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1.1 The report will provide a high-level assessment of the viability of the Fawley Waterside
redevelopment project utilising five alternative development scenarios. The Fawley Waterside
Project involves the clearance and regeneration of a former power station site to create a mixed
use development of up to 1500 dwellings, a significant element of employment uses with
ancillary mixed commercial and leisure uses around a new Marina. The project will also create
new civic and community buildings, public open space and provide a new Primary School.

1.2 The purpose of the assessment is to determine the level of residential development required
to viably support the core regeneration cost of the site. The assessment will inform the decision
as to whether land within the adjacent New Forest National Park is necessary to support the
viability of the wider Power Station redevelopment and the level of Affordable Housing and
infrastructure contribution the development can viably sustain.

1.3 The viability assessment will be undertaken in the context of the requirements of the NPPF
in respect of the imposition of planning obligations in a manner which maintains the economic
viability of development. The assessment will also draw on best practice advice contained in the
Local Housing Delivery Group’s ‘Viability Testing Local Plans’ June 2012 and the RICS guide
‘Financial Viability in Planning’” August 2012. The overall value of the completed development
will be assessed and compared with the total costs. The appraisal will make an allowance for a
reasonable return to the Landowner and a reasonable return to the Developer as required by
the NPPF.



2.1 The NPPF has introduced a new obligation on Local Planning Authorities to consider the impact
of planning policies, affordable housing requirements and infrastructure contributions on the
economic viability of development

2.2 The use of viability models to assess the impact of developer contributions and affordable
housing is widely established and well understood. However it is the approach to the allowance
for a ‘competitive return to a willing landowner’ that will determine how robust the assessment
is.
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2.3 The appraisal model is illustrated by the above diagram and summarises the ‘Development
Equation’. On one side of the equation is the development value ie the sales value which will be
determined by the market at any particular time. The variable element of the value in residential
development appraisal will be determined by the proportion and mix of affordable housing
applied to the scheme.



2.4 On the other side of the equation - the development cost - includes the ‘fixed elements’ ie
construction, fees, finance and developers profit. Developers profit is usually fixed as a minimum
% return on gross development value generally set by the lending institution at the time. The
flexible elements are the cost of land and the amount of developer contribution (CIL and Planning
Obligations) sought by the Local Authority.

2.5 Economic viability is assessed using an industry standard Residual Model approach. The model

subtracts the Land Value and the Fixed Development Costs from the Development Value to
determine the margin available for Developer Contributions.

An example of a typical viability assessment model

2.6 The model will calculate the gross margin available for developer contributions by considering
the following elements of the development equation



2.7 It is generally accepted that developer contributions will be extracted from the uplift in land
value resulting from the grant of planning permission. The residual land value (ie the margin
between development value and development cost including a reasonable allowance for
developers profit) will include a base land value (ie the minimum amount a landowner will accept
to release a site) and a remaining margin for contributions.

Stage 1 — Residual Valuation

2.8 The approach to assessing the land element of the gross residual value is therefore the key to
the robustness of any viability appraisal. There is no single method of establishing threshold land
values for the purpose of viability assessment in planning but the NPPF and emerging best practice
guidance does provide a clear steer on the appropriate approach.

Stage 2 — Establishing Base Land Value

2.9 The NPPF has introduced a more stringent focus on viability in planning considerations. In
particular para 173 states:-

“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 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.”



2.10 The NPPF recognises that, in assessing viability, unless a realistic return is allowed to a
landowner to incentivise release of land, development sites are not going to come forward and
growth will be stifled. The most recent practical advice in establishing benchmark thresholds at
which landowners will release land was produced by the Local Housing Delivery Group
(comprising, inter alia, the Local Government Association, the Homes and Communities Agency
and the House Builders Federation) in June 2012 in response to the NPPF. ‘Viability Testing Local
Plans’ states :-

“Another key feature of a model and its assumptions that requires early discussion will be the Threshold
Land Value that is used to determine the viability of a type of site. This Threshold Land Value should
represent the value at which a typical willing landowner is likely to release land for development, before
payment of taxes (such as capital gains tax)”.

Different approaches to Threshold Land Value are currently used within models, including consideration of:

e Current use value with or without a premium.

e Apportioned percentages of uplift from current use value to residual value.
e Proportion of the development value.

e Comparison with other similar sites (market value).

We recommend that the Threshold Land Value is based on a premium over current use values and credible
alternative use values. The precise figure that should be used as an appropriate premium above current use
value should be determined locally. But it is important that there is evidence that it represents a sufficient
premium to persuade landowners to sell”.
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2.11 The above diagram illustrates the principles involved in establishing a robust benchmark for
land value. Land will have an existing use value (EUV) based on its market value. This is generally
established by comparable evidence of the type of land being assessed (eg agricultural value for
greenfield sites or perhaps industrial value for brownfield sites may be regarded as reasonable
existing use value starting points and may be easily established from comparable market
evidence)

2.12 The Alternative Use Value is established by assessing the gross residual value between
development value and development cost after a reasonable allowance for development profit,
assuming planning permission has been granted. The gross residual value does not make
allowance for the impact of development plan policies on development cost and therefore
represents the maximum potential value of land that landowners may aspire to.

2.13 In order to establish a benchmark land value for the purpose of viability appraisal, it must be
recognised that Local Authorities will have a reasonable expectation that, in granting planning
permission, the resultant development will yield contributions towards infrastructure and
affordable housing. The cost of these contributions will increase the development cost and
therefore reduce the residual value available to pay for the land.

2.14 The appropriate benchmark value will therefore lie somewhere between existing use value
and gross residual value based on alternative planning permission. This will of course vary
significantly dependent on the category of development being assessed

2.15 The key part of this process is establishing the point on this scale that balances a reasonable
return to the landowner beyond existing use value and a reasonable margin to allow for
infrastructure and affordable housing contributions to the Local Authority.

2.16 We have given careful consideration to how the Threshold Land Value (ie the premium over
existing use value) should be established.

2.17 We have concluded that adopting a fixed % over existing value is inappropriate because the
premium is tied solely to existing value — which will often be very low - rather than balancing the
reasonable return aspirations of the landowner to pursue a return based on alternative use as
required by the NPPF. Landowners are generally aware of what their land is worth with the
benefit of planning permission. Therefore a fixed % uplift over existing use value will not generally
be reflective of market conditions and may not be a realistic method of establishing threshold
land value.

2.18 We believe that the uplift in value resulting from planning permission should effectively be
shared between the landowner (as a reasonable return to incentivise the release of land) and the
Local Authority (as a margin to enable infrastructure and affordable housing contributions). The
% share of the uplift will vary dependent on the particular approach of each Authority but based
on our experience the landowner will expect a minimum of 50% of the uplift in order for sites to
be released. Generally, if a landowner believes the Local Authority is gaining greater benefit than
he is, he is unlikely to release the site and will wait for a change in planning policy. We therefore
consider that a 50:50 split is a reasonable benchmark and will generate base land values that are
fair to both landowners and the Local Authority.



The Shinfield Appeal Decision in Wokingham (APP/X0360/A/12/2179141) in January 2013 has

J

provided clear support for this approach to establishing a ‘reasonable return the landowner
under the requirements of the NPPF. The case revolved around the level of affordable housing
and developer contributions that could be reasonably required and in turn the decision hinged
on the land value allowed to the applicant as a ‘reasonable return’ to incentivise release of the
site. The Inspector held that the appropriate approach to establishing the benchmark or
threshold land value would be to split the uplift in value resulting from planning permission for
the Alternative Use - 50:50 between landowner and the community.

The Threshold Land Value is established as follows :-
Existing Use Value + % Share Of Uplift from Planning Permission = Threshold Land Value

2.19 The resultant threshold values are then checked against market comparable evidence of land
transactions in the Authority’s area by our valuation team to ensure they are realistic. We believe
this is a robust approach which is demonstrably fair to landowners and more importantly an
approach which has been accepted in viability studies we have presented at CIL and Local Plan
Examinations.
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3.1 A series of development scenarios have been tested to cover both low and high density
residential redevelopment of the Power Station Site and potential low density residential
development extending into the National Park on land known as ‘Tom Tiddlers’. For each scenario,
a level of supporting commercial development was also assessed and the overall viability
calculated.

3.2 The Scenarios range from the Fawley Waterside main proposal, which includes residential
development within the National Park to a high density residential solution within the Power
Station boundary to determine how much high rise apartment development would be necessary
to avoid the need to build houses in the National Park. The Scenarios are set out below.

Scenario 1 — The Fawley Waterside Proposal
Residential — 1500 Dwellings
200 2-3 Storey Houses (120 within the National Park)

1069 Low Rise Apartments
231 High Rise Apartments

Commercial

Industrial 30375sgm
Offices 16000sgm
Retail 8500sgm
Marina 75 Berths

Scenario 2 — The Fawley Waterside Proposal. Supporting Open Space and Infrastructure but no
Housing in the National Park.

Residential - 1380 Dwellings
80 2-3 Storey Houses

1069 Low Rise Apartments
231 High Rise Apartments

Commercial

Industrial 30375sgqm
Offices 16000sgm
Retail 8500sgm
Marina 75 Berths



Scenario 3 — Minimum Power Station Redevelopment. All Development including supporting
Open Space and Infrastructure within NFDC, No Development in the National Park.

Residential — 657 Dwellings

110 2-3 Storey Houses
450 Low Rise Apartments
97 High Rise Apartments

Commercial

Offices 8464qm
Retail 8500sgm
Marina 40 Berths

Scenario 4 — Development Replacing Offices with Apartments, No Housing in National Park)
Residential — 1522 Dwellings
80 2-3 Storey Houses

1211 Low Rise Apartments
231 High Rise Apartments

Commercial

Industrial 30375sgm
Retail 8500sgm
Marina 75 Berths

Scenario 5 — High Density Apartments within NFDC, No Housing in the National Park)
Residential — 3930 Dwellings

550 Low Rise Apartments
3380 High Rise Apartments

Commercial

Industrial 30375sgqm
Offices 16000sgm
Retail 8500sgm
Marina 75 Berths

These scenarios are all set out in the viability appraisals at Appendix |



3.3 The applicant has proposed a series of residential and commercial sales values for the project.
These values have been considered by HEB Chartered Surveyors and all values exceed those
adopted in the recent Whole Plan Viability Study. As such the proposed values set out below are
considered to represent reasonable assumptions for the viability assessment.

Residential £4304 sqm (£400sqft)

Industrial £1153sgm
Office £3075sgm
Retail £3075sgm
Marina £100,000 per berth

3.4 The NPPF requires that, for the purpose of ensuring economically viable development, the
land value in any viability appraisal should reflect a competitive return to the landowner. Best
practice guidance recommends that this should represent either a significant premium over
existing use value, the alternative use value or market value taking account of planning policy
impacts.

3.5 In this case a residual land value and benchmark approach is considered inappropriate due
the highly complex nature of the project and potential deficit resulting from the abnormal
construction and infrastructure costs. Inthe recent Whole Plan Viability Study undertaken for the
Council by NCS, existing land use values of £1.2 Million per Ha for brownfield land and £20,000
per Ha for greenfield land were adopted. If these figures were applied to the 134Ha mixed
brownfield and greenfield Power Station site an unrealistically high land value of £60.5 Million
would result which does not make a proper allowance for the abnormal costs of bringing the site
back into productive use. Therefore the purchase price paid by Fawley Waterside of £25 Million
has been deemed to be a reasonable allowance for the purpose of the appraisals.

3.6 The construction rates adopted in the appraisals are based on the Construction Cost Study
undertaken by Gleeds in November 2016 to support the Council’s Whole Plan Viability Study have
been adopted.

3.7 The projected construction rates reflect allowances for external works, drainage, servicing
preliminaries and contractor’s overhead and profit. An additional Gross:Net floorspace allowance
of approximately 15% has been made for the non-revenue earning areas of the apartment blocks
(stairwells, corridors, lifts etc).The viability assessment includes an industry standard 5%
allowance for new build construction contingencies.
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3.8 The construction cost calculations for the residential development scenarios are set out

below.

Scenario 1 1500 Units
Net
No. Floorspace | Gross Cost Rate
Type Units Sgm Floorspace Sgm Total
2-3 Storey Houses 200 56393 56393 £1,030 £58,084,790
Low Rise apartments 1069 | 103414 121664 £1,511 | £183,834,304
High Rise Apartments 231 22394 26346 £1,740 £45,842,040

182201

204403

£287,761,134

Scenario 2 1380 Units
Net
No. Floorspace | Gross Cost Rate
Type Units Sgm Floorspace Sgm Total
2-3 Storey Houses 80 22566 22566 £1,030 £23,242,980
Low Rise apartments 1069 | 103414 121664 £1,511 | £183,834,304
High Rise Apartments 231 22394 26346 £1,740 £45,842,040

1380 148374 170576 £252,919,324

Scenario 3 657 Units
Net

No. Floorspace | Gross Cost Rate
Type Units Sgm Floorspace Sgm Total
2-3 Storey Houses 110 31020 31020 £1,030 £31,950,600
Low Rise apartments 450 43514 51192 £1,511 £77,351,112
High Rise Apartments 97 9423 11085 £1,740 £19,287,900

657 83957 93297 £128,589,612
Scenario 4 1522 Units
Net
No. Floorspace | Gross Cost Rate
Type Units Sgm Floorspace Sgm Total
2-3 Storey Houses 80 22566 22566 £1,030 £23,242,980
Low Rise apartments 1211 | 117014 137664 £1,511 | £208,010,304
High Rise Apartments 231 22394 26346 £1,740 £45,842,040
1522 161974 186576 £277,095,324
Scenario 5 3930 Units
Net
No. Floorspace | Gross Cost Rate
Type Units Sgm Floorspace Sgm Total
2-3 Storey Houses 0 0 0 £1,030 £0
Low Rise apartments 550 52800 60720 £1,511 £91,747,920
High Rise Apartments 3380 | 324480 373152 £1,740 | £649,284,480
3930 377280 433872 £741,032,400
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3.9 The adopted commercial construction rates are as follows

Commercial Construction

Rates Eta)tstté per
Gleeds Rates at Nov 2016 Sgm

Industrial £774
Offices £1608
General Retail £1017

truction Costs

3.10 The build cost rates outlined above are for standard construction. There are a number of
abnormal construction and infrastructure costs associated with the development of this site,
itemised as follows, with a total estimated cost of £134,808,000. The principal cost of £65 Million
is related to the conversion works required to the existing power station and its associated
structures to create underground car parking and to raise the ground level of the site for flood
resilience. These are the cost estimates prepared by Fawley Waterside and their consultants and
are considered reasonable for a highly complex remediation and regeneration project of this
nature.

Abnormal Development Costs

Demolition £1,645,840
Remediation and Below Ground Works £12,769,084
General Earthworks £11,253,470
Marina Dock Construction £19,129,903
On Site Infrastructure £26,250,000
Off-site Infrastructure £12,904,525
NW Highway Connection £4,000,000
Basements £65,000,000
Garages £800,000
Town Square Pavilion £1,000,000
Market Building £2,000,000
Town Hall and Public Services Buildings £4,305,600

Total £161,058,000 ‘

3.11 These abnormal costs are significantly reduced to in Scenario 3 to £88 Million (the minimum
development test) to reflect the reduction in infrastructure and facilities provision.
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3.12 Fee and other cost calculations are based on the following allowances for professional fees,
legal fees, planning fees, Building Regulation fees, Warranties and Sales and Marketing costs.

Professional Fees @ 8.0% | Build Cost
Legal Fees 0.5% | Market Value
Statutory Fees 1.1% | Build Cost
Sales/Marketing Costs 3.0% | Market Value

3.13 An allowance of 5% fixed interest costs over the construction period has been made to reflect
current lending rates for speculative development.

3.14 It is estimated that the scheme will take around 15 years to complete if market conditions
remain stable. The Viability model calculates finance payments based on an assumption that
residential and abnormal costs be carried for an average of 24 months with an additional sales
allowance of 6 months and commercial development carried for 12 months with a 3 month sale
period.

3.15 Developers profit is generally fixed as a % return on gross development value or return on
the cost of development to reflect the developer’s risk. In current market conditions, and based
on the prevailing lending conditions of the financial institutions, a 20% return on GDV is generally
used as a minimum industry standard in residential viability appraisals to reflect speculative risk.
A reduced ‘contractor only’ profit allowance of 6% is applied to any affordable housing element
(where applicable) to reflect the reduced sales risk for property that is effectively ‘pre-sold’.

3.16 Commercial Development profit allowance has been reduced to 17.5% on the basis that
much of the space is likely to be pre-sold or pre-let and therefore carries less risk

3.17 The following assumptions have been made in respect of Affordable Housing delivery on all
of the development scenarios. The overall target of 35% is made up of 26% Intermediate Tenure
and 74% Affordable Rent tenure.
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Proportion %

Tenure Mix %

Affordable
Intermediate Social Rent Rent
Affordable Housing | 35% 26% 74%
Transfer Values 70% 50%

3.18 The appraisal makes allowance for£39,250,000 of on-site infrastructure and off-site S106

contributions based on the following assumptions.

$106 Infrastructure Contributions

On Site Infrastructure £26,250,000
Primary School £6,000,000
Saline Lagoon £4,000,000
SANGs £3,000,000

Total £13,000,000

3.19 ltis assumed that no Community Infrastructure Levy charges will be applied to the scheme.
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4.1 The individual Stage One residential and commercial viability assessments are set

Appendices | and Il. The results of the 5 scenario tests are set out in the table below.

Fawley Waterside Stage One Viability Assessment Results

Scenario

Residential
Units

Commercial

Floorspace

Abnormal
Costs &

Infrastructure

Residential
Viability

Commercial
Viability

out in

Net
Viability

Scenario 1 1500 54875sqm £137,208,242 -£46,855,095 £30,445,666 -£16,409,429
Scenario 2 1380 54875sqm £134,808,242 -£101,414,257 £30,445,666 -£70,968,591
Scenario 3 657 16964sgm £88,074,902 -£82,547,689 £15,655,221 -£66,892,468
Scenario 4 1522 38875sgqm £134,808,242 -£91,139,340 £21,849,780 -£69,289,560
Scenario 5 3930 54875sqm £137,208,242 -£30,452,098 £30,455,666 £3,568

4.2 The residential assessments all demonstrated negative viability to different extents, reflecting
the high level of abnormal construction and infrastructure costs accounted for in the tests. The
commercial tests effectively determined the profit bonus attributable to the commercial
elements of the scheme (these tests did not include any land cost, abnormal cost allowances or
$106 contributions).

4.3 Scenario 5 (Appendix | page 24) was undertaken as a largely academic exercise to determine
the amount of high density residential development within the Power Station site that would be
required to make the project viable without any development encroaching into the National Park.
High rise apartment construction incurs disproportionately high construction costs compared
with low rise development. The results indicated that 3930 apartments would be needed to reach
a viability balance. At this level of density apartment blocks would be in excess of 20 storeys and
this scenario may therefore be regarded as unrealistic.

4.4 Of the remaining scenarios it is considered that only Scenario 1 (Appendix |, page 20) based
on the proposals currently being put forward by Fawley Waterside for 1500 dwellings including
120 units in the National park, is deliverable. Scenario 1 indicates overall negative viability of -£16
Million. However viewed in context with the overall project value of £786 Million, this represents
only 2% of the overall value to the extent that Fawley Waterside should be able to take a view of
development profit, construction costs and contingencies and value forecasts to enable the
project to proceed.
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4.5 The remaining scenarios 2, 3 and 4 (Appendix 1 Pages 21-23) all demonstrate significant
negative viability of between 11- 19% of project value to the point where they may be considered
undeliverable.

4.6 In light of the negative viability results demonstrated by the 5 Stage One development
scenarios tested above some additional tests were undertaken as follows :-

Scenario 1A — Amended Fawley Waterside Proposal

In order to improve the overall viability position the proposals put forward by Fawley Waterside
were varied so that £6.3 Million of abnormal costs were removed for ‘civic buildings’. These were
added into the commercial development element as community buildings with both cost and
value ascribed to them. The scenario was then re-tested based on the following assumptions and
is set out at Appendix Ill.

Residential — 1500 Dwellings
200 2-3 Storey Houses (120 within the National Park)

1069 Low Rise Apartments
231 High Rise Apartments

Commercial

Industrial 30375sgm
Offices 16000sgm
Retail 8500sgm
Community 2000sgm
Marina 75 Berths

Scenario 1B — The Fawley Waterside Proposal (with Policy Compliant Development in the
National Park)

In order to test the impact of making any housing development in the National Park policy
compliant, the Fawley waterside Scenario 1 proposal was re-tested, restricting housing units
within the National park area to 100sgm and applying a 50% Affordable Housing requirement.

Residential — 1500 Dwellings

120 Policy Compliant 2 Storey Houses (100sgm at 50% Affordable Provision)
80 2-3 Storey Houses in Power Station Area

1069 Low Rise Apartments

231 High Rise Apartments
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Commercial

Industrial 30375sgm
Offices 16000sgm
Retail 8500sgm
Marina 75 Berths

Scenario 1C - Policy Compliant Development in the National Park required to make overall
scheme viable.

This scenario tested the amount of 100sgm houses required at 50% Affordable provision to bring
the overall development into positive viability (ie to reduce the £16.4 Million deficit identified in
the Stage 1 Scenario 1 Test)

Residential — 1685 Dwellings

305 Policy Compliant 2 Storey Houses (100sgm at 50% Affordable Provision)
80 2-3 Storey Houses

1069 Low Rise Apartments

231 High Rise Apartments

Commercial

Industrial 30375sgm
Offices 16000sgm
Retail 8500sgm
Marina 75 Berths

4.7 The results of the Stage 2 Scenario Tests are set out below.

Fawley Waterside Stage 2 Viability Assessment Results

Abnormal
Scenario Residential Commercial Costs & Residential Commercial Net
Units Floorspace Infrastructure Viability Viability Viability
Scenario 1A 1500 56875sgm £130,642,902 -£39,293,147 £31,399,711 -£7,893,436
Scenario 1B 1500 54875sgm £134,808,242 -£82,945,081 £30,445,666 -£52,489,415
Scenario 1C 1685 54875sqm £134,808,242 -£30,342,060 £30,455,666 £113,606

17




5.1 The very significant level of abnormal development cost (£161 Million) connected with the
regeneration of Fawley Waterside renders most of the development scenario options considered
by the study, economically unviable.

5.2 Within the Stage One tests, only Scenario 1 (Appendix |, page 20) based on the proposals
currently being put forward by Fawley Waterside for 1500 dwellings including 120 large housing
units in the National Park at 35% Affordable Housing delivery, was deemed to be deliverable.

5.3 The Stage Two tests were undertaken to look at variations to the Fawley waterside proposal
for 1500 dwellings and to determine the impact of policy compliance for any housing permitted
in the National Park. The reduction of the abnormal costs in Scenario 1A in tandem with the
addition of revenue allowance for the community building element reduced overall negative
viability to -£7.8 Million which represents less than 1% of the overall project value and may be
regarded as acceptable in context of overall development viability and delivery.

5.4 The introduction of Policy Compliant housing not exceeding 100sqm in size in tandem with
50% Affordable Housing provision for the 120 units proposed in the National Park increased
negative viability by £36 Million from -£16.4 Million to -£52.4 Million.

5.5 Scenario 1C indicated that 305 Policy Compliant (100sgm houses at 50% Affordable Provision)
would be required within the National Park to make the overall project positively viable.

5.6 The final conclusion remains that some development within the National Park is required to

achieve a viable scheme. This could be in the form of 120 larger market houses or an increased
number of smaller homes of which 50% are affordable.
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Stage One Residential Viability
Appraisals

Scenario 1 — 1500 Dwellings inc National Park
Scenario 2 — 1380 Dwellings NFDC Only
Scenario 3 — 657 Dwellings NFDC Only
Scenario 4 — 1522 Dwellings NFDC Only
Scenario 5 — 3930 High Density Apartments, NFDC Only
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Ferwiey Waterside Scenario 2
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3. 0ot Construction Cost

Of perunit
I:IIE persqm Market Housin

24 utiantih Construckion it Sale Viid

VIABILITY MARGIN -£101,414,257
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Residential Viability Appraisal

Fewiey Walterside Scenario 3
1243

Apartments 34052 |=gm 4304)€ persgm £D
Hemises 20163 |=gm S04 persgm £D

AFFORDABLE HOUSING Totad Market Housing Value £233,341 3604
|Intermediate Houses I '."Dﬁln‘rﬂpmmrt:twuz
AFI'I:I'DEHIS 4434 =g 3r 8 E persqm £13 338,733
Houses 2823|=gm 3042 8 £ persqm £8,%09,134
Totad Intenmediats Affordable Housing Value £21 B63 BO0y

5oc=a Rent Houzes Emopm Market Vakie

Apartments E:qm 1721 6 £ parsqm ED
Houses o =gm 1ITH B E persgm ED
Tatal Socisl Rent Affordabie Housing Value £y
| Artorasble Rent Houses nmpmmrutwm
Apartments Eqm 2172 £ persgm £39,514,952
Houses BO34]sgm 172 £ persgm £17,259,168
Total Affordable Rent Housing Value
Total Development Value

DEVELOPMENT CO5TS

JLAND COS5TS Net Site Arsa Markst Housi & Land Aren Affordable Hous F Land Anes
—— = —

lMﬂttII!ELﬂ'ld'ﬂ'ﬂluE £l F-EI'HI Todnl Market Lamd ¥abue| El

MH.IEIJIHI'IA!M £ P-EI'HII TG'H.A:I'I'HSE Land Yakue E

3.0% Purchasers Costs Purchasers Costs £1 250,
JCORETROCTION COsTS Total Land lﬁl E,Eﬁ
Apartments E2I77 =gm O£ perzgm ED
Houses 1020 sgn Oj persqm ED

I]IE
B.0%jor Construction Cost
0.3%Jor Gross Development Value
1.1%}of Construction Cost

2.0%]or Market Units Value
3. 0% |or Construction Cost

OfE perunit
I:I|E persqm Market Housin

24 Iulianth Construction hith Sale Vinid

VIABILITY MARGIN -£82,547,689
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Ferwiey Waterside Scenario 4
[
Ryl reenfield, Browntisid or H.uu.nlj
1322 Tiotal Units
333 Affordable u-ui:
el o A - :
Houses 13668]sgm Z303]E persqm £0
|intermediate Housss | mln-rc-pm Msrat Vals
Apartments Eqm 30128 £ persqm £35,720,381
Houses 2033|=gm 3012.8 £ persqm £6,155,278
Total Intermediats Affordabie Housing Value £44 405 5504
Jsocial Bent Houses [=]oropenmanet vae
Apartments Esqm 1721 6 £ persqm £0
Houses 0 sgm 1721 6 £ persqm £0
Tatal Sodal Rent Affordabie Housing Value i |
atordatie Rent Howses [ 30%] of Open Market vakue
Apartments Eqm 2132 £ persqm £77,702,264
Houses 3845 =gm HMIEE persqm £47 578,440
Total Affordabie Rent Housing Value
Total Development Value
DEVELOPMENT COSTS
JLAND cOSTS Biet Site Arem Mtarket Howsine Land Ares mdu
Jraeriet bisz Land value £0]per Ha Total mmﬂumvuuzg
asrordanie Hez Land value ED|per Ha Total AfT Heg Land Value £
3.0% Purchasers Costs Purchesers Costs £1. 250,
[COMSTROC TIOH COsTe 1
Apartments 164010 sgm EE persqm £0
Houses 22966 mym O] per=qm £D

[ B.0%|or Construction Cost
0.3%]of Gross Development Yalue
1.2%}of Construction Cost
2.0%|of Market Units Value

3 O |of Construction Cost

OJE per unit
I:I|E per sqm Marke
3.0%]| 24[Maonth Construction

L 0% of Total Costs
=5

t Housin

VIABILITY MARGIN

-£91,139,340
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Residential Viability Appraisal

Ferwiey Waterside Scenario 3
Apartments 243232]=m 4304 per sqm £D
Houzes 0=z 4304 par sqm £0
AFFORDABLE HOUSING Totsl Market Housing value  £1,055,478,528{
|Intermediate Houses I '."Bﬂilnd'cupm Market Vale
Apartments 34332 s 3012 8 £ persqm £103 436,896
Houses 0sgem 3012 8 £ persqm £D
Total Intermediats Affordable Housing Value £103,436 8064
[5ocial Bent Houses [—___#55] o open Market voiue
Apartments s 17216 £ persqm £D
Houses 0f=gm 17216 £ persqm £D
Total Sacial Rent Affordabie Housing Value £
attordstile Rent Houses [ 30%] o Open Market v
Apartments 577165 2132 £ persqm £210,383,799
Houzes O=gm 2432 £ parsqm £0
Total Affordabie Rent Housing Value
Total Development Value
DEVELOPMENT CO5TS
JLAND COSTS et Site Srem Market Housing Land Ares Afforoable Housing Land Ares
C=o L= i
|Merint bisz Land Value E0]per Ha Totnl Market Land Value £
|Aftordanis Hex Land Value E0|peer H Tital AfT Heg Lanc Value £
3.0% Purchasers Costs Purchasers Costs £1 250,
JCORSTROCTION COSTS Total Land lﬁl %’Eﬁ
Apartments 164010 s o} per sqm £D
Houses I2366 sgm OjE persqm ED

o]
B.0%]or Construction Cost
0.3% Jof Sross Development Value
1. 1% }of Construction Cost

2.0% Jof Markst Units Value
3. 0% Jof Construction Cost

I:I|E perunit
1] 3 persgm Plarke!

t Housin|

honth Construction

MAth Sale Vioid

VIABILITY MARGIN

-£30,452,058
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Commercial Viability Appraisals

Commercial Appraisal In Connection with Residential Scenarios 1/2/5
Commercial Appraisal In Connection with Residential Scenario 3
Commercial Appraisal In Connection with Residential Scenario 4
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Development Losts
Land
Indwstrial
Dffice

Food Retail
Other Retail
Residential Inst
Hotels
Cormimunity
Leiure
Agricultural

[o]

0

Construction
Induestrizl

Food Retail
Other Retail
Residential Inst

Community
Leisure

fericultural

Abrormial Costs
Professional Fees @
Legal Fees
. y Fees
SalecMarketing Costs
Contingendes
Planning Dbligations
CIL

Interest &
Arrangement Fee
Development Profit

VIALDILIE T WMIARDIN

Commercial Viability Appraisal

Fawley Waternide Scenano 1 and 2

Brownfizid |Greenfieid or Browntieid

a Ha

=TI m Totsl Floorspace

Sales Value

0
0
1]
o
o]
0
1]
o
o]
0
o
|
Site Mrem Larad Value
o= O}z per Ha
(1] 2 DiPﬂ'Hﬂ
[T B O] per Ha
[ B U] per Ha
[ B U] per Ha
(1] 2 DiPﬂ'Hﬂ
[ B O] per Ha
Ha Of= per Ha
Ha U] per Ha
Ha Oj< per Ha
Ha O] per Ha
Total Land Cost,
Stamp Duty Land Tox| T
Gross Internal Area Construction Rate CIL Rate
=qm £ per sqm [1]
1 sqm 1608]< per sqm 0
sqm £ per sqm [1]
B sqm 1017« per sqm []
=qm UJ£ persqm [1]
sqm Of< per sqm 0
sqm UJ£ persqgm [1]
sqm D¢ per sqm []
=qm UJ£ persqm [1]
sqm OJ< per sqm [1]
5c|m uipersqm Li]
Total Construction Cost]
o]
[ 8.0 of Construction Cast
W of Gnoss Development Value
[ OB of Construction Cast
[ Z.0%|or Groms Deveinpment vaiue
[ 5.0 of Construction Cast
Of< persqgm
5.0%] 12 Mesit it Emuﬁm
T 0| o Totail Costs

1. ﬁlur Gross Development Value

£23 510,250
£25 728,000
0

£8 644 500

£2 B9a

£2 216,105
£1,267 52
£21 BO5 BY

Total Costs - l-‘"- E I-"-' “ ]

£30,045 666
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Commercial Viability Appraisal

U
0
1]
0
1]
0
0
0
1]
0
i
1
Uevelopment Losts
Land Site Area Land Value
Industria] [ O O]= per 1= i
Office HHa UJ perHa i
Food Retail [ D= perHa i
Other Retail [ -] U] per Ha i
Residential knst W Ha UJ< perHa i
Hotels (feas Uj perHa i
Cosrmimunity 1 - U] per Ha i
Lrisiane Ha OJ< per Ha 0
Apricultural Ha U] per Ha i
[u} Ha i) iPerHu i
0 Ha Ol per Ha 0
Total Land Cost 2
Construction ‘Stamp Duty Land Tax T Fi
Grosx Internal Area Construction Rate CIL Rate
Industrizl sqm £ per sqm [1] 0
Office BaGdYsqm 1608} per sqm [1] £13 610
Food Retail sqm £ per sqm [1] i
Other Retail B sqm 101 7)< per sqm [1] £8 644 500
Residential Inst sqm UJE persqm [1] i
Hotels sqm OJ< per sqm [1] i
Cormmunity sqm Ul per sqm [1] i
Leisiore sqm D& persqm [1] i
Apricultural sqm Ul per sqm [1] i
Q sqm OJ< per sqm [1] i
a sqm D¢ persqm i) i
Total Construction Lost] L2223 30,012
Abnormial Costs 1] ELH
Ileﬁ&:imal Fees @ [ B0 of Construction Cast £1 7B, 368
Legal Fees [ 0.5%of Gross Development Vaiue £264,25
Statutory Fees [ .59 of Construction Cast £133
Sabes/Marketing Costs [ Z0%or Grss Deveiopment vaiue £1 057 026
Continpendes [ 505 o Construction Cost £1112 73
Planning Obligations OJ< per sqm i
CIL 0
Iterest @ 5.0 12| bhceth Buiid Emu‘m EB5E, 010
Arrangement Fee T 0| o Totil Costs £48B,5
Development Profit 1?.E|urmnewbpmutmm £9 248 980

VIABILITT MARLDIN

Totat Custs [—F37. 16107

£15 655,221
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Uevelopment Losts
Land

Industrial

Office

Food Retail

Other Retail

Residential Inst

Hotels

Community

Leisure

Agriculturzl

Abnormial Costs
Professionzl Feas @
Legal Fees
- =
SabesMarketing Costs
Contingendes
Planning Obligations
CIL

Interest &
Arrangement Fee
Dewvelopment Profit

VIABILITT NMIARKDIN

Commercial Viability Appraisal

[ = =] = =] = o] o o] o o] o

£Pﬂ'Hu
£ par Ha
£ per Ha
£ per Ha
£ per Ha
£ per Ha
£ per Ha
£ per Ha
£Pﬂ'Hu

[ o] o o] o o o o o] o o]

Total Land Cost

Stamp Duty Lond Tax| T

Construction Rate CIL Rate=

ipﬂ'sqm

1608)< per sgm

iPﬂ'SqI'FI

1017 )£ per sqm

£P:r5|:|m

iPﬂ'SqI'FI

iF\ﬂ'SqI'FI

ip:rsqm

£P:r5|:|m

o
0
1]
D& per sqm
1]
o
u

£ per sqm
Total Construction

gl:ﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂ

[ 0% of Construction Cost
[ 0.5%]er Sross Deveiopment Vakue
[ .59 of Construction Cast
[ 2 0%|orsross Deveiopment value
[ 5.5 of Construction Cast

O£ per sqm

5.0

W ) S

T

iof Total Costs

17, Elur Gross Development Vaise

Total Costs [—¥53 52037

£23,510

£8,644, 50

£2 572 380
£376,996
£1032,920
£1,507,983
£1 607,733

1

£1.336,05
E705,6

£13 194 84

£21 B0, 780
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Stage Two Residential Viability
Appraisals

Scenario 1a — 1500 Dwellings inc National Park,
Reduced Abnormal Costs

Scenario 1b Scenario 1b — 1500 Dwellings
1380 units within NFDC Area,
120 Dwellings within National Park Housing all Policy Compliant

Scenario 1c — 1685 Dwellings

1380 units within NFDC area,
305 Dwellings within National Park Housing all Policy Compliant
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J5ocial Rent Houses

Apartments

|ATTordable Rent Houses

Apartments

Sales Value

36633]sgm 4304E persgm 3]
Total Market Housing Value £508, 722 T4
| mlnfc-pm Market Vakue
11435 sgm 3012 8 £ persgm £34,493,347
Eqm 3012 8 £ persgm £175,461,650
Total Intermediate Affordable Housing Value £49 955 237
mnﬂ)pﬂ\ Market Vakue
Of=gm 1724 6 £ persgm E0
Esqm 1721 6 £ persgm E0
Taotal Socal Rent Affordable Housing Value i, |
nfc-p:n Market Vake
Eqm 2132 £ persqm £70,120,768
14506 sgm 2132 £ persgm £31432,112
Tokal Affordabie Rent Housing Value £104,5

Total Development Valuel  £o61, 150 537

DEVELOPMENT CO5TS
JLAND cOSTS Hiet Site Anes Market Houwsine Land Ares bie Housing Land Ares
— T s
Jrarket Hsg Land Value Eljper Ha Todnal Market Land ¥alue £
|Affordaties Heg Land Yalkue ED|per Ha Total AT Hag Land Yakue £
2.0% Purchasers Costs Purchasers Costs £1 250,
[CORSTROCTION COGTS Total Land ﬁl g,EE
Apartments 14B040 =ym ofe persgm £D
Houses JE3I53 sgm D€ persgm ED

Total Construction Cost] ™ E287, TEL T

IJIE
B.0%ejor Construction Cost
0.3%Jor Gross Development Walue
1 1%}of Construction Cost

2.0%]of Market Units Value
3 (% |or Construction Cost

DJE perunit
I:I|E per sqm Market Housin

VIABILITY MARGIN

3.0%] 23[anth Construction Mth Sale void
L 0% of Tatal Costs
T GOV Af Housing— BRa]Build Costs
Total Costs

-£39,293,147
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Residential Viability Appraisal
me::dz Scenario 18
Fsadusl reenfizid, Brmnl‘iﬂdm'ﬂ.u'ﬂ.nl:

1320 Total Units

483 Affordable Linits

Apartments £1773|sgm £304)¢ persgm ED
Houses 13568 sgm S04 persgm ED

AFFORDABLE HOUSING Total Market Housing Value £415,090,672)
|Intermediate Hounes I '."Dﬂiln'rcupﬂ'\ Market Value
Apartments 11885]=gm 30128 £ persgm £34,433,347
Houses 2033 =gm TR E persgm £8,183,778
Totad Intermediabe Affordabie Housing Value £40,678 E264

sociad R=nt Houzes ﬂn‘l‘ﬂpﬂ\ Market Value

Apartments Eqm 172 £ parsqm ED
Houses Oj=gm 17116 £ persgm EDi
Total Social Rent Affordabile Housing Value £

|ATTordsble Rent Houses: B‘I'CIFEI’\KHI‘I.EE Value
A.Fl'tlnﬂﬂs Eq'ﬂ HIZE persgm £70,120,768
Houses 5845 sgem 2132 £ persgm £12 578,440
Total Affordable Rent Housing Value
Total Development Value

DEVELOPMENT CO5TS
JLAND COSTS et Site Area Markst Housing Land Ares Affordable Housing Land Ar=s
——— = —

|arket Hsg Land Value E0{per Ha Totnal Market Land ¥alue E
|affordanie Hyg Land valkie E0{per Ha Total AST Hig Land valkue E
3.0% Purchasers Costs Purchasers Costs £1_250,
[CORSTROCTION CosT s
-
Apartments 154010 s 0} persgm ED
Houses 22366 sgm OfE persgm ED

IJIE
B.0%|or Construction Cost
0.3%{0f Gross Development Value
1 #%}of Construction Cost

2.0%]of Market Units Value
3 0% |of Construckion Cost

Oj perunit
I:I|E persqm Market Housin,

24 [stonth Construction Fofth Sake Vinid

VIABILITY MARGIN -£101,414,257
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Apartments 0]=gm 4304)¢ per sqm £D
Houses 5000]sgm 3304]E per sqm £D
AFFORDABLE HDUSING Total Market Housing Value £25,824, D00y
Intermediate Houses I '."Bhlnftlpmhlurtzt'\l‘nh:
Apartments 0]=gm 3028 £ persqm £D
Houses 1360]sgm 3028 £ persqm £4,699,968
Total Intermediate Affordable Housing Value £4, 699 SGEY
Jsocist Rent Bouses mnﬂ)pﬂ\ Market Vake
Apartments 0]=gm ATH.E £ parsqm £D
Houses 0]=gm ATHLE £ persqm £D)
Total Socal Rent Affordable HﬂlﬂinE Value £y
|ATfordabie Rent Houses BTDFEI’\NHI‘I.EI:WNE
Apartments Dj=gm 2132 £ persgm ED
Houses 3330]=qm 2192 £ persqm £5,334,880
Total Affordabie Rent HC|I.I5iHE Value
Total Development value
DEVELOPMENT COS5TS
JLAND COSTS et Site Anes Market Housing Land Ares ble Housing Land Anes
— _— _—
Jrarket Hsg Land Value Eljper Ha Total Markst Land Yake E|
|Affordaties Heg Land Yalkue ED|per Ha Total AT Hag Land Yakue E|
a0% Purchasers Costs Purchasers Costs
JCONSTROCTION COSTS Total land ﬁl g
Apartments 0 sgm o}e persqm £D
Houses 12000 sgm 1030[€ persgqm £12 360,000
Total Construction Cost] ™ 13 J60,0004

[ q
5oy

0.7%

11%

2.0%
[ 5.0

—

3.0%] 23[anth Construction Mth Sale void
L 0% of Tatal Costs
T GOV Af Housing— BRa]Build Costs
Total Costs

E

of Construction Cost

of (Groas Deve lopment elus
of Construction Cost

of' barket Units Value

of Construction Cost

E per unit

E per sqm Market Housin

VIABILITY MARGIN

£18,463,176
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Residential Viability Appraisal

Ferwiey Waterside Scenario 1C NFPA Ares

Apartments 0f=gm 4304} persgm £0
Houses 13230 =gm E309J€ persgm ]

AFFORDABLE HDUSING Total Market Housing Value £65, 636, 0004
Intermediate Houses I '."Bhlnftlpmhlurtzt'\l‘nh:
Apartments 0]=gm 3038 £ persqm £D)
Houses 3863 sgm 3038 £ persqm £11349,792
Total Intermediate Affordable Housing Value £11 545 7524

Jsociat Rent Houses [—__=S]eropenmanet vae

Apartments Eqm 1T £ persqm D
Houses Dj=gm ATI1E £ persqm ED
Tatal Socal Rent Affordable Housing Value il |

|ATTordable Rent Houses I:i'I'ClpEnMIrI‘..EI:\I'uNE
Apartments ulsq-n 2132 £ persqm £
Houses 11285 =gm M2 E persgm £34 ¥23,320
Total Affordabie Rent Housing, Value
Total Development Value

DEVELOPMENT CO5TS

JLAND COSTS et Site Ansy IMarkst Housi = Land Aren Affordable Housi F Lanid Anss
— _— _—

IMuttIEELﬂ'ld'l.l'ulue ED| F-E'Hu Todnl karkst Land Vakue £

MH%IJIHIWM =] F-H'Hu TG'HATI'H% Land ¥Vakue £

0.0% Purchasers Costs Purchasers Costs
|CONETROCTION CosTs Tﬁfﬁ'ﬁd
A.Fnrtl'neﬂl: o sgm Oje persqm ED
Houses 12000 =gm 10304 persgm £17 360,000

Total Construction Cost]— £12, 360,004

G

[ B.0%|or construction Cost
0.3%{0f Gross Development Valus
1 1% }of Construckion Cost
2.0%|or Market Units value

5.0%jor Construction Cost

DJE perunit
I:I|E persqm Market Housin

Mt Construction hth Sale Wioid

Af Housing ™ BRa]Build Costs
Total Cosis

VIABILITY MARGIN £71,072,197
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