Works Rd SOLD
Letchworth Garden City, SG6 1JZ Hertfordshire County
Sale Date: 01/03/2010 Bldg Type: RetailStorefront Retail/Office
Sale Price: £295,000 - Confirmed Year Built/Age: Built 1981 Age: 28
Price/SF: £69.87 NIA: 4,222 SF
Reversionary Yield: -
Net Initial Yield: -
Comp ID: 2455878 Sale Conditions: -

Copyrighted report licensed to HDH Planning & Development Ltd - 701359.
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Appendix 7 — Deliverable and Developable

Sites within the SHLAA

Ref Site name Ward Land type

2 Vincent Court Symonds Green Ward |Allocation Previously developed 1.13 1.02 Good 41 Deliverable
3 Ferrier Road Manor Ward Allocation Greenfield sites w ithin urban area 1.34 1.21 Good 34 Deliverable
5 Snooker Club Old Town Ward Allocation Previously developed 0.30 0.30 Moderate| Before 2016 38 Deliverable
107 Ken Brown Car show room Shephall Ward Commercial Previously developed 0.18 0.18 Good After 2021 16| Developable
125 Stevenage Leisure Park Bedw ell Ward Commercial Previously developed 8.18 6.13 Moderate 2016-2021 1,500 Deliverable
141 Matalan Bedw ell Ward Commercial Previously developed 0.86 0.77 Moderate 2016-2021 442 Deliverable
150 Twin Foxes pub Bedw ell Ward Commercial Previously developed 0.17 0.17 Moderate Now 14 Deliverable
201 Centre and adjacent amenity land Shephall Ward Community Greenfield sites within urban area 1.05 0.95 Moderate 2016-2021 34| Developable
209 Ex-Play Centre Symonds Green Ward |Community Greenfield sites within urban area 0.54 0.49 Moderate 2016-2021 15| Developable
212 Scout Hut Manor Ward Community Greenfield sites within urban area 0.34 0.28 Moderate 2016-2021 18| Developable
213 Land at Hiot Road Chells Ward Community Greenfield sites within urban area 0.28 0.28 Before 2016 11| Developable
214 Day Nursery Chells Ward Community Greenfield sites within urban area 0.29 0.29- 2016-2021 6| Developable
217 Longfield Fire and Rescue Centre Woodfield Ward Community Previously developed 2.68 2.01 Moderate| Before 2016 95 Deliverable
218 Social Services building Bedw ell Ward Community Previously developed 0.35 0.35 Moderate Now 343 Deliverable
21%a |Town centre library Bedw ell Ward Community Previously developed 0.18 0.18 Moderate Now 58 Deliverable
223 |Land at St Nicholas Park Woodtield Ward Community Greenfield sites w ithin urban area 0.85 077 |JOMeN|  2016-2021 29| Developable
408 Saffron Ground Old Town Ward Enployment Previously developed 047 0.42 Moderate 2016-2021 160 Deliverable
411 Bank House Old Town Ward Enployment Previously developed 0.22 0.22 Moderate Now 26 Deliverable
413 Southgate House Bedw ell Ward Enployment Previously developed 0.16 0.16 Moderate Now 49 Deliverable
511 Dunn Close Garage Court Bedw ell Ward Garage court Previously developed 0.10 0.10 Moderate Now 5[ Developable
526 Centre Car Park Old Town Ward Garage court Previously developed 0.27 0.27 2016-2021 127| Developable
528 |Southern Car Park 0.37 0.37 2016-2021 Developable
604 Land south of A602 Longmeadow Ward | Greenfield Green Belt 19.96 14.97 2016-2021 400| Developable
609 Bragbury End Sports Ground Longmeadow Ward | Greenfield Green Belt 8.16 5.00 2016-2021 150| Developable
610 Land North of Stevenage (1) Woodfield Ward Greenfield Green Belt 46.13 23.07 Now 1,250| Developable
610a |Land North of Stevenage (2) Woodfield Ward Greenfield Green Belt 29.63 14.82 Developable
611 Land West of North Road(Rugby Club) |Wooddfield Ward Greenfield Greenfield sites outside urban area 340 255 Now 148| Developable
612, |Land West of Stevenage Symonds Green Ward |Greenfield Greenfield sites outside urban area 54.20 27.10 Moderate 2016-2021 1,350 Developable
627 Land west of Stevenage (1) 28.95 14.48

628 Land west of Stevenage (2) 7.38

613 Land at Norton Green Roebuck Ward Greenfield Greenfield sites outside urban area 1.55 Now 14| Developable
615 Garden Centre ‘Ward Green Belt 342 2016-2021 103| Developable
623 Land at Todds Green (2 Symonds Green Ward |Greenfield Green Belt 0.93 Before 2016 16| Developable
629 Land west of Stevenage (3) Symonds Green Ward |Greenfield Greenfield sites outside urban area 543 2016-2021 79| Developable
630 Land at Lanterns Lane Manor Ward Greenfield Green Belt 3.14 After 2021 50( Developable
701 Kenilw orth Close NC Longmeadow Ward  |N‘hood centre Previously developed 0.70 2016-2021 47| Developable
702 Filey Close NC Symonds Green Ward |Nrhood centre Previously developed 1.03 After 2021 20( Developable
703 The Hyde NC Shephall Ward N’hood centre Previously developed 1.37 After 2021 50( Developable
704 The Oval Martins Wood Ward  |N‘hood centre Previously developed 242 After 2021 275| Developable
705 Oaks Cross NC Longmeadow Ward  |N‘hood centre Previously developed 0.63 After 2021 13| Developable
707 Burw ell Road NC Bandley Hill Ward N’hood centre Greenfield sites within urban area 0.74 2016-2021 20( Developable
708 Roebuck NC Roebuck Ward N’hood centre Previously developed 0.61 After 2021 30( Developable
709 The Glebe NC Chells Ward N’hood centre Greenfield sites within urban area 1.54 After 2021 25( Developable
710 Marymead NC Roebuck Ward N’hood centre Previously developed 0.60 2016-2021 70( Developable
712 Canterbury Way NC St. Nicholas Ward N’hood centre Greenfield sites within urban area 0.95 After 2021 40| Developable
714 Archer Road NC Fin Green Ward N’hood centre Previously developed 0.54 Before 2016 24 Deliverable
721 Bedwell Crescent NC Bedw ell Ward N’hood centre Greenfield sites within urban area 2.16 2016-2021 30( Developable
819 Land at Malvern Close Longmeadow Ward  |Open Space Greenfield sites within urban area 0.27 After 2021 8[ Developable
820 Land West of Bragbury Lane Longmeadow Ward  |Open Space Greenfield sites w ithin urban area 0.32 Now 5 Deliverable
822 Land at Hampson Park (north) Green Ward Open Space Greenfield sites w ithin urban area 1.33 After 2021 72| Developable
840 Former Fin Green School playing field [Green Ward Open Space Greenfield sites w ithin urban area 1.00 Now 42| Developable
841 Land at Shephalbury Park Roebuck Ward Open space Greenfield sites within urban area 1.63 2016-2021 12| Developable
49 250.43 7405
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Appendix 8 — Residential Appraisals

The pages in this appendix are not numbered.
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Green/brown field

Use

Site Area Gross  ha
Net ha

Units

Average Unit Size m2

Mix Intermediate to Buy
Affordable Rent
Social Rent

Price Market  £/m2
Intermedic £/m2
Affordable £/m2
Social Ren £/m2

Grant and Subsi Intermediz £/unit
Affordable £/unit
Social Ren £/unit

Sales per Quarter
Unit Build Time

Alternative Use Value

UpLift %

Additional Uplift

Easements etc

Legals Acquisition

PlanningFee <50
>50

Architects

as/pm

Planning Consultants

Other Professional

Build Cost - BCIS Based

CISH

Energy

Design

Lifetime

Over-extra3

SuDs

Site Costs

Pre CIL 5106

Post CIL 5106

Contingency

Abnormals

FINANCE Fees
Interest
Legal and

SALES Agents
Legals
Misc.

Developers Prof % of costs (before inte

% of GDV/

£/ha
%
£/ha

£
% land

£/unit
£/unit

£/m2
%

£/m2
£/m2
£/m2
£/m2

£/Unit
£/Unit
£/m2

Stevenage Base

For Apps
Site 2 Site 3 Site 4 Site 5 Site 6 Site 7 Site 8 Site 9 Site 10 Site 11 Site 12 Site 13 Site 14 Site 15 Site 16
Western Southeast reenfield 1 2 reenfield 3 4 High Town Town Centre PDL1 PDL2 PDL3 PDL4-Flats Small A Small 8 Small C
Extension Extension Centre Flats Flats
Green Green Green Green Green Green Brown Brown Brown Brown Brown Browm Brown Brown Brown
Agricultural  Agricultural Paddock  Paddock  Paddock  Paddock Retail  Community PDL  Commercial DL Community POL PDL POL
47.12 19.97 130 0.75 0.40 3.50 0.70 0.50 125 0.60 0.35 0.20 033 0.20 0.10
1,350 550 5 30 16 122 350 50 50 24 14 12 10 6 3
85.51 85.49 84.87 86.50 82.31 85.80 67.86 67.64 86.00 84.88 7850 68.00 82.60 8333 94.33

2,048
1,440
870

6.00%
0.50%
1.00%
2.50%

3.00%
0.50%

20%
0%

2,048
1,440
870

6.00%
0.50%
1.00%
2.50%

3.00%
0.50%

20%
0%

1,658
1,440
870

6.00%
0.50%
1.00%
2.50%

3.00%
0.50%

20%
0%

1,658
1,440
870

6.00%
0.50%
1.00%
2.50%

3.00%
0.50%

20%
0%

1,658
1,440
870

6.00%
0.50%
1.00%
2.50%

3.00%
0.50%

20%
0%

1,658
1,440
870

6.00%
0.50%
1.00%
2.50%

3.00%
0.50%

20%
0%

1,625
1,440
870

6.00%
0.50%
1.00%
2.50%

1,584

3.00%
0.50%

20%
0%

1,625
1,440
870

6.00%
0.50%
1.00%
2.50%

1,584

3.00%
0.50%

20%
0%

1,658
1,440
870

6.00%
0.50%
1.00%
2.50%

3.00%
0.50%

20%
0%

1,658
1,440
870

6.00%
0.50%
1.00%
2.50%

3.00%
0.50%

20%
0%

1,658
1,440
870

6.00%
0.50%
1.00%
2.50%

3.00%
0.50%

20%
0%

1,625
1,440
870

6.00%
0.50%
1.00%
2.50%

1,345

3.00%
0.50%

20%
0%

1,885
1,440
870

6.00%
0.50%
1.00%
2.50%

1,068

3.00%
0.50%

20%
0%

1,885
1,440
870

6.00%
0.50%
1.00%
2.50%

1,076

3.00%
0.50%

20%
0%

6.00%
0.50%
1.00%
2.50%

1,124

3.00%
0.50%

20%
0%

08/09/201517:17



LT4TSI07/60/50

g T T T T T T T L T e Y e e L L T L s e A e
o |usen ousan
swese o 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 sSver  mswer  oeveisy | IeSelo)  leSell  IeSI) TSNS | BSTED  IeNeS  TONSSS WIS | sSESTy  SSrTAT  eawaor  TesnorEs | odused
o
saress T
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o BOIST TSR OWUONL  SWierl  SESSEL  SUTET  RESST  SITWET
wopno 12 104
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 Ve Siv S0 | 0096 OWTers _ 0100Lc _ OWIers | OWIe  OWEers WL OWieIs
0 0 0 0 0 0 T 0 T 0 0 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5
@ @ @ @ @ @ @ @ @ @ @ 686'SS. B06'EE B06'EE B06'EE B06'EE B06'EE B06'EE B06'EE B06'EE B06'EE 62658 69607 o i
o o o o o o o o o o o TERSEE BHYE0S BHYE0S BHYE0S BHYE0S BHYE0S BHYE0S BHYE0S BI'E0S BI'E0S TERSEE B o sweby|
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o oo wone pue 6627
3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 o o o o o o o o o o ao0o0s soey soustiy
3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 e | sovme  sves  sEs SVES | SIS SOVES SIS SOVES | SIS O ST o seusouqy|
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 sl | usisL  LEel  USieL  LUElel | LSISL  LUElel  LEISl  LElel | LSIel  6I6u  eseEe o fousunon
3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 ooool | covos.  oomosi  oooos.  Oooos | ooo0sL  Oo00si ooo0sL  0oo0sk | ooo0sL  oooool  0oods 5015710 504
sSve  mewes S | mSwer  eSver  mSwer  eSve | ks eSver  mwer  eSver | SSher  eSver  Swer  gesvew 0 TILNELO
o o o o o o o o o o o WISHS | S90SI9) 990590 SS0SI9)  90SI9L | SROSI9L  O0SIDL  SROSI9L  OW0SIDL | SOSIHL  WIONS  SSERST o “5eg 5108 1500 PING
0 3 0 3 0 3 0 3 0 3 0 3 3 o o o o o o o o o o sse2ieT Ieuoisso i o0
o 0 o 0 o 0 o 0 o 0 o 3 0 3 0 3 0 3 0 3 0 0 o WS swensyon Bl
3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 o o o o ourcor L
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o P oy
@ @ @ @ @ @ @ @ @ o o o o o o o o o o o o o o COGLE 904 Buuad)
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o @ o © WETUT uvomsinboy sigbe
0 0 0 0 o 0 o 0 o 0 o 0 o 0 o 0 o 0 o 0 o o o o 0 sususses
3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 o o osTs0 g duss
ooszIz Ll
= aNIOE
T T T T T T T T T T T L e T e W T Y T SO
TS SO
vamer | ezmon | wmwea | izwen | ozwea | omon | mmed | smon | siwed | simea | wiweA | eamen | med | vamen | omeA | eaen | amea | zmen | emea | sawen | pasa | emen | g
N TVROIIGEY 5§01 WO FEvS
g D T e T T T T e I T T o o T S e e e
-
om0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 SOrTONS | AVWSL  LVes)  weroews | TeSON) | vSSASS  TELD  SSMS  wrwES | Josesy  SWOET isvesk gy
o 109 Wi
omreET sm0guo vl
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o sEL seTee E9SS WS OGTSSL  GIFeST  ORUSST  GITTIST  wOeT e
| uopienien pnptsen sos
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 Srevers | Wvire  Wrlio  WWLs  Wlis | WWIES  Wwls VLTS Wwls | VLTS oevers  SIveest 054 ONY TN G 390338 51500
T e
o o o o o o o o o o o s | eets et eeTe  eTe | eeTe  6Te  6eTS 6TE | 66T 66 6T o seBe
o o o o o o o o o o o TERSEE BHYE0S BHYE0S BHYE0S BHYE0S BHYE0S BHYE0S BI'E0S BI'E0S BHYE0S TERSEE B o swaby|
oonvos vonenep e e501
oonoos s90.j souruiy
3 o 3 o 3 o 3 o 3 o o e | sves  sves  svEs  sovEs | sEs  svms SEs SV | SEs Owew S seucuay]
0 3 0 3 0 3 0 3 0 3 3 ST | uSisL  LEel  LSiSL  LEel | LSISL  LEel  LEIel  LEel | LEIel 616 esess dousbunuog
o o o o o o o o o o o ooool | coOOSL  OoOOSK  GOOOSL  O00OS) | OOOOSL 00008 OOOOSL 0000k | OOOOSL  O0000)  000US a0
3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 WISS | 980590 990SUBL  990SI9N  90SIGL | SROSIOU  OUSIBL  SROSIOU  O0SIDL | 9ROSIOL  MIONS  SSERSST oseg 5108 - 103 AImg
o wE2ET s 0
0 1975 swensyo) Bl
3 our'con so|
0 E918 oy
oot 0.4 Bourig
sevsr vonsitoy sete)
o 0 sususses
e g dums
= aNIOE
T T T T T T T T T T T L e T e W T Y T SOOI
3 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 0 5 0 5 0 5 0 5 5 5
3 o o o o o o o 3 o 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o o weuepog)
3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 sVel | sTTTT  sETNT  WTTT  SOONT | WTTT  NTWNT  NTTNT  WTWNT | NTINT  MVRSL el sy SRy
o o o o o o o o o o o S0 | 0SWEL  ORSEICL  OSWEL O | 0SWEL  OSEIL  0SWEL O | 0SWEL  S0ele  LSesy aumeun paseus|
@ @ @ @ @ @ @ @ @ @ @ PYS09L'E | BIEOPIEL  BIBOPIEL  BIETRLEL  BIEORLEL JIEOPIEL  WEOPLEL  BEOPLEL | SIEOPLEL  pESORLE TUTWEY Bussnon e
o 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 s o s peums SLINN
TN
vaieoh zimon oA 1zieon oz eeh 1m0 &) izon L moA ) amon SweA | bhaes €1 imoa 71 mos L oA o1 mon suEoA guwoA | b suop a0 [ o Zamox [N
TS3S N 903 MO HovD WNOBaY
g T TEPR
T ozavsez ooz oo siopeq s jo 3
" woiq sisdojonsg
015119800 | EE o Y]
i = g
EEzn s uso sebon o
s0is T2 ToEs Wt swsby s st Sussad o4 | TG PovseN LAIIGEA |
s 0 SowoaT oo W
7T o = e Busaio o 3 %0 win
sroae ooss oonos woneen, pue 6501 1445 NIV 110 N o5z oowoszs one o swaeusy
om0 %002 o) i TR
oooos oonoos so0 o = aueg Busaro SS0u0 ARG LANEIRG SR A
oonosT Sonwn 14130 OOV ETPISEY N
oSz
oovosziz woued puen SsoresTs  0o00BLL seuury
woid PPy - o fnp cumis wEHOT  WeT fovstuncg
oomoos 1508
wTnE el el s pesed s1a3-1500 NG = B 0 EEERE e
s s sroae NOLLONNLSNOD ioves enuonsn e = o 005z -3 LS|
s %t oomom s
wr e oooos SRS TS %sT euosioid 1200 o o )
e %l oonosT wews w0 suensuo buweig o 3 s pgeRoHy
w %0 oSz [ 9150 o o oo pari A s wED)
joorsizoz wowrd e eSS %009 somy
7T eSO - o s oS oo Buwirg o o o o %0 e w8
L ss omonseu SNINWYId
%0 o vemsisng oo msone ow v ez e wor POk
o semeisng swsL eI w0l vousmboy 5ebe1
w Zemisno oS el o 0 suousers ovs st w07 B w7t e ausisung peseys|
o Lemeeng o su o1 v sompon serTe tngduns
o ez s s o o stpon [persE ] 1067 puet sorer  coreovon osvr o6t %0m 12 Susnon owen
st 1 w519 o0 ssupon oL zwaoyuny an
26 siae m stup ;a0 cowua 2w 3 uz o0 w
2w sooping om0 00, Bunurig 51500 N3NdOTIAID v g oo sy % o ay 3wooN
[ o EGZENS]|
Tous

oseq ofeuonals



LT4TSI07/60/50

g D B B Y B Y e P B L
o |usen oussag
urowse o ° ° ° ° ° oeseesy | Lewey  0SSES  MneSEs  INES | GGSNGSS  TWENE  WTEND  vevviel | JSSVEL  0STE  IGTSETD  GPUISS | SGEITE 6wl SN GLIENS- | maduse
o
nzosEsy
o o o o o o o o o o o o swss  seme eowL  ESEOT ST NOWE  JRNKET  SNONT | SISHNY  GeEiY  SLOr
wopno 12 104
T T T T T T T L e e e e o o N B T 75
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 G G G
o o o o o o o 12655 ess o E zcs 12655 o
o o o o o o o o a0 a5019 cres  emsE v
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o oo wone pue 6651
3 3 3 3 3 3 o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o ao0o0s ooy soustiy
3 3 3 3 3 3 3 US| 9OIS  EEEEOL  GEUROL GO0 | GOPREDL  GOUROL  GOTODL  COPREDL | GRPROL  GGERODL  GREEIOL  GSEROL | 0OSM 9GS eeesr o seusouqy|
o o o o o o o werm | e mess  wess oS | messr messc oS g | me9ssr s 7SS 0S| NN wesm 6w o fousunon
o o 3 3 3 3 3 cooo | covoo  owoor oo oo | ooz oootor oo 0oooor | oo0oor 0000z 000007 00007 | 00081 0001 00008 5015710 504
BESLWES.  WESL  mel | WESl  medl mesl  med | mesl wmes o meel mes | wesl mesl  wes wesr 10 TLNALG
o o o o o o o WOCLS | WOTLS  GRTICT0L  GRTICOL  GRTITTOL | SRTLEOL  RTIZOL  GECAEOL  SRTOL | GRCAEOL  GRCATOL  GRCUTOL  GRCATEOL | SPOSL RTINS CESST o e 51931500 NG
0 3 0 3 0 3 0 3 o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o sszises Ieuoissojod o
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o 0 0 o o lor'ies's swensyon Bl
3 3 3 3 o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o 5506 L
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o 0 0 o o KToer's oy
@ @ @ @ @ @ @ @ @ o o o o o o o o o o o o o o 00053 904 Buuad)
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o @ o © £5LY8E uvomsinboy sigbe
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o 0 o o o o 0 sususses
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o sorezs g dums
oszsues e
0 UONzIE
T T T T T T T T e e e T D 235 T LD
TS e
vamer | ezmon | wmwea | izwen | ozwea | omon | mmed | smon | siwed | simea | wiweA | eamen | med | vamen | omeA | eaen | amea | zmen | emea | sawen | pasa | emen | g
ST TNGTIIAa T3 903 WO FEvs
g D e o o L B T O Tk e Tl e
o |usen oussag
s o ° ° ° ° ° oeseesy | ceovey  erews  leewes  iecews | Lviss  S6eeE  eeslert vere)  eeserws WP wotess | sSwE  oteen  GUIGSl  SEREUS | modusen
o 100 v
wseresy sm0guo vl
o 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 WEWT  OWORE  BEELWL  ASU0T | THRST  ZEGWE  GISUPE EORRT SIS WREY  Seresot e
s [l uopienien pnptsen sos
T T T T T T T TS | eTs  SUeE  Seewd  SUeNT | Sere  Sreove  Siewe  Greee | Sweove  Siewal G Swewal | CPRITe  es  RWrT LGS [lOSd GN N GR1SS0IIa 51500
5 e
o o o o o o o 1z6ss eSS mEML eENL WL | WL SR BEWL BelL | SR ool el Gl | T 1265 wez o st
o o o o o o o BTS'SEE BTS'SEE 50129 50129 50129 50129 50129 50129 50129 50129 50129 BSO'LLD BSO'LLD E6TE0S BTS'SEE 89 o swaby|
oonvos vonenep e e501
ao0io0s s90.j souruiy
o o o o o o o B9ONS | 9EIS  EEEL  GEUROL GO0 | GOPREDL  GOUREOL  GGERODL  GOPREU) | GEPEROL  GGERODL  GREEIOL  GERIOL | 0MOSM e eeesr seucuay]
o o o o o o o werme | weun  mess  wess oS | mssr  Tessr s s | eSS TSmO | el wean et dousbunuog
o o o o o o o GOl | 0oL oK GoT 00T | G0 000 00T 0000 | 00000 00000C 000 O000OT | 0O0SL 00Ol 0R0es a0
o o o o o o o WOENS | WOTWS  GRTUTT0L  GRITZOL  GRTITTOL | SRTUTCOL  RTITZOL  GGTAEOL  GRTITCOL | GRCATOL | GRTAEOL  GRTATTOL  GRCATOL | SPONYL  WOTLS  TIEeSsT s 5103 509 P
o sszese s 0
o oL swensyo) Bl
3 5506 so|
o wzcere oy
oonoss 0.4 Bourig
saveee womsnbor sese
o 0 sususses
sz g dums
0 UONzIE
T T T T T T T T e e e M e T D 2 T L0
3 0 3 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o 3 o o o weuepog)
o o o o o o o WEWSL  TEUNT  TWKOT  TEUO0T | TIK0S  TWKOT  TWN0T  TRK0S | EN0T  TWN0T  DPA0T  TA0% | GSSTT WSl el sy SRy
o o o o o o o ol SETEl SRl ST | SRl SRl STel STl | SOl SeTel  Seeceel TRl | weWEl  ewole ey aumeun paseus|
@ @ @ @ @ @ @ PYETILE  BREUTSLL  BERUTSUL  BERUTSYUL | SEEUTSLL  BRSUTSLL  GRUTSUL  SERUTSYLL | BEEUTSUL  BREUTSUL  GRRUTSUL  BRRUTSLL | BIESHLEL  pretale TUEVEE Y Bussnon e
o o o o o oo oo oo oo oo oo oo s o s peums SLINN
oM
vaieoh zimon oA 1zieon oz eeh 1m0 &) izon L moA ) amon SweA | bhaes €1 imoa 71 mos L oA o1 mon suEoA guwoA | b suop a0 [ o Zamox [N
TSTEINS03 O3 Fov3 WS
B Gk TEPR
EwIT s eresy ooz oo siopeq s jo 3
0 woiq sisdojonsg
015119800 E Vi o Y]
A= T = T
ERIT oswesl  uso sebon o
s0is T2 LTesve WOt swsby s st Sussad o4 | TSV Povsem LAIIEA |
s3vs oan woTiE T e
Bl o = e Busaio o o 0 win
sroae ooss oonos woneen, pue 6501 1445 NIV 110 N coosz oo one o swaeusy
aoooons oL o) T R TR
oonc0s aonioos so0 o = aueg Busaro 50U FITRd L3N oS SO
aowosz o 14130 OOV ETPISEY N
oozl
oszsures woued pue SovoEs oo00sets sewouay
woig ppy-oreo fnp duris| s HsST fousbunog
oot ooz s
EEC sereves Lt posea sia3-1500 NG = T R EEERE e
s s sroae NOLLONNLSNOD o sosisio e & oz vy S|
s st aowco
s e oonicos ol esTvSsT WSt euosioid 1200 o o )
e wl oowosz el w00 suensuo buweig o o s pgeRoHy
wl o oozl iS5 S0 d /50 o o oo pari A s wED)
rrzres woued poen wzoers w0 seeway
Gl eSO - o s ao0ios oo Buwirg o o o o %0 e w8
oz 61 omonseu NN
o o vemsisng e corsovor  oml e sz e wor POk
o semeisng sseier  swwr ol vousmboy 5ebe1
0 Zemisno k= o 0 suousers oz e T = w7t e ausisung peseys|
o Lemeeng osen  su o1 v sompon sz tngduns
o ez osoos s s o stpon [ saser puet oo ssrever osve o %0m 12 Susnosen
s s w50 ose1 ssupon oL gwaouny an
a6 S8 m stup 1 00e cueg 2w 3 s oser w
2w sooping om0 00, Bunurig 51500 IN3NEO T3N3 [ve g oo oy % o ay amoon
[ 7o EGZENS]|
zous

oseq ofeuonals



LT4TSI07/60/50

g D T Vo B BV Y BV B Y T Y L R VL B e
o |usen ousap
ussEe o ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° swerz | weswy  wemwe  weey  weewy | GIOSST  LO9WNT  ONYGMT WU | OWSIOT  vlUT 008G OMEI0 | maduses
o
LSSl
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o sz eews Sl STl eSATL OISSWL SieE
oAz 10 103
T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 G 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 G G
o o o o o o o o o o o sez | mess  mess  ness  cess | ness  wes  wess  wess | nes  oess  sser o
o o o o o o o o o o o srieL | s S wSE UwSE | SR URSE WS WeSe | uwse LS o o
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o oS wone pue 6657
3 3 3 3 3 3 o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o ao0o0s so0. oueuly
3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 o o F B R R R R e I I e B G o seusouqy|
o o o o o o o o o o o wety | e sun e SMUn | SO S S s | s s s o fousunon
o o 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 coos | oot ooooo  coooo  ooooo | G0 ooooo  ooooon  oooool | oooool  oooonr ooons 5015710 504
PESWEES eSS wweS | eees  wns nwes eS| mehs  wmens  wves  wwes 10 TLNALG
o o o o o o o o o o o WSTST | TISNS TS LeNS  ThSNS | mherS  LeNS  wVEONS  mherS | TeNS  mieos 1SSt o e 51931500 NG
0 3 0 3 0 3 0 3 o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o oz Ieuoisso i o0
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o 3 0 o o w059 swensyon Bl
3 3 3 3 o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o ez L
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o 0 0 o o v oy
@ @ @ @ @ @ @ @ @ o o o o o o o o o o o o o o 0'0ST 904 Buuad)
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o @ o © o uvomsinboy sigbe
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o 0 sususses
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o 3 3 o o o ang dues|
e
0 UONzIE
T T T T T T T T T T T T | ST T T T ST T WS T LD
TS e
vamer | ezmon | wmwea | izwen | ozwea | omon | mmed | smon | siwed | simea | wiweA | eamen | med | vamen | omeA | eaen | amea | zmen | emea | sawen | pasa | emen | g
ST TNGTIIAa T3 903 WO FEvs
g TTOETE  CRIORer  ORIOR0El | GRICRTE  ORIOReL | GRIUSEI  ORICRGEl | GRIGRYGL | GRIGSUSl  GIGEEl | GRIGRDEl | WRWS  EIVWRTI  WEGml | BRET | DTRRT VRS ORROr  TereRr | GEEeTR.  SeEIe  CWEe  SEEe PRI
o |usen oussag
srosver o ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° werz | eunev ey ener ey | wewey  sNOv  SETet  eowst | mener 9SOt ssewe  serowss | maduse
o 100 v
oeros0eL sm0guo vl
o 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 SwT weSl Ol wwSIOL  OWSEITL SWSOSL bVl eeous e
puet uopienien pnptsen sos
T T T T T T T T T T T e W TS W G GV [N GV 1390938 51505
5 =
o o o o o o o o o o o ser | mess  mess  mess  wess | 0ess  nes  wess s | ness  oess sselr o st
o o o o o o o o o o o 9L SRS SRS SRS SRS SRS SRS g3 g3 SRS SRS 9L o swaby|
oonvos vonenep e e501
ao0io0s s90.j souruiy
o o o o o o o o o o o sveie | eeer  wEse  wEe  wEM | WESS wEe wese  wes | e v ok seucuay]
o o o o o o o o o o o weey | emun  sun e s | san  sum sm s | sm s wee dousbunuog
o o o o o o o o o o o K0S | oo0%oL 0O 0O 0G0 | G0l o000 000, oooool | ooodol  ooooo ooons s
o o o o o o o o o o o WETST | VRS TVEONS  TIeNS  IRONS | mYeONS  TLeNS  mVeONS  mYeNS | TLENS  mheors eSSt s 5103 509 P
@ PEITHIL [BUOISS40Id J9UI0)
o 50159 suensuos fuurig
3 ez so|
o szETes oy
oonosz 0.4 Bourig
e womsnbor sese
o 0 sususses
ssoers g dums
0 UONzIE
T T T T T T T T T T T TEE | ST T T T SEwT ST T WS T L0
3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5
o o o o o o o o 3 o 3 o 3 o 3 o 3 o 3 3 3 o o weuepog)
o o o o o o o o o o o GEGR | GUEL UYL QUL OB | UYL QUL Outerl oL | outerl  owterl  eecen sy SRy
o o o o o o o o o o o oSy | oieEis  OEe GRS OEEE | OWES 96 OKEe  aEle | oene  aigtie  sow aumeun paseus|
@ @ @ @ @ @ @ @ @ @ @ TrVSREY EBTOLLE EHTOLL'E EHTOLL'E EHTOLL'E EHTOLL'E EHTOLL'E EHTOLL'E EHTOLL'E EHTOLL'E EHTOLL'E THVSEEY Bussnon e
3 o o o o o o o o o o s peums SLINN
oM
vaieoh zimon oA 1zieon oz eeh 1m0 &) izon L moA ) amon SweA | bhaes €1 imoa 71 mos L oA o1 mon suEoA guwoA | b suop a0 [ o Zamox [N
TSTEINS03 O3 Fov3 WS
g Gk TEPR
oW L s 05061 ooz oo siopeq s jo 3
0 woiq sisdojonsg
015119800 B VIS o Y]
T = T
=T w0 sebon o
s0is T2 EL0ERT WO swsby s st Sussad o4 | ProuSeN LAV |
s3vs oan ]
e o = souepq susa0 o 0 win
sroae ooss oonos wonene pue 6501 1415 NIV 110 N oooeor one o swaeusy
s s aoooons oL o) T e R TR
st i oonc0s aonioos so0 o = aueg Busaro Taveed o o
it wl aowosz Sonwn 14130 OOV ETPISEY N
.z o oozl
oooises woued puen ey o000 seuury
woid PPy - o fnp cumis swsoL  WST fovstuncg
wooLt 0T s
IS wEoTes st pesed s1a3-1500 NG = W TR EEERE e
s s sroae NOLLONNLSNOD o szvouoens o ES o 1561 -3 LS|
s st aowco
s e oonicos SsozEy 9Tl WSt euosioid 1200 o o )
e wl oowosz o woo suensuo buweig o o s pgeRoHy
wl o oozl e wso d /50 o o oo pari A s wED)
evigel woued poen izETes wood seeway
Gl eSO - o s oooosz oo Buwirg o o o o %0 £ w8
oz 61 omonseu NN
o o vemsisng v wessrer o w5 sz £ wor POk
o semeisng sELOL usEL Wl vousmboy 5ebe1
0 Zemisno oo el o 0 suousers 06y serooL w97 B w7t £ ausisung peseys|
o Lemeeng wsus  su os v sompon ssoers tngduns
o ez wsze s s o stpon [ 15908 puet ocsoe  wwewss osve o %0m ot Susnosen
s s w50 oss ssupon oL zwaouny an
s S8 m stup 1 00e cueg 2w 3 s oss w
EM sooping om0 00, Bunurig 51500 IN3NEO T3N3 [ve g oo oy % o ay amoon

[ T SAVNETS]

_@._ £ous

oseq ofeuonals



LT4TSI07/60/50

g e L e i B o IV e
o |umes owwsao
sreiy ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° cevves e weuss | Jonis  sver o v | weesw e swow  oae | etor s el meee | aduse
o 100 v
wzeiEt 0500 w01
o o o o o o o o o o swe  wror | swer  sisse  omuw e | se0s s ew e | s sou e ool
wonmnaes 19 104
T T T T T T T T T S A T T
0 0 0 0 0 0 G 0 G G G G 5 5 G 5 5 5 0 0
o o o o o o o o o s s s s s s s s s o o
o o o o o o o o o O I 0 . 77 YU IR0 o o
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o sz wone pue 6657
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o oo so0. oueuly
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o seuouay|
o o o o o o o o o o o s @e e s sn | s sen smn ten | wee o0 o o feusbncs
o o o o o o o o o o o GooL 0oL 0OL GO0L 00 00 oo0n o0 oo 5015710 504
sen | sww | sew | sew | sow | sew  [DEEEED] 10 wLNEL08
o o o o o o o o o o o SweoL | eve el welr  welse | welse  wele  wese sk | e swan o o s 5103 500 P
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o izess o izess euossoicid o0
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o L o st swensioa fuid
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o e o e L
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o a5l o aus'is oy
@ @ @ @ @ @ @ @ @ o o o o o o o o o o o o o o STELL 904 Buuad)
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o oete seusnboy 96501
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o 70 swsweses
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o oseie ang dues|
oowess e
0 UONzIE
T T T T T T T T T 2 2 W 13 T T T T T T LD
ey e
w0 © w w0 w0 © w w0 w0 © w w0 w0 © w w0 w0 © w w0 w0 © w w0
EN HE s T Ton TR 094 TVROIIAGY T3 903 RO REvD
g T T B B e T T T e
o |umes oussao
sroin ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° covees s Twao | emiss  eese  srst  oron | eeow S ceposs  ievoes | 0s9e  oiShS Srsc el | maduse
o 100 v
sEoie w00 U0
o o o o o o o o o o wre  esor | sewer  seve  ewy e | e W00 wses e | esw s st et
puet onnieA fnprsey o
T T T T T T T T T = W e T T 2 W .3 T G GV [N GV 1390938 51505
3 e
o o o o o o o o o s s s s s s s s s o o o o o o seten
o o o o o o o o o @y wr sNm | WM sNT sNm s | s wm o o o o o o susby
s wone pue 6651
oo soey saurus
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o seuouay]
o o o o o o o o o o o s @e T sn smm | s wm mn ten | @ee o0 o teusbncs
oo0cs o]
o o o o o o o o o o o SweoL | emve el wele  welse | welse  wele  wese sk | e Swaol o s 5103 509 P
izess izess euoRsSiI U0
L L swensioa fuid
e e 5
asssl assl oy
s 2o fuwvg
amon womsnbor sese
o 0 swsweses
sees ng dues|
0 UONzIE
T T T T T T T T T 2 L W 13 T T T T T T LD
G G 5 G 5 G 5 G 5 G 0 G 0 G 0 G 0 G G G G
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o wouepos
o o o o o o o o o seer.  eeen  men | een  een.  een  seen | seen  osen o o o et ey
o o o o o o o o o s oeer  omenr | own.  oeens  omen  oese | e 0w o o o Ao paeis|
3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 seTo gy wmor | sewm o awmor  sewo | s e o o o st e
s s s s s s s s s peums SLINN
oM
w0 © @ w0 w0 © @ o w © @ o w © @ o w © @ o w © @ o
TR L L T TL E TSTEINS03 RO Fov5 WS
g Gk BT
T eecoies ooz om0 A0 %
0 woig siodopreg
so015 19180 [ L o Y]
e = T
2 sow w0 sesen e
01509 se1osT woE sueby sou sbwp a0 o) [T ) FouseM LRTIGEA. |
s3vs T TS e
T o = e Busaio o o 0 wen
sroae ooy oons wonene pue 6651 1445 NIV 110 N concs ety sne oo swaeusy
%S k4 00000} WL 1saew| K
st i oonc0s oo se0 o = aaueg Busaio SO RS ENARd A
it wl aowosz Sonwn 44419 OMOV TP NI
.z o oozl
oooseo wouted poen wosesy 0 seuury
101 PPy -0 unp osgen  wsT fovstuncg
woos T asw0is
CE wosmEy e pesed s1a3-1500 NG w7 7 T EREREEREnE
s s sroae NOHLONELSNOD ssvc wwsces o s e oglL -3 LS|
s st aoocons
s e oo0ic0s ceEsiy  womL WSt e 0 o o wouepos
e wl oowosz ey woot sueyrsuo0 Buweg o o e soemoiny
wl o oozl Gem w0 d /50 o o usew PSS PR
1681 woued poen T seeway
T ety - 470 A cuzis sl <o et o o o o o v weueeos|
st v e NN
%o o ensino 156 aret o o sz v wou saepoiy
o £ enoieno ars oo wol wonnbow seteT
0 Zensino ST weT o S ssueses cor [EE I s wt v Ausroun peseis|
o L ening o s o Jowosonpon sees g dums
o ez sEn s s o stpon | e puet ez wovee ot = 0o sle Susnosen
wst s w50 s stepon oL guio vy aw
a6 S8 aw stap 1 00e cueg 2w 3 s s ?
EM sooping a0 00, Buuueig 51500 IN3NEO T3N3 [ve a0 oo oqwny % o nv amoon
[ =5 EGZENS]|

vous

oseq ofeuenals




LT4TSI07/60/50

g B B BTkt B L e T T o
o |umes oussao
oor'ees ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° e ewew | swms  evew  womr  wel | wevw s st ooTw | wewr oo 7T ewesr | modused
o
aor'ees
o o o o o o o o o o o age | e s sl ews | e v eve  welr | men wn azn
oAz 10 103
T T T T T T T T T T A A e O i W A Y T
0 0 0 0 0 0 G 0 G 0 G G 5 5 5 5 5 0 G G 0 G
o o o o o o o o o o e e e e e e 151 o o o o o
o o o o o o o o o o s wew | s s sww | sww o aen o o o o o
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o wost wone pue 6657
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o ao0ce so0. oueuly
o o o o o o o o o o o o o ° o o o o o o o o o o seuouay|
o o o o o o o o o o o o ®ee  mre  mee  mee | mee  mes  see  sisw | ass sor'e o o feusbncs
o o o o o o o o o o o o a0e a0e a0e a0e ao0e ao0e ao0e o0 5015710 504
ezee | aze | aze | aizes | e 10 wLNEL08
o o o o o o o o o o o o vz wovr e feeks | R feR%eR  feRwe  Z0Roes 0% o o s 5103 500 P
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o sr6e o sr6e euosseig 0
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o west o Joest swensioa fuid
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o a6 o a6 L
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o s o 1S oy
@ @ @ @ @ @ @ @ @ o o o o o o o o o o o o o 085'LL 904 Buuad)
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o s vennboy et
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o 70 swsweses
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o oooel ang dues|
aooiosy e
0 UONzIE
T T T T T T T T T T T N S T L W T ™3 T T T T T T LD
ey e
w0 © w w0 w0 © w w0 w0 © w w0 w0 © w w0 w0 © w w0 w0 © w w0
EN HE s T Ton TR 094 TVROIIAGY T3 903 RO REvD
g R B R B L B L I VT T S T e T e O e e e
o |umes ouusao
seross ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° e emen | wess st wor  wesc | et sseis e swne | e sowe  esl  wone | modused
o 100 v
seroes
o o o o o o o o o o o wre | ewe sz o ews | s eee s oms | o8l ee es
i [l oA sy o
T T T T T T T T T T A A N A W 3 P A T G GV [N GV 1390938 51505
5 =
o o o o o o o o o o wre e wre e wre wre wre 151 o o o o o o seten
o o o o o o o o o o sww  sew | sww  wew  wew  sew | swew men o o o o o o susby
s wone pue 6651
s soey saurus
o o o o o o o o o o o o o ° 3 o 3 o 3 o o o o seuouay]
o o o o o o o o o o o o ®ee  mre mee  mee | mee  mes  eee  sise | ass sore o teusbncs
o009 o]
o o o o o o o o o o o o T wowr e feRSeR | TSRS GPNSE  EESSE  WPORE | IBes owwe o s 5103 509 P
sr6e sr6e euoRsSiI U0
west west swensioa fuid
a6 a6 5
s s oy
oS @94 Buued
50 wonsntory sese
o 0 swsweses
oizs ng dues|
0 UONzIE
T T T T T T T T T T T L N S T W T ™3 T T T T T T ELEn]
G G 5 G 5 G 5 G 5 G 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 G G G G
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o wouepos
o o o o o o o o o o wem  wemm | wem wem  eewm wsm | aem e o o o et ey
o o o o o o o o o o sPop w09 | w09 Smoe  See09  Sedos | Seeoe oz o o o Ao paeis|
3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 wris s | owis oS s ocls | oorus  oosec 3 3 3 Susnon oy
v v v 3 v v v z peums SLINN
oM
w0 © @ w0 w0 © @ o w © @ o w © @ o w © @ o w © @ o
TR L L T TL E TSTEINS03 RO Fov5 WS
g Gk BT
T e oss ooz om0 A0 %
ws o 0 woig siodopreg
WElunF 00T LS WD
o e
= G e w0 seten e
7 %07 01509 esweal woE sueby sou sbwp a0 o) [Fowwsr T FrouseM LTIGEA. |
s3vs T o0 e
o o = souerq susa0 o o 0
wp s sroae woss  oons wone pue 6651 1445 NIV 110 N
%o s aoooons oL sl
s i oonc0s aowoe se0 o = aeg Busaio Som RS e
it wl aowosz Sonwn 413 OUIVA IETPISSY NI
.z o oozl
oooiosy weued poen seee o seuury
101 PPy -0 unp s, sgen wo0s fovstuncg
wo0e oo 15018
EEAT s s pesea s1a3-1500 NG = @ T EREREEREnE
wp s sroae NOHLONELSNOD o5z woiov's o o e s -3 LS|
o st aoocons
s e oo0ic0s mvere  wse  wsT e 0 o o wouepos
e wl oowosz o1 sueyrsuo0 Buweg o o e soemoiny
wl o oozl %050 d /50 o o usew PSS PR
s woued poen o9 seeway
ST ety - 470 A cuzis <o et o o o o o o weueeos|
st v NN
%o o o oEms o 3 sz so wou saepoiy
o s oot wonnbow seteT
0 O EeT o sueueses s [ v wt so g poi
o o s o Jowosonpon oizs g dums
o s s o o stpon | ez puet ocors wowTy ot o 0o 56 Susnosen
wst s o stwpon oL guio aw
i aw stup 1 00e cueg 2w 3 s o E
wi sooping 20 00y el 51500 IN3NEO T3N3 [ve a0 oo soqwny % o nv amoon
[ o EGZENS]|
sous.

oseg ofeuonals



LT4TSI07/60/50

g R e B - B - R R TR S RN R B
o |usem oussap
vz ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° mesw  swus  wwer s | seow  wesw  eevien  oevere | wome  mwwr ees  wowe | aduse
o
wozss
o o o o o o o o o o o o o a0 sre oweor | uew  osse we s oeve 1509 1565
wopno 12 104
T T T T T T T T T T T T T T A A 2 A T
0 0 0 0 0 0 G 0 G 0 G 0 G 5 G 5 5 5 G 0 G 0 G
o o o o o o o o o o o o w1 o7 o7 o7 o7 w1 o o o o o
o o o o o o o o o o o o won s s sa | s 2o o o o o o
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o s wone pue 6657
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o oo so0. oueuly
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o sieusouay|
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o sost core 1209 wre sy 1209 sore st o o fousunon
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o e a0 00 00 o0 e 5015710 504
sowss | ewes | coves  [IIESEEN] 10 wLNEL08
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o ozoy | wsos | o weow  weO o | wsos  ooe o o s 5103 500 P
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o el o new Ieussojcig ol
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o 0 o o511 o (= swensioa fuid
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o cere o cere L
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o 0 o sy o see'sy oy
@ @ @ @ @ @ @ @ @ o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o8L'e 904 Buuad)
@ @ @ @ @ @ @ @ o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o 00T u boy siebs]
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o 3 0 sususses
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o 3 3 o o o oire ang dues|
oowis0 e
0 UONzIE
T T T T T T T T T T T T S S 53 T T T T T T LD
ey e
w0 © w w0 w0 © w w0 w0 © w w0 w0 © w w0 w0 © w w0 w0 © w w0
EN Ten Z= T [z TR 094 TVROIIAGY T3 903 RO REvD
g B i B B e B O I e B e S EL Lo e
o |usen oussag
s sy ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° aesr s o | uswr  onwe  owesr  wewr | el wren-  ewe  Tseees | maduse
o 100 v
g8y
o o o o o o o o o o o o o izvs sl ueor | s s s o < oo ase
|z ) 12 fenprssy 104
T T T T T T T T T T T T A T W A A T A T - T e [10%d ONY TN GV SI0I8 5150
9 e
o o o o o o o o o o o o w1 w07 w7 w07 w7 w6t o o o o o o seten
o o o o o o o o o o o o ET T T 3 o o o 3 o susby
s worene pue 6651
oo 590 o0y
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o sieusouqy|
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o sost sore iz wre vy iz sare sos1 o dousbunuog
aooze a0
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o ozoy  wsos | o weOw  weO o | wsos 000 o s 5103 509 P
el new euoRsSiI U0
o511 o511 swensioa fuid
cere cere so|
sy sesy oy
oo 0.4 Bourig
e womsnbor sese
o 0 swsweses
sl g dums
0 UONzIE
T T T T T T T T T T T T S S 3 T T T T T T EED]
5 G 5 G 5 G 5 G 5 G 5 G 0 G G G G 0 G G G
o o o o o o o o o o o o o 3 o o o o o weuepog)
o o o o o o o o o o o o arss s aws | ars o o o et ey
o o o o o o o o o o o o S T < o o o Ao paeis|
3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 re e swew e | e sror o o o usno sowew
z B B B B z peums SLINN
oM
w0 © @ w0 w0 © @ o w © @ o w © @ o w © @ o w © @ o
TR T [z T (2 = TSTEINS03 RO Fov5 WS
g Gk TEPR
T zos osr ooz oo siopeq s jo 3
ws o 0 woig siodopreg
UElwnE %07 8015119 59 E BT I |
s r— = T
T wen w0 sebon o
s0is T2 009 %0t swsby s st Sussad o4 e LG PRSI AN |
s3vs on o e
7S T o = e Busaio o o 0 win
e s sroae ooy oons wonene pue 6651 1445 NIV 110 N coocs oooer sne oo swaeusy
o s aoooons oL o) T 72 R TR
w0 i oonc0s oo so0 o = aeg Busaio SO RS ENeTRd A
e wl aowosz 30NV 413 OUIVA IETPISSY NI
.z o oozl
ooor207 woued poen svest o seuury
101 PPy -0 unp s wsT fovstuncg
ooz or w0
T el oSl cov pesea s1a3-1500 NG = 6 LS EEERE e
e s sroae NOHLONELSNOD oscs wEonnT e o o oo -3 LS|
o st aoocons
o e oo0ic0s awas ewx  wsT evorssojoid o0 o o wouepos
i wl oowosz s woo sueyrsuo0 Buweg o o s pgeRoHy
wl o oozl N %050 d /50 o o oo pari A s wED)
ey woued poen s w09 somy
G ety - 470 A cuzis oo oo Buwirg o o o o o o w8
ok 5 NN
o o e swss ol v ez o wor POk
o sre levw oo wonnbow seteT
0 s oL o sueueses £ [ z wt o g poi
o o s Jowosonpon szl tngduns
o oo E o stpon | wze puet 15 oot 0o e Susnon owen
s s stwpon oL gwaouny an
o6 m 1 00e cueg 2w 3 s w
2w sooping om0 00, Bunurig 51500 IN3NEO T3N3 [ve g oo soqwny % o ay amoon
[ S EGZENS]|
90us

oseq ofeuonals



LT4TSI07/60/50

g B e e I I e B S
o |usen oussag
e ° ° ° ° sl soeoel  Seerery | wess  weon  ewn  esses | svess  wrws  Sows  ceves | niewss  eaTess el o S SNV Sis  esewer | modusen
o o o o o o s e ewer  swes e | IO G806 OSO0L  BSOM | 60T MSeD 0N TWUR | 0w 09T SeS
uorEmoa 10 104
T T T T T T A T T N T 03 T
G 0 G 0 G G G G 5 5 G G G G G G G 0 G G
o o o o o st site site site site site site site site site o o o o o
o o o o o oTH T mes | mos eess wes e wrss e s o o o o o
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o s wone, pue 6651
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o ao0cs sy coustiy
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o sieusouay|
o o o o o o o et awe ove  mevw  wew | wew  omew  mew  wew | mew  wew  wew wov | owd sore o o feusbncs
o o o o o o o oo ooz oooc  ootc 007 ooc 00T 007 0oz 00T o000 ooor oooor 5015710 504
awoor | meoo | weoo | weoo | awoor | awoor | weoor | weoo | weoo | weoo  [IEEGE] 10 wLNEL08
o o o o o o o oSy | Eeter e LSWS LSS | LSWS USRS LSS LSWE | USWS LSS LSWe LSS | leews oevecr o o s 5103 500 P
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o 165 o 165 Ieussojcig ol
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o279 o o0 swensioa fuid
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o oetie o oetie L
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o e o v oy
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o aoose o0 Buurig
@ @ @ @ @ @ @ @ o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o STE0T u boy siebs]
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o 70 swsweses
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o sano g dums
wszerT e
0 UONzIE
T T T T T R 7 7 77 77 W 7 T T T T T T LD
ey e
w0 © w w0 w0 © w w0 w0 © w w0 w0 © w w0 w0 © w w0 w0 © w w0
EN Ten Z= T [z TR 094 TVROIIAGY T3 903 RO REvD
g T R e o T T R T B B e B e e I - T e
o |usen oussag
s ° ° ° ° sl wreoe sy | e esian  ssen  weon | wews  som  oeem  wores | wwwe  asws o wew avser  newi-  swer | wrmes | madused
o 100 v
s ssoou
o o o o o o o e e emwuse e | s Lot s | e wisn o euSOL | T eon SR oou
e [ oA sy o
T T T T T - L 7 W A7 e R A T G GV [N GV 1390938 51505
5 =
o o o o o st siee siee siee siee siee siee siee siee siee siee siee siee o o o o o o seten
o o o o o oTL T eTss | mUs ewss  BOs eee | ewss e ewes  woes | e e o o o o 3 o susby
s wone pue 6651
ao0cs sony saurus
o o o o o o o o o o 3 o 3 o 3 o 3 o 3 o 3 o o sieusouqy|
o o o o o o o e e ovE mev  mew | WO mew  mew  new | mew  wew  new weve | owd sove o teusbncs
e a0
o o o o o o o oSy | Eeter 0T LSWS S | LSWS  USWS LSS LSWE | USWS LSS LSWe LW | leews osvers o s 5103 509 P
165 165 euoRsSiI U0
o279 o279 swensioa fuid
oetie oetie 5
e e oy
ot 2o fuwvg
v wonsntory sese
o 0 swsweses
seaost g dums
0 UONzIE
T T T T T R 7 7 77 7 7 W 7 T T T T T T L0
G G G G G G 0 G 0 G 0 G 0 G 0 G 0 G 5 G 5
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o wou epos
o o o o o Gisop  swe  swTor | swmr ST ST S sz oS o o o et ey
o o o o o e ssve szer. | sTen  ewen  eren  sten szer  oszent o o o Ao paeis|
3 3 3 3 3 T oW oWl | owemL oWl ol owtnl eyt o o o o usno sowew
z o o o o o o o o peums SLINN
oM
w0 © @ w0 w0 © @ o w © @ o w © @ o w © @ o w © @ o
TR T [z T (2 = TSTEINS03 RO Fov5 WS
B Gk BT
W el ecase ooz oo siopeq s jo 3
ws o 0 woig siodopreg
UElwnE %07 8015119 59 E THTwor I |
i = T
=g G uenL %S0 sebon e
01509 sz9es woE sueby sou sbwp a0 o) [T GHETGZ POusoN LRI |
s3vs T o
Eci T o = souerq susa0 o o 0
s s sroae wos  oons wone pue 6651 1445 NIV 110 N
%S k4 00000} WL 1saew| z
st i oonc0s ao0cs so0 o = aaueg B0 SO RS e
it wl aowosz Sonwn 14419 0N IETPISY NI
.z o oozl
ooszanz wouted poen e 0 seuury
Woid By -0 unp s e wsT fovstuncg
wowT  ooT 1508
EECTa oz pose 51031500 NG = W EN EREREEREnE
s s sroae NOLLONNLSNOD wro e e s e o5t -3 LS|
s st o000
s e o0 szl weeie WSt e 0 o o wouepos
e wl oowosz wssTL wool sueyrsuo0 Buweg o o e soemoiny
wl o oozl oy wso d /50 o o usew PSS PR
vz woued poen wEes w9 seeway
T ety - 470 A cuzis ooose <o et o o o o o o5t weueeos|
st v NN
%o o sz wrieve ol w ez o5t wou saepoiy
o e o wol wonnbow seteT
0 oo T o sueueses st swworel esol s wt o5t g poi
o e s o Jowosonpon seaost g dums
o o s [ o stpon [BTIE ] e puet aove e ot o 0o ose Susnosen
s s @ stwpon oL guouy aw
s aw stp 1 00e cueg 2w 3 s 3 E
2w sooping om0 00, Bunurig 51500 IN3NEO T3N3 [ve g oo soqwny % o nv amoon
[ o EGZENS]|
ous

oseq ofeuonals



LT4TSI07/60/50

g o L B e B i L e e e
o |usen ousag
sseizoe ° ° ° ° ° WO wTewy | BT oSyl woel  wSen | O LOWEL  WOREL  eeSr) | e0mT M  SweaT Gvies  wemel-  urse  eevesie | modusen
o
aseiz0e
o o o o o o o e ais Wi WEOR  wees | GEU0L RO KWESSL SO | WSS ZWe b ISU0L | ST0s wess LTSS
wopno 12 104
T T T T T T I 7 A A A T T X
0 0 G 0 G 0 5 T T 5
o o o o o o sz sz | e el sl el | el el el el | el e
o o o o o o even, e | ewe e eNE elen | eNe e eaen e | et e
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o oSz wone pue 6657
3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 o o o o o o o o o o o o o o a0z so0. oueuly
3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 azse oawor oS oSSl aees o o sieusouay|
o o o o o o o o swes  eca somL ko9 siess o o fousunon
o o o o o o o o cooe ooy owos  oonos 5015710 504
awniTe 10 TWLNALO
o o o o o o o o et esaer oime oz e o o s 5103 500 P
3 3 0 3 0 3 0 3 o o o o o aseees o aseees Ieuoisso oid 0
o o o o o o o o o o o o 0 sz o ez swensyon Bl
3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 o o o o sz o sz L
o o o o o o o o o o o o 0 s0TEL o pere oy
3 3 3 3 3 3 3 o o o o o o o o ooost o0 Buurig
3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 0 o o o o o o o o o o o o o o oszs vennboy et
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o 0 o o o o 0 sususses
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o 3 3 o o o o ang dues|
oSz e
0 UONzIE
T T T T T T D L A L A X W7 A X T T T T T T LD
TS e
w0 © w w0 w0 © w w0 w0 © w w0 w0 © w w0 w0 © w w0 w0 © w w0
EN Ten Z= T [z E 094 TVROIIAGY T3 903 RO REvD
g e e e L T Tt B B T T Ty Y e
o [usen oussag
srsone ° ° ° ° ° wony  meine | ewwer sy ewer  swwr | o ewew  ewem  awer | owsiz e voizee  uwose | suTnT  ssssrt ° vevvre | modusen
o 100 v
arsoaLe
o o o o o o o s ssossew  ewie mESe | wes e eeue ol | sl eeve Sl o o o o
12 fenprssy 104
T T T T T T TR oeen | WDVl GV WEGET  WEGC | WGE  WEGeT  WEweT  WEGeT | WEGeT VIRt Semt VT | PEE G GV [N GV 1390938 51505
3 =
o o o o o o sz ez | e el sl el | el el el el | el e o o o o o o seten
o o o o o o eMen e | eAEL e e e | eNe el et ML | ez 3 3 o o 3 o susby
s wonene pue 6501
a0 590 s20ey
o o o o o o o o Gz oawor oS oSS0L | OSOL 0nSSOL  OSSOL  ORISOL | OsSSOL  0RDSOL  OeISOL TSt | G awer o sieusouqy|
o o o o o o o o GRS RSN KON KOO | KON BOWN KORL 09 | KOO 0% 09 WSS | SIEls S o dousbunuog
aowco a0
o o o o o o o o LUV ST OUISE  RENTSE | OREIESE  ORUESE  ORENESE  OREIESE | OIS OREIESE  ORIESE  LOONE | bersl  eiSTel o s 5103 509 P
asess aseees Ieussojcig ol
sz sz swensyo) Bl
sz sz so|
D szsed oy
oooost 0.4 Bourig
Iwsor womsnbor sese
o 0 sususses
o g dums
0 UONzIE
T T T T T T ST STy | Sy SWeay SRy SWadv | SWuEy  OWaEy  SWuE  SWuEy | SuEy Wt T T T T T T L0
G G G G G G 0 G 0 G 0 G 0 G 0 G 0 G 5 G 5
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o weuepog)
o o o o o o neels  uesle | neeis  uese L6l ASSe | uesle e aese  Neels | e zi9%s o o o et ey
o o o o o o lesest et | ST AS%E  MSSE  NS%E | NS%E  JS%e A% Mge | MS%e e o o o aumeun paseus|
@ @ @ @ @ @ 191'950° 191'950° 191'950° 191'950° 191'960° 191'960° 191'960° 191'960° 191'960° 191'960° 191'960° W' LE0T o o o Bussnon e
o o o o o o o o o o o o peums SLINN
oM
w0 © @ w0 w0 © @ o w © @ o w © @ o w © @ o w © @ o
e T [z T (2 = TSTEINS03 RO Fov5 WS
B Gk TEPR
T crconie ooz oo siopeq s jo 3
ws o " woiq sisdojonsg
WElunF 00T LS WD
G — e
=T G sTe  uso sebon o
7 %07 01509 Siwserl  %OT sueby sou sbwp a0 o) [FwwL W FouseM LRTIGEA. |
s3vs 5 5 O]
g T o = souepq susa0
o s sroae ooz oonst wonene pue 6501 1415 NIV 110 N
o s aoooons oL o)
%0 i oonc0s aowiooz so0 o = aaueg Busaio SSGm TRd INEIRG A
o wl aowosz Sonwn 14130 OOV IETDISOY N
0 o oozl
oooszs woued puen oSy SrTET) seuury
Wi PPy - o0 fnp cumis w0z woos fovstuncg
oo oo s
g oL Wl o posea sia3-1500 NG = W ] EEERE e
o s sroae NOLLONNLSNOD wsver omvumer e s e oo -3 LS|
%0 st o000
o e o0 apwyy  eEL WST evorssojoid o0 o o )
%0 wl oowosz sesosy  wool suensuo buweig o o s pgeRoHy
0 o oozl weszT  ws0 d /50 o o oo pari A s wED)
wreeror- woued poen sovworT  wod seeway
T eSO - o s aoncsl oo Buwirg o o o o %0 219 w8
s o NN
w i3 oo Torsss o 5 ez 219 wor POk
o P vousmboy 5ebe1
0 i T o swowsse3 ez [EECT £ w7t 219 g poi
o wsee  su o0 v sompon o tngduns
wssn s o0 o stpon [T a0 puet ooz zssess ot oz %0m 519 Susnosen
s ose soupon oL zwaoyuny an
m stup ;a0 cowua 2w 3 s ose w
sooping om0 00, Bunurig 51500 IN3NEO T3N3 v g oo sy % ot nv amoon
[ TS EGZENS]|

_@._ gous

oseq ofeuonals



LT4TSI07/60/50

g O B B B S L U e
o funea unean
et ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° sEurl  mewtl  meae | ovew  ese weuel  weee | neow  ouor  see-  zeeer | seduso
o 100 v
o 0500 w01
o o o o o o o o o o o o o wes  mwwr ewsr | swis  wels s wen | aen ewn s ool
wonmnaes 19 104
T T T T T T T T T T T T T T 7 S
0 0 G 0 G 0 G 0 G 0 G 0 G 5 5 5 5 5 G 0
o o o o o o o o o o o o o w011 w011 w011 w011 w011 o o
o o o o o o o o o o o o o e A o o
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o s wone e 6657
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o oS so0. <oueuly
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o sou | meer  mose  mos s | em %ol o o seusouqy|
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o el | e owes  oeres  owss | e gerel o o feusbncs
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o ooz oonc  owor ooor oooor 5015710 504
ocever | scover  [EEERRIT] 10 TWLNALO
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o et | el SN loveN  weeaNL | veren  Joee o o s 5103 500 P
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o ss108 o ss108 euossoicid o0
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o ez o auote swensioa fuid
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o aroaL o aroaL L
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o srzs o P oy
@ @ @ @ @ @ @ @ @ o o o o o o o o o o o o o o 05Tl 904 Buuad)
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o ose seusnboy 96501
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o 70 swsweses
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o ang dues|
oS e
0 UONzIE
T T T T T T T T T T T T T Ci TR ST T T T T T T LD
ey e
w0 © w w0 w0 © w w0 w0 © w w0 w0 © w0 © w w0 w0 © w0
e TL T [N 094 TVROIIAGY T3 903 RO REvD
g B S e e T B U B L L P e T S e
o funea ounean
ey ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° sl Towe s | swur oSS wterl  wwols | ewTee  eewe ° swwwz | weausen
o 100 v
e w00 U0
o o o o o o o o o o o o o meeoeew mTer | lesls swEm o see sl o o o i
puen onnieA fnprsey o
T T T T T T T T T T T T T T W T W O 1 T G GV [N GV 1390938 51505
o e
o o o o o o o o o o o o o e e e e e o o o o o o seten
o o o o o o o o o o o o o sow e e | sew e o o o o o o susby
sz worene pue 6651
oS soey saurus
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o sou | meer  mos  mos oS | gew %ol o sewougy
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o svel | s owss  owss  omes | s Ssre o teusbncs
oo i
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o et | el SN loveN  WeeaNL | eren ks o s 5103 509 P
ws10e ws10e s 0
ez ez swensioa fuid
aroaL aroaL 5
srzs surzs oy
o5zl 2o fuwvg
iovar womsnbor sese
o 0 swsweses
o ng dues|
0 UONzIE
T T T T T T T T T T T T T W T TR ST T T T T T T EED]
5 G 5 G 5 G 5 G 5 G 5 G 5 5 5 5 5 G G 0
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o wouepos
o o o o o o o o o o o o o seor seow  ewor | e e o o o et ey
o o o o o o o o o o o o o SR GSNOEL sORL | 0RO o o o Ao paeis|
3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 0OE0) oonom  oo0omt | o000z oonoa o o o st e
o o o o o peums SLINN
oM
w0 © @ w0 w0 © @ o w © @ o w © @ o w © @ o w © @ o
TR L L T TL E TSTEINS03 RO Fov5 WS
B Gk BT
czzens ooz s siop 0107
0 woig siodopreg
s 304
T e
@sse w0 seten e
01509 sieIT woE sueby sou sbwp a0 o) oL FrouseM LTIGEA. |
s3vs 5 ]
o = sme b0 ommost sz wen
sroae woos oons wonne pue 6651 1415 NIV 110 N ooocon snen son cmewsry
o s aoooons oL sl X T R TR
%0 i oonc0s oS se0 o = aueg Busaio Som RS ENeTEg
o wl aowosz 0w 15415 OUIVA IETPISSY NI
0 o oozl
ooorsse weued poen WSy owsl seuury
101 PPy -0 unp s, wrze  wns fovstuncg
ool oo ws%ie
g oL woees  oert pesea s1a3-1500 NG w7 o wTET EREREEREnE
o s sroae NOHLONELSNOD e oo o a1 o 050 -3 LS|
%0 st aoocons
o e oo0ic0s weos oo wsT e 0 o o wouepos
%0 wl oowosz e sueyrsuo0 Buweg o o e soemoiny
0 o oozl oz wso d /50 o o usew PSS PR
eoeia- woued poen et w9 ooy
T ety - 470 A cuzis o5zl <o et o o o o o v weueeos|
s o e NN
w i3 ensino acs s o 3 ez Vo wou saepoiy
o £ enoieno e e oo wonnbow seteT
0 Zensino gezar T o S ssueses cor soress sl B wt Vo Ausroun peseis|
o L ening o s o Jowosonpon o g dums
o ez osze s o o stpon [T ez puet vz wooors st o 0o 0w susmon sowei
wsi e w50 o stepon oL guio vy aw
st S8 aw stup 1 00e cueg [z 3 s o E
o sooping a0 00, Buuueig 51500 IN3NEO T3N3 [ve v oo oy % o nv amoon
[ o EGZENS]|

62us

oseg ofeuonals




LT4TSI07/60/50

g R B B T B e B e e e e
o |usen oussan
sy ° ° ° ° ° ° ° GEls  wrwe e weess | ool Swi  ewowe  weone | 0s9%r oS0z USUSS  OWWS | e MSier oSt weSl- | modused
o 100 v
St 0500 w01
o o o o o o o o o weos wen eww | ewm o v oms sew | ess e wew  awe | awe  west  awst ool
wopno 12 104
T T T T T T T T L e e T
0 0 0 0 G 0 G 0 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 G G
o o o o o o o o wore wore wore wore wore wore wore wore wore wore o o
o o o o o o o o sre  eww  ewe  eww | eww  ewe  erw  ewe | ewe eocer o o
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o s wone pue 6657
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o ooz 590 soueuy
o o o o o o o o o o e Gee | e eew e eew | s eew el asw | oo e o o seusouqy|
o o o o o o o o o o wee Geel | e e eewr  elew | e eew el asw | aeo e o o fousunon
o o o o o o o o o o Go0L 0O G00L 00 00L 000, 000 0o0L 00 0on 5015710 504
s | sess | ceves [N 10 wLNEL08
o o o o o o o o o o oeveeL  osrTe | Osteer  oeeer  OGEWSr 06T | O6er  0eTeer ot 0eveer | osczee  oeveer o o s 5103 500 P
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o s o s Ieussojcig ol
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o 0 o ues o e swensioa fuid
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o sscl o sscl L
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o 0 o o o sl oy
@ @ @ @ @ @ @ @ @ o o o o o o o o o o o o o o 05Tl 904 Buuad)
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o oL wonsmboy iebe)
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o 0 sususses
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o 3 o o o ooty ang dues|
aoniosot e
0 UONzIE
T T T T T T T T O R O T T T T T T LD
ey e
w0 © w w0 w0 © w w0 w0 © w w0 w0 © w w0 w0 © w w0 w0 © w w0
EN Ten Z= T [z TR 094 TVROIIAGY T3 903 RO REvD
g B S L B R I e e B i T VP e = e
o |usen ousag
sy ° ° ° ° ° ° ° weis  ewwe s wews | seco et s wees | SSWe  mesr  iSous  meass | s e 06T teveri- | modusen
o 100 v
s sm0guo vl
o o o o o o o o o s gwe oz | T wcw sy Swer | wevs e fwer  wie | weim MW 06z et
e ] onnieA fnprsey o
T T T T T T T T L A T T N T T .. T [10%d ONY TN GNVT SI0I8 5150
T e
o o o o o o o o wore wore wore wore wore wore wore wore wore wore o o o o o o seten
o o o o o o o o srer  ews  ewer  eww | eww  eww  eww  eww | ewe  6ww 3 o o o 3 o susby
ooz wone pue 6651
s 590 o0y
o o o o o o o o o o e Geel | e eew e eew | eww  eew  eew  asw | oo e o sieusouqy|
o o o o o o o o o o wee Geel | eiew e eewr e | e eew 6w asw | aeo e o dousbunuog
oo a0
o o o o o o o o o o oeveeL  owrTe | Osteer e O6EWr 6T | 06w 0eTRSr ot 0ever | 0SCTEE  0RMORL o s 5103 509 P
aure s euoRsSiI U0
ues ues swensioa fuid
sscl sscl so|
o P oy
szl @94 Buued
e wonsntory sese
o 0 swsweses
ases g dums
0 UONzIE
T T T T T T T T T R O T T T T T T LD
G G G G 5 G 5 G 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 G G
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o wouepos
o o o o o o o o TS TS TS S | TS e s e | e e o o o et ey
o o o o o o o o WO wWe WO wel | WSl Wl wel el | el sl o o o Ao paeis|
3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 wen  wen  wetn  wenn | wewn st wetn  wetn | st e o o o usno sowew
s s s s s s s s s s peums SLINN
oM
w0 © @ w0 w0 © @ o w © @ o w © @ o w © @ o w © @ o
TR T [z T (2 = TSTEINS03 RO Fov5 WS
g Gk TEPR
scvers ooz oo siopeq s jo 3
0 woig siodopreg
s 19504 = G oI Y]
A — = T
s uso sebon o
0157109 sz w0t susby sorséwosunant o woeo [ TR PoE LR ]
s3vs 5 5 T e
o = sme b0 oSy awoiz sz win
sroae woss  oons wonne pue 6651 1415 NIV 110 N ooocon oo Snen son suewsyy
%o s aoooons oL o) G R TR
s i oonc0s aowoe so0 o = aaueg Busaio SO RS TN eTEd
it wl aowosz 30NV 44419 OMOV TP NI
.z o oozl
o050t woued poey srzess  sever seuury
101 PPy -0 unp severr  woos fovstuncg
ool oo w0
ESTY sevcesy st pesea s1a3-1500 NG = E3 T EEERE e
wp s sroae NOHLONELSNOD uzv sszore e o o sz -3 LS|
o st aoocons
s e oo0ic0s awus  sse Wt evorssojoid o0 o o wouepos
e wl oowosz mEss woo sueyrsuo0 Buweg o o s pgeRoHy
wl o oozl uer  wso d /50 o o oo pari A s wED)
soress woued poen sewwe w09 somy
£ ety - 470 A cuzis o5zl oo Buwirg o o o o o on w8
st o1 e NN
w 51 vemsisng oot il o 3 ez on wor POk
o semeisng o s oo wonnbow seteT
0 Zemisno (I o S ssueses 20 e el s wt on ausisung peseys|
o Lemeeng o s o Jowosonpon aeses tngduns
o s osze s o o stpon FFEE ] sorer puet 167 awsz) ot o 0o £ Susnon owen
s s w50 o ssupon oL gwaouny an
i S8 m stp 1 00e cueg 2w 3 s o w
2w sooping om0 00, Bunurig 51500 IN3NEO T3N3 [ve g oo oy % o ay amoon
[ o EGZENS]|
oTeus

oseq ofeuenals



LT4TSI07/60/50

g [N R TR TR TR TR T R T 7 T L L
o [umem owweso
sssor o o o o o o o o o o o wvse  owe  wows  owes | owow  ssewr  soow  uwwr | swww  owwr  aws-  wswr | waawe
o 109 w0y
essoL [
o o o o o o o o o o o o we esn osew wes | eew s wee  wew | men oTm o s
wonmnoes 1304
v v v v v v v v v v v v A Y T S A R ) v
g g g g g g g g g g g g g g 0 5 0 g 0 0 g
o o o o o o o o o o o o wrsoews  ews  ews | ewt e o o o
o o o o o o o o o o o o ST ST ST ST ST ST o @ @ o © © sweby|
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o wnse vonenen pu 51
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o 003 ouruy
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o msy oswe | ww me e e | swe s o o sewiouay
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o mes swe | e mie e e | se ey ° o fosunics
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o wos  oos | owe  owe  owe oooe sois 050
sow | o | s [NSEEEN] 213 TurELOd
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o @sis uTew | wews | wews | wevs | mewe | sevew ewie o ° oset s10m 1500 ang
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o oo o oo usssocid o
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o ez o s suenos g
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o Jey o Jey 59
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o v o e oo
@ @ @ @ @ @ @ @ @ o o o o o o o o o o © © © © e @94 Buued
o o o o o o o o o ° o ° o ° o ° o ° o ° o ° o TS uonismboy Siebo
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o e oo
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o ° s ing e
wszs wer
unuoNzoa
v v v v v v v v v v v v T T W7 v v v v v v ETCE]
G oo
v © © o v © © o v © © o v © © o v © © o v © © o
Sor o o T Tr T O ROILIGGY 0 VoI RO HFES
g TR R R | Wl Rl Wl Wl | R Rl Wl Wl | Rl er el T | T INeRT  OTET e | T e e weon IR
o [umem ouweso
w0 o o o o o o o o o o svs  wwe  ewws  swues | wowe  suwr  swew  wooss | uwse  ewse  ssio- wscos | wmauee
o 109 w0
oL Smonuona
o o o o o o o o o o o o w wwn evw  swe | e mes wse wwie | ogs wson s [
et woremen npsey o4
v v v v v v v v v v v v A S R v oS4 G [N GV T 59013851560
= S
o o o o o o o o o o o o wrsews  ews  ews | et e o o o o o o et
o o o o o o o o o o o o W ww  wew ww | ww wew o o o o ° ° Py
awsz vosenen pus 51
ansos sons e
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o mso swe | ww me oswe e | sws s o sewsouay
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o mo swe | e mie  me e | swe sy o fowuics
oo “19m01
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o @sis uTew | wews  wews o mewe | svew  awie o eset s10m 1500 ang
e oo s o0
ez ez suenos g
Jey Jey )
aeves aeves oo
pocky <o Suurig
soe vty et
o o e
w501 ang durs
unoNzOa
v v v v v v v v v v v v 7 7 N7 v v v v v v oo
s s s s s s s s s s s s v s v s s s s s s
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o w03
o o o o o o o o o o o o usew wesh uss ussn | ussw  ust o o o [
o o o o o o o o o o o o = ww  wmw e | mw e o o ° ausoung pous,
o o o o o o o o o o o o B09'1L5. B09'1L5. B09'1L5. B09'1L5. B09'1L5. B09'1L5. o o o Bussnon e
v v v v v v [
anoon
w © @™ w0 w © @™ w0 " © w w0 " © w w0 " © w w0 " © w w0
S Hory oy T oy Eo TSN TN VoI MO RSV WIGRa
g T BT
i o e s i 010
0 o secorme
015380 = i o Y|
T T I
i e o e T
sois 00 s wos sty [Ea—. [T TS oL ]
saws| 0 g R
T o = sue sy ooy wwsos wse i
arcae w0 vonenen pue 51 [ P P onensen smuory
0 w onoooot oo sl
%0 % aasoos casos o o = aauaeg sy o TR GRS
% “ cavosz somvn P
w %0 o
ooszs wouisd ey P sewisuay
i ppy - 720 o s e woos fouetimos
wow oot 13015
T ot pesea 1031500 TG v W oo =573V
% % arcae NoiLonuLeNoo e ooy o o o o0 on- 3wy LS|
w0 " onocoot
0 % ansoos wrwe s wost [—— o o w0
% w covosz wsw oo sueaneies Bunsig o o wes cepciss
e 0 wose) s wso narso o ° aymemg P s e s
sioos woued et azes  wos spoy
v sy - w0 ey g orze <o oung o o s o "0 o wesiecos
wst o1 - N
W o e siv i ow . Wz o et saeply
o ¢ emroeng ww swe wo by ssen
n oo e o e sueeee oz e o . war o rmp—
o e no o st o Jre— 55011 g ums
o s oze s i o sompon e o s et s woews oz w oo vis susmoroven
Wl s isia w stnpon oL quio awr
aie s e o woo ouag B f ous w o
o sooping o ooy Bz 51500 N3O TEASD vo nos eig N s n anoon,

[ T SAVNETS]

_@._ Traus

oseq ofeuensls



LT4TSI07/60/50

g N B L B L B L Y T e B DL - S L
o |usen oussap
s ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° werer  oswe  sswa | weor s e e | coew st aws  lovees | eeduseo
o 100 v
e oo uoai0id
o o o o o o o o o o o o o ci07 s wen | mei wom ose el w06 w5 s ool
wopno 12 104
T T T T T T T T T T T T T I T O Y 5. A
0 0 0 0 0 0 G 0 G 0 G 0 G G G G g g 0 0
o o o o o o o o o o o o o sis7 sis7 sis7 sis7 ot o o
o o o o o o o o o o o o o @rs.  ews  ews | s ero o o
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o oo wonene pue 6501
3 3 3 3 3 3 o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o oS 590 soueuy
3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 o o o o o o e wee see s el o w67 o o sieusouay|
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o e wee senosen men oL w67 o o fousunon
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o a0 a0 0o 0o e 015719 800
ser | ser  [DIESEEDN 10 wLNEL08
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o ower | e omas oo owasr | oren  o%ces o o s 5103 500 P
3 3 0 3 0 3 0 3 o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o Ieussojcig ol
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o 0 0 69 o 69 swensyo) Bl
3 3 3 3 o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o ser'c o ser'c so|
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o 0 0 i o a6 swoncn
@ @ @ @ @ @ @ @ @ o o o o o o o o o o o o o o 068's 904 Buuad)
@ @ @ @ @ @ @ @ o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o 797 uonismboy Siebo
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o 0 o o o o 0 sususses
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o 3 3 3 o o sz g duss
sz e
0 UONzIE
T T T T T T T T T T T T T L LT 3 T T T T T T LD
TS e
w0 © w w0 w0 © w w0 w0 © w w0 w0 © w w0 w0 © w w0 w0 © w w0
EN Ten Z= T [z E 094 TVROIIAGY T3 903 RO REvD
g R o B o B L L B L L B e B R v S E L e
o |usen ousag
anrese ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ey uew e | semr  seoSi o 9whm | sseTi-  Jwes-  Sw0%  gvse | woduse
o 100 v
arrese sm0guo vl
o o o o o o o o o o o o o si0z meo wen | ewm  wew siew i suws wsve s et
o uopienien pnptsen sos
T T T T T T T T T T T T T E R I L A A PERE G GV [N GV 1390938 51505
0 e
o o o o o o o o o o o o o sis7 sis7 sis7 sis7 ot o o o o o o seBon
o o o o o o o o o o o o o @vsi  ews  ews | WS ero 3 3 o o 3 o susby
oo wogenep pue 6501
a0t 590 o0y
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o e wee sreosen el oy w67 o sieusouqy|
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o e e senosen men oL 8967 0 dousbunuog
aowe a0
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o ower | e omas oo owasr | ooren osces o s 5103 509 P
osr1 o Ieussojcig ol
aec0 aec0 swensyo) Bl
sere s so|
i i swoncn
oS 0.4 Bourig
sor womsnbor sese
o 0 sususses
sz g dums
0 UONzIE
T T T T T T T T T T T T T WS wwvs  SEhe | WEE T T T T T T EED]
5 G 5 G 5 G 5 G 5 G 5 G 5 G G G G G G 0
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o 0 o o weuepog)
o o o o o o o o o o o o o arss s aws | ars o o o et ey
o o o o o o o o o o o o o s e | v o o o aumeun paseus|
3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 [ T o o o usno sowew
B B B z pouES SLINT
oM
w0 © @ w0 w0 © @ o w © @ o w © @ o w © @ o w © @ o
TR T [z T (2 = TSTEINS03 RO Fov5 WS
B Gk TEPR
T ovaze 50007 oo siopeq s jo 3
0 woiq sisdojonsg
015119800 B3 o Y]
O a— = T
= swz uso sebon o
01509 60z woE sueby sou sbwp a0 o) oL TS FrouseM LTIGEA. |
s3vs 5 5 O]
Eeld o = sme b0 oSy o7 sz win
sroae ooz om0 wonene pue 6501 1415 NIV 110 N oooc09 aw0iz Snen son suewsyy
00000} WL 1saew| E X
oonc0s a0t so0 o = soussq busor SSGm ERd ENEIRG S A
aowosz 30NV 14410 OOV IETDISOY NN
oozl
oszor wouded puen azestt ez seuury
woid PPy - o0 fnp cumis sET woos fovstuncg
woec oo w0
B3 oL osaTi et pesc s108 1500 png = T T EEERE e
[ s sroae NOHLONELSNOD v seszore e o e 550 on- v LS|
%0 st aoocons
o e oo0ic0s aesn e wst evorssojoid o0 o o )
o wl oowosz wen woo suensuo buweig o o s pgeRoHy
.z o oozl sec0 %050 d /50 o o oo pari A s wED)
wozor woued poen see w9 somy
T eSO - o s oets oo Buwirg o o o o %0 o w8
ok 5 omonseu NN
wz oo vemsisng 1z sswes ol v ez o wor POk
o semeisng s s0r7 oo vousmboy 5ebe1
0 Zemisno s oL o 0 suousers cn sl el z w7t o ausisung peseys|
o Lemeeng o su 3 v sompon “orz tngduns
o s =3 ES n o stpon [T i puet 0. T 5 %0m vee Susnon owen
s s w50 n ssupon oL gwaouny an
S S8 m stp 1 00e cueg 2w 3 s n w
2w sooping om0 00, Bunurig 51500 IN3NEO T3N3 [ve g oo soqwny % o ay amoon
[ oS EGZENS]|
weus

oseq ofeuenals



LT4TSI07/60/50

g A LT i N T ST ST A N T A 5T A A N DT U A ST U A N DT A e N Y S e ]
o |usen oussap
sz 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 Swome e sswesr  sevver | w0 susH  ewy  messe | woduse
o
sz
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o = ssweT soroL sso7 15 ey
wopno 12 104
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 e e WIon  ewe | W - 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5 0 5 0 0
3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 ety ez 3 3 3 3 3
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 wer'sz wer'sz 0 0 0 0 0
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o oo wonenep, pue 6501
3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 o o o o o ooz 590, soueuiy
3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 seon s | seror e o o sieusouay|
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 leroL  seror | seror  lefol o o fousunon
3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 oo oo 015719 800
| | 10 wLNEL08
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o sz e | eswsw  ewlT o o oseg 5198 - 503 AIMg
3 3 0 3 0 3 0 3 0 3 0 3 0 3 0 o o o o o o s o s Ieussojcig ol
0 0 o 0 o 0 o 0 o 0 o 0 o 0 o 0 o 0 0 0 0 o6 o o6 swensyo) Bl
3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 vt 3 vt 5|
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 el o e swoncn
@ @ @ @ @ @ @ @ @ o o o o o o o o o o o o o o T8t 904 Buuad)
3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 0 3 0 3 0 3 o o o o o o o o o wonsmboy iebe)
3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o 0 o 0 o 0 o 0 o 0 o 0 o o o o 0 sususses
3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 o o o 0 g dums
oomost Ll
= aNIOE
T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T oo eors T T T T T T SO
TS SO
0 ) w w0 0 ) w w0 0 ) w w0 0 ) w w0 0 ) w w0 0 ) w w0
2 Ten Z= T [z E TIH0S4 WROIIGEY 5§01 o™ FevS
g TSR WSR  SE | WSR  WEE SR R | WSR  BEE  WER  WEE | SR WEE  WER  BEE | SR Dene  WUEL  GEwvy | oBE  WWEl. e Gien e numD
o [usen ousag
ursiz 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o seews  eowr  teseer | wsowe e ° s | moauses
o 109 Wi
ursiz
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o vegs mei sere. sl st o o
| [ 12 fenprssy 104
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 T e wler Wi A 054 ONY TN G 390338 51500
5 e
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o ety ez o o o o o o seBon
3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 werss e 3 3 3 o 3 o susby]
oo wonene ue 6501
om0z s90.j souruiy
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o oL seror | seror  secol o sieusouqy|
3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 oL seror | seror  lecol o dousbunuog
ooniz a0
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o ez e | eswse  ereuT o oseg 5108 - 103 AImg
s s Ieussojcig ol
69 69 swensyo) Bl
vt vev's so|
el e swoncn
T8t @94 Buued
oz wonsitoy 9ee)
o 0 sususses
o g dums
= aNIOE
T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T oo eorem T T T T T T SHOoN
5 o 5 o 5 o 5 o 5 o 5 o o o o o 5 o o o o
o 0 o 0 o 0 o 0 o 0 o 0 0 0 0 0 o o 0 0 o weuepog)
3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 st ez 3 o o sy SRy
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o 0w o o o aumeun paseus|
3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 o o oooze  oonoes o o o usno sowew
s s pouES SLINT
TN
w0 © w w0 w0 © w o w 0 o o w 0 o o w 0 o o w 0 o o
e T [z T (2 = TSI N 903 MO HovD WNOBaY
g T TEPR
i sy 50007 oo siopeq s jo 3
ws o " woiq sisdojonsg
UElwnE %07 8015119 59 = T I |
E = o
E 165 uso sebon o
01509 85'ls woE sueby sou sbwp a0 o) oL e FrouseM LTIGEA. |
s 5 0 ]
g oL 0 = snueie Busoio
%0 s stoqe oo oo wonene pue 6501 144 OUOVIYTI0 NI
%0 w om0 %002 o) -
%0 e oooos om0z so0 o = soussq busor SSGE TR N 