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Location Plan - Bicester

Ordnance Survey © Crown Copyright 2022. All Rights Reserved.
Licence number 100022432
Plotted Scale - 1:300000. Paper Size - A4




Situation Plan - Land at North West Bicester

Ordnance Survey © Crown Copyright 2022. All Rights Reserved.
Licence number 100022432
Plotted Scale - 1:50000. Paper Size - A4
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Pricing Analysis by Unit Type (Summary) - NW Bicester - October 2022 (as at Q1 2022 base-date)

HLD % Adjustment
from Q4 2021 to Q1
Private 2022 was: 101.78%
HLD Revised | HLD Revised | HLD Revised £ HLD Oct 2022
HLD Value per | HLD Values adjusted HLD adjusted Green&Co
Dwelling Type House/Flat Storey Bedrooms Number | A" | otal area u:!e::;cai::ﬁ::v Ssen and Co f :T'ns::td(:)o- HLD Value (£)- | "¢ o (£)—an to reflect m‘zozz HDGOVaL | o 1012‘ (€ per [osh S col| Creen &Co i Be oMl | Pridneforal | eDvforal | persaftal jic ¢ jonll [to\oct202z HLD Comments
(saft) Jor | 6OVAuly2021 | FPTUEE Dec 2021 Jont orices 2022 s Q2022 | 202260V epst | 2022 (Revised | 2022 (Revised [ 2022 (Revised Gov ratepsf  [(asatQ12022| £persqft
Aug2022) | Aug2022) | Aug2022) Values)
Flat Flat 3 2 24| 753 | 18072 | £ 300000 | £ 7,200,000 | £ 39841 | £ 30000000 | £ 39841 | £ 30534000 | £7,328,160 | £ 40550 | £305000.00 | £ 7,320,000 | £ 405.05 | £305000.00 | £7,320,00000 | _£405.05 £305,000 £7,320,000 £405.05 | ¢ 305000 £405.05 | Already Agreed
Flat over Garage (FOG) Flat 3 2 ] 7 8283 | £ 315000 | £ 3465000 | £ 41833 | £ 31500000 | £ 41833 | £ 320607.00 | £3,526,677 | £ 42577 | £315000.00 | £ 3,465,000 | £ 41833 | £315000.00 | £3,46500000 | £41833 £315,000 £3,465,000 £41833 | 315000 £418.33 | Already Agreed
Asplit between HLD's previously inflated position of £295,162 and Green & Co's latest price (£280,000) have been proposed by Rapleys (i.e. it ignores HLD's most recent position
of £305K). Having gathered further evidence from Baratt's The Chimes' we understand that there were sales of 624 sq ft 2 bedroom houses (The Kenley') which completed in
June 2022 (but had been reserved earlier that year) at £299,995 achieved prices (with no incentives offered). This equates to £480.76 psf. In addition, David Wilson Homes have
Semi-Detached House 2 2 93| 590 | 54870 | £ 280000 | £ 26040000 | £ 47458 [ £ 29000000 [ £ 49153 | £ 29516200 | £27,450,066 | £  500.27 | £280,000.00 [ £ 26,040,000 | £ 47458 | £305000.00 | £28,365,000.00| £516.95 £287,581 £26,745,033 £487.43 stated that they had listed a two bedroom mid terraced house known as 'The Wilford" in March 2022 at £355,000 comprising 620 sq ft (equating to an asking price of £572.58
psf) and had also achieved £368,000 in March 2022 for a similar mid terraced 2 bed house (equating to £593.55 per sq ft). Both Barratt and David Wilson are now anticipating
achieved prices of £370,000 for similar small two bedroom dwellings which are shortly due to be launched. We have therefore adopted £300,000in line with the lower of the
prices achieved for slightly larger dwellings at 'The Chimes'. It should be noted that Rapley's/Green & Co's own evidence suggests that £325,000 was achieved for a 'Wilford' by
£ 300,000 £508.47 | David Wilson Homes in the previous year in May 2021 (which equates to £524 psf).
Terraced House 2 3 47| 737 34639 | £ 330,000 | £ 15510000 | £ 44776 | £ 33000000 | £ 44776 | £ 33587400 | £15786,078 | £ 45573 | £330,00000 | £ 15,510,000 | £ 447.76 | £335000.00 | £15,745,00000] 454555 £332,500 £15,627,500 £45115 | ¢ 332500 £451.15 | Compromise Position Agreed
Semi-Detached House 2 3 10] os8 9,580 | £ 385000 | £ 3,850,000 | £ 40188 | £ 39500000 | £ 41232 | £ 40203100 | £4,020310 | £ 419.66 | £385,000.00 | £ 3,850,000 | £ 401.88 | £400,000.00 | £4,000,00000 | £417.54 £392,500 £3,925,000 £40971 |t 392,500 £409.71 | Compromise position agreed, on the basis that 3 beds no longer have garages/car ports.
Wide-Front - Semi House 2 3 36| 947| 34,092 | £ 385000 | £ 13,860,000 | £ 40655 | £ 39500000 | £ 41711 | £ 40203100 | £14,473,116 | £ 424.53 | £385,000.00 | £ 13,860,000 | £ 40655 | £400,000.00 | £14,400,000.00| £422.39 £392,500 £14,130,000 £41447 | 392500 £414.47 | Compromise position agreed, on the basis that 3 beds no longer have garages/car ports.
Terraced 2.5 Storey House 25 3 44| 1068 | 46992 | £ 375000 | £ 16,500,000 | £ 35112 | £ 37500000 | £ 35112 | £ 381,675.00 | £16,793,700 | £ 35737 | £38500000 | £ 16,940,000 | £ 360.49 | £400,000.00 | £17,600,000.00] £374.53 £392,500 £17,270,000 £36751 | & 392,500 £367.51| Compromise position agreed, on the basis that 3 beds no longer have garages/car ports.
Terraced 3 Storey House 3 3 12| 1210 14520 | £ 415000 | £ 4980,000 | £ 34298 | £ 41500000 | £ 34298 | £ 422,387.00 | £5068644 | £ 349.08 | £395,000.00 | £ 4,740,000 | £ 32645 | £420,000.00 | £5,040,000.00 | £347.11 £407,500 £4,890,000 33678 | 407,500 £336.78 | Compromise position agreed, on the basis that 3 beds no longer have garages/car ports.
Semi-Detached House 2 4 79| 1,085 | 82555 | £ 430000 | £ 33970000 | £ 41148 [ £ 43000000 [ £ 41148 | £ 437,654.00 | £34,574,666 | £  418.81 | £410,000.00 | £ 32,330,000 | £ 39234 | £435000.00 | £34,365,000.00| £416.27 £422,500 £33,377,500 £404.31 Not agreed. Green & Co Original Pricing was at £430,000 as at July 2021 and we see no reason to reduce this nit to £410k or compromise at £422,500 (the latter being £7.5k
£ 435000 £416.27 | below Green & Co's original pricing) on competing sites have said that the demand for four beds has been strong and prices have continue to grow
Detached 2.5 Storey House 25 4 11| 1235 | 13585 | £ 450,000 [ £ 4950000 | £ 36437 | £ 48500000 | £ 39271 [ £  493,633.00 | £5429963 | £  399.70 | £450,000.00 | £ 4,950,000 | £ 36437 | £490,000.00 | £5,390,000.00 |  £396.76 £470,000 £5,170,000 £380.57
£ 490,000 £396.76 | Not agreed due to comparable 4 beds being sold at The Chimes' as at Q1 2022 being approxiamtely £500,000 (this price having increased with sales earlier in 2021 of £470,000).
“Affordable
HLD Oct 2022
Rapleys Value HLD Values adjusted HLD adjusted Green&Co | HLDRevised | HLD Revised |HLD Revised £ :
Dwelling Type House/Flat Storey Bedrooms Number (’::";) Total Area R?:;f";::;':’ g;’]':y"::;l persqft(€)- | HLD Value (£) ""Ds::‘"(‘:)p" toreflect Q1 2022 ""D:;:m Q12022 (€ per G';:';:‘:" G'i;'z‘:GC;VQ1 Q12022 |Pricingfora1| Govforar | persqftal o €| @ v ot | H:L'::::o"u HLD Comments
oct21 Prices saft) £psf 2022 2022 2022 e
Flat Fiat 3 T 26| 538 | 13,988 | £ 260000 | £ 6760000 | £ 48327 | £ 26000000 | £ 48327 | £ 26462800 | £ 6,880,328 | £ 49187 | £230,000.00 | £ 5980000 | £ 42751 | £230,000.00 | £5,980,00000 | _£427.51 £230,000 £5,980,000 £42751 | ¢ 230000 £427.51 | Already Agreed
Flat over Garage (FOG) Flat 3 1 5| 538 2,690 | £ 265000 | £ 1325000 | £ 49257 | £ 26500000 | £ 49257 | £ 269,717.00 | £1,348,585 | £ 50133 | £240,000.00 | £ 1,200,000 | £ 446.10 | £240,000.00 | £1,200,000.00 | £446.10 £240,000 £1,200,000 £43610 | ¢ 240,000 £446.10 [ Alrcady Agreed
Flat Flat 3 2 15| 753| 11,205 | £ 295000 | £ 4425000 | £ 39177 | £ 30000000 | £ 39841 | £ 305340.00 | £ 4,580,100 | £ 40550 | £305,000.00 | £ 4575000 | £ 40505 | £305,000.00 | £4575000.00 | £405.05 £305,000 £4,575,000 £40505 | 305,000 £405.05 [ Already Agreed
Terraced House 2 2 9| 755 6795 | £ 320000 | £ 2880000 | £ 42384 | £ 32000000 | £ 42384 | £ 32569600 | £2,931,264 [ £ 43139 | £320,000.00 | £ 2,880,000 | £ 423.84 | £335000.00 | £3,015,00000 | £443.71 £327,500 £2,947,500 £433.77 Agreed as compromise between the two respective figures and in the absence of many comparables for small three bed houses. There are only 9 units proposed i the
£ 327,500 £433.77 | Applicant’s mix and hence we propose to 'split the difference! i line with the compromise proposed by Rapleys as a pragmatic approach,
Terraced House 2 2 29| 856 | 24824 | £ 330000 | £ 9,570,000 | £ 38551 | £ 33000000 | £ 38551 | £ 33587400 | £9,740,346 | £ 39238 | £337,500.00 | £ 9,787,500 | £ 394.28 | £337,500.00 | £9,787,500.00 | £394.28 £337,500 £9,787,500 £39428 |t 337500 £304.28 | Alrcady Agreed
Semi-Detached House 2 2 18] 856 | 15408 | £ 330,000 | £ 5940000 | £ 38551 | £  340,00000 | £ 397.20 | £ 346,052.00 | £6,228936 | £ 404.27 | £345,000.00 | £ 6,210,000 | £ 403.04 | £345000.00 | £6,210,000.00 | £403.04 £345,000 £6,210,000 £403.04 | ¢ 345000 £403.04 [ Already Agreed
Terraced House 2 3 25| 1,000 | 25000 | £ 370000 | £ 9,250,000 | £ 37000 | £ 38000000 | £ 38000 | £ 386,764.00 | £9,669,100 | £ 38676 | £385,000.00 | £ 9,625000 | £ 385.00 | £390,000.00 | £9,750,000.00 | _£390.00 £387,500 £9,687,500 38750 | ¢ 387,500 £387.50 | Agreed as compromise between the two respective figures
Semi-Detached House 2 3 22| 1,000 | 22,000 | £ 370000 | £ 8140000 | £ 37000 | £ 39500000 | £ 39500 | £ 40203100 | £8844,682 | £ 402,03 | £395000.00 | £ 8,690,000 | £ 395.00 | £405000.00 | £8,910,000.00 | £405.00 £400,000 £8,800,000 £40000 | ¢ 400,000 £400.00 Agreed as compromise between the two respective figures
Detached House 2 4 12| 1546 | 18552 | £ 480,000 | £ 5760,000 | £ 31048 | £ 53500000 | £ 34605 | £ 544,523.00 | £ 6,534,276 | £ 352.21 | £560,000.00 | £ 6,720,000 | £ 36223 | £560,000.00 | £6,720,000.00 | £362.23 £560,000 £6,720,000 £36223 | ¢ 560000 £362.23| Already Agreed
Bungalow Bungalow 1 3 1] 111 1114 | £ 465000 | £ 465000 | £ 41741 | £ 46500000 | £ 41741 | £ 473,77.00 | £ 473277 | € 424.84 | £475,00000 | £ 475,000 | £ 42639 | £475000.00 | £475000.00 | £426.39 £475,000 £475,000 £42639 |t 475000 £426.39 [ Already Agreed
Bungalow Bungalow 1 3 1] 1368 1368 | £ 475000 | £ 475000 | £ 34722 | £ 47500000 | £ 34702 | £ 483,455.00 | £ 483455 | £ 353.40 | £525,000.00 | £ 525000 | £ 38377 | £525,000.00 | £525,000.00 | £383.77 £525,000 £525,000 £383.77 | £ 525000 £383.77 | Already Agreed
ToTAL 530 460,222 £185,315,000 | £402.66 £192,165,729] _ £417.55 £185,732,500 | _£403.57 £192,837,500 | £419.01 188,827,533 | £410.30
[ Housesepv | 166,267,533 |
Affordable
Tenure Rapleys % of OMV |1LD%°fDM\I Agreed
Social Rented 30% 35% 35%
Affordable Rented 50%] 55% 55%
Intermediate 70%] 65% 65%
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Nigel Simkin

From:

Sent:

To:

Cc:

Subject:
Attachments:

Hannah, Rob,

Caroline Ford <Caroline.Ford@Cherwell-DC.gov.uk>

23 March 2022 16:54

Hannah Leary; rb@reviewpartners.uk.com

Archie Mackay-James; Nick Fell; Alex Chrusciak; Nigel Simkin

FW: North West Bicester - 1st Draft Viability Appraisal

1st Draft HLD FVA NW Bicester BASELINE 21.03.2022a.PDF; GDV Review & GlAs - HLD -
Home Farm, NW Bicester - December 2021.xIsx; UK Land Reg Data for Cherwell
21.03.2022.pdf; Base Build Future Homes Standards 2025 Summary 23.02.2022.pdf;
Note on HLD Changes to Rapley Development Appraisal 23.03.2022.pdf

Please see attached and below the first draft work undertaken by HLD for your review and comment. Please advise us if

you have any queries.

As you will note, Nigel has suggested that there are some elements that should be reviewed before we review $106 and
Affordable Housing including development mix and dwelling sizes and the interpretation of FHS and TZC.

| trust this is of assistance to you. | must stress that this is provided without prejudice to any formal decision the Local

Planning Authority may make.

Kind regards
Caroline

Caroline Ford BA. (Hons) MA MRTPI
Principal Planning Officer — Major Projects Planning Team
Development Management Division
Environment and Place Directorate

Cherwell District Council
Tel: 01295 221823

Email: caroline.ford@cherwell-dc.gov.uk

Web: www.cherwell.gov.uk

Find us on Facebook www.facebook.com/cherwelldistrictcouncil

Follow us on Twitter @Cherwellcouncil

My usual working hours are: Monday to Friday, 09:00am to 17:15pm.

Coronavirus (COVID-19): The Planning and Development services have been set up to work remotely. Customers are
asked to contact the planning team via planning@cherwell-dc.gov.uk or to use the Council’s customer contact form at
Contact Us. For the latest information on Planning and Development please visit www.cherwell-dc.gov.uk.

From: Nigel Simkin <Nigel.Simkin@hld-uk.com>

Sent: 23 March 2022 09:56

To: Caroline Ford <Caroline.Ford@Cherwell-DC.gov.uk>
Cc: lan Tarbet <ian.tarbet@rlf.co.uk>; Tom Ackrill <Tom.Ackrill@hld-uk.com>
Subject: North West Bicester - 1st Draft Viability Appraisal



CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the Council. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognise
the sender and know the content is safe.

Dear Caroline

| hope that you are keeping well.

Further to our discussions, | write to provide you with the 1st draft development viability appraisal that | have undertaken of
the Applicant’s (Firethorn Trust) proposals for 530 dwellings as part of the next phase of North West Bicester Eco Town on
the land known as Home Farm, Lower Farm and SGR2 at Caversfield, near Bicester.

This follows the finalisation of RLF’s Feasibility Cost Estimate — NW Bicester Masterplan at the end of February 2022.

Overview

This email sets out our first draft appraisal so that you can consider the approach and methodology adopted; the key
assumptions and areas of difference with the Applicant, and also the likely impact on development viability.

Once you are happy with the 1st draft appraisal, | would propose that this is shared with the Applicant and their advisors,
Rapleys, for their comment prior to me providing my final written report to Cherwell District Council (CDC).

The Applicant’s Viability Position

As you are aware, the Applicant has presented 12 scenarios in their FVA Report dated 22 October 2021, which are
summarised on Pages 3 and 4 of their Executive Summary.

Their scenarios involve four main affordable housing tenure mixes as follows:
e Scenarios 1 to 3 assume a mix of Affordable Rent and Shared Ownership (30% affordable housing overall).
e Scenarios 4 to 6 assume a mix of Social Rent and Shared Ownership.

e Scenarios 7 to 9 sensitivity test the impact of all of the 30% affordable housing being delivered as Shared
Ownership; and

e Scenarios 10 to 12 sensitivity test the impact of 100% market housing (i.e. no affordable) on development viability.

Within these scenarios, the Applicant’s starting point was to test costs in line with ‘traditional house building’ costs, and then
sensitivity test the impact of the following additional costs:

e The impact of the Applicant’s interpretation of the requirements of the Future Homes Standard (FHS) 2025;

e The impact of both the FHS 2025 and the additional requirements of delivering True Zero Carbon (TZC) in line with
the North West Bicester SPD 2016).

Based upon the Applicant’s viability analysis, two things are interesting to note, as follows:

1. Where 30% affordable housing is provided (with a 70% Affordable Rented with 30% Shared Ownership tenure
mix), the scheme is viable before the costs of FHS 2025 and TZC are included in the viability appraisal. The
Applicant therefore concludes that it is these additional environmental standards which are having an impact on
viability (and without them, policy compliant affordable housing could be delivered). However, it is worth noting that
this is only where Affordable Rented accommodation is provided. Where Social Rented is provided instead of
Affordable Rented, then the scheme is not viable based upon the Applicant’s viability analysis.



2. Where no affordable housing is assumed (Scenarios 10 to 12), the reduction in affordable housing to 0% alone is
not sufficient to generate a viable scheme based upon the Applicant’s figures (as both the FHS 2025 and TZC
scenarios are unviable).

HLD’s 15t Draft Review of Applicant’s Viability Appraisal

As discussed, for the purpose of providing our baseline 1st Draft viability analysis, we have updated the Applicant’s
development viability appraisal of their Scenario 3 (which assumes 30% affordable housing scheme split 70% Affordable
Rented and 30% Shared ownership, and that TZC is provided).

This scenario therefore assumes that all ‘rented’ affordable accommodation is provided as Affordable Rented rather than
Social Rented (I note that when we spoke prior to you going in leave, you stated that whilst the policy could be interpreted
this way, the preference would be to have some Social Rented include within the mix, albeit that we discussed that this
would reduce development viability).

The Applicant has provided their working ‘Argus Developer’ files to enable us to access the Argus model for their Scenario
3 appraisal. We have therefore utilise the Applicant’s appraisal for Scenario 3 as a base, and updated it broadly as follows:

e Inputting the outcome of RLF’s Feasibility Cost Estimate (I attach for your reference alongside the summary sheet
we produced with RLF which sets out the extra-over costs including FHS and TZC);

¢ Making a range of other adjustments as required to reflect our assumptions (I have also attached a detailed note
which | would propose can be shared with the Applicant which sets out the other adjustments to their Argus model
that | have made in arriving at our first draft viability position for Scenario 3).

We have adopted this approach given that the scheme is complex, and in order to be fully transparent with the Applicant
as to the changes that we have made to their model, so that they can fully understand how our alternative viability position
has been reached.

In addition, as this is an outline planning application (albeit that we recognise that it will in reality be a unique scheme), we
have also raised several queries relating particularly to the specification and mix of development that the Applicant has
proposed. Whilst we have not changed these issues in our development appraisal at this stage, | have highlighted where
further debate/clarity may needed either through discussion with yourselves and/or the Applicant, in order to discuss and
agree what are appropriate assumptions at this outline scheme (in the absence of a definitive masterplan being approved
by this outline planning application).

| summarise the key adjustments that we have made (or the areas for further discussion/clarity) that we have identified, as
follows:

Assumed Development Mix and Areas - whilst we are broadly happy with the mix that the Applicant has
proposed, we would propose several adjustments to it.

In particular, the two-bedroom terraced dwellings appear to be very small at 54.8 sq m (590 sq ft) - significantly
smaller than the two bedroom flats assumed for market sale, and also, the two bedroom terraced houses assumed
as part of the affordable housing mix). We would propose to increase the area, value and cost of these dwellings
so that they are more in line with the larger 2 bedroom affordable dwellings, unless CDC can highlight a reason for
this size of dwelling is appropriate, or this can be justified by the Applicant.

We also query why the four-bedroom dwellings are on the small side, and that there are no 5 bedroom houses in
the development mix (as they appear to be being delivered by other housebuilders in Bicester). Our detailed
comments on the mix are set out in the attached Excel spreadsheet on the first tab, and are highlighted in red type.

In addition to the above comments, the gross to net ratio for the apartment dwellings seems high at 70% (i.e. there
is 30% circulation space assumed). The 70% assumed is typically in line with higher density town/city centre
apartment development in our experience, rather than lower density suburban apartment developments. We would
therefore propose to reduce the gross to net ratio to 80% unless the Applicant can demonstrate robust reasons for
why the 70% ratio assumed is appropriate.

3



Finally, it should be noted that we have relied on the Gross Internal Areas (GIA) areas applied by both G&T and
RLF. However, it should be noted that we believe that there is a slight inconsistency between the RLF/G&T areas
and those applied in Rapleys appraisal (as our analysis on the 4t tab of the attached excel generates slightly
different areas). This may be due to rounding in the Argus appraisal and we do not anticipate that it will impact too
much on viability, but we would be happy to explore further with Rapleys to see if we can resolve this issue to
ensure that all areas are consistent.

We also have a range of other queries regarding the mix/scheme as follows:

o The extent of garages that are in the scheme (i.e. whether they would all be required as they come at
significant cost). It should be noted that the provision of garages does not appear to have been factored
into the values prepared by Green & Co etc.).

o The extensive areas of visitor car parking assumed by the Applicant in the Cost Plan.

o The extent of electric charging points for visitors (which appears to me to be a significant over-provision,
given that each dwelling will also have its own EV charging point).

These sorts of requirements should be considered and potential cost savings made if these items are identified as
not being required by the scheme by CDC, thus improving the viability of the scheme. The scheme being appraised
now needs to reflect, as far as possible, what is likely to be approved by CDC at the Reserved Matters stage.

We have not made the proposed adjustments to the mix/areas to date and proposed that these are considered with
CDC and/or the Applicant so that our proposed adjustments can be discussed and agreed. We have however
updated the sales values (as discussed below).

Sales values - we have made two main adjustments to the sales values proposed by the Applicant. First, whilst
we are broadly comfortable with the average values of many of the dwelling types, we have adjusted the values of
some of the three and four bedroom dwellings, the capital values for which appeared too low in the Applicant’s
assessment. Again, the attached spreadsheet provides a comparison of what has been assumed by Rapleys and
the adjustments that we have made (please see Tabs 1-3).

Second, the build costs prepared by RLF and G&T have been updated to reflect Q1 2022. Accordingly, we have
added in an inflationary factor to the sales prices of all dwellings of 1.78%, drawing upon Land Registry data for
Cherwell District for ‘All Dwelling Types’, to move prices from October 2021 to December 2021 (December 2021
being the last available month of analysis on the UK Land Registry website). This adjustment is an important, given
that both values and costs are rising significantly in the current market, and the appraisal needs to reflect the same
cost and value date (as far as possible).

HIF Funding — as discussed, the approach to this needs to be agreed, albeit that the Applicants appraisal assumed
£6.7 million of HIF funding in all of their appraisal Scenarios.

At present, | have put the HIF funding in at a nominal ‘€1’ in the appraisal, and understand that CDC will need to
consider what (if any) HIF Funding the Applicant may receive. In reality, | understand that the HIF monies have
already been used to deliver infrastructure which is not included in the Applicant's FVA appraisal, and that the
Applicant will be asked to make a contribution to this infrastructure to CDC as the HIF funding monies needs to be
repaid. Please can you confirm so that we can update the appraisal accordingly?

Affordable housing values - as discussed with the Applicant in November 2021, | have altered the affordable
housing values slightly increasing them from 30% to 35% for Social Rent, 50% to 55% for Affordable Rent, but
reducing Shared Ownership from 70% to 65% of Market Value. These revised values are in line with our market
experience.

Costs - | have incorporated RLF’s costs as set out in their February 2022 Feasibility Cost Estimate.

Benchmark Land Value (BLV) - the Applicant has proposed a BLV of £11.8 million based upon a gross site area
of 59 acres and a rate of £200,000 per gross acre. Whilst | am happy that the gross area is utilised to calculate the
BLV, | have reduced the rate to £150,000 per gross acre, as discussed with the Applicantin November 2021. From
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my records, this is more in line with (although actually slightly above) the BLV per acre of just under £130,000 per
gross acre assumed in the previous FVA submission undertaken by Turner Morum on behalf of A2 Dominion in
2018.

We have adjusted the BLV on the basis that it seems odd that the landowners are now proposing a higher BLV
than they did three to four years ago, particularly given the significant viability issues that are being experienced at
the site. This reduces the BLV to £8.85 million.

e Marketing fees — We have made some minor adjustments to the marketing fees in the appraisal, as set out in the
detailed note attached.

e Phasing and Finance — We have made some detailed changes to the finance and phasing assumptions in the
Argus model, which are summarised in the more detailed note attached.

HLD Findings

Having made the above adjustments in the development viability appraisal, our 1t draft viability position is as follows:

Scenario Residual Land Value Benchmark Land Project Gap
(RLV) Value (BLV)
Updated Scenario 3 — £1.31 million £8.85 million £7.54 million

30% affordable housing
(70% Affordable Rent
and 30% Social Rent),
with TZC

The above table shows that our first draft baseline appraisals for Scenario 3 (which best represents the policy compliant
position assuming that affordable rented affordable housing can be delivered as the ‘rented’ element of the affordable)
demonstrates that, based upon HLD’s and RLF’s figures, the project gap has reduced from that set out by Rapleys (their
appraisal for this Scenario producing a Residual Land Value (RLV) of -£5.52 million); however, there is still a significant
project gap which will need to be addressed in order for the scheme to be viable of approximately £7.54 million.

As discussed on the telephone, we have not yet undertaken any sensitivity testing to address how this gap might be
addressed, as there are several things that need to be ‘firmed up’ in the appraisal as follows:

o Development Mix and Dwelling Sizes — are adjustments required to the outline scheme envisaged such as the
quantum of garages, car parking spaces, EV charging points for visitors, and size of some of the dwellings (e.g.
the two bed terraces for market sale) which may impact on viability?

e First Homes — As discussed, do First Homes need to be included? If so, the appraisals will need to be updated
accordingly.

o Section 106 costs - at the moment, we have taken the Applicant’s Section 106 assumptions ‘as read’. These
may need to be updated to reflect CDC’s updated requests (when finalised), and this will have an impact on
viability. The approach to HIF and strategic infrastructure will also have to be confirmed.

¢ Interpretation of FHS and TZC - As you are aware, the work undertaken by RLF (and hence our 1st Draft
appraisal) assumes that the Applicant’s interpretation of both FHS and TZC, and the resultant specification
requirements and associated costs, are appropriate. Our appraisals may therefore need to be updated depending
upon the outcome of Bioregional’s review (which will also hopefully suggest that certain requirements envisaged
by the Applicant as part of the FHS/TZC can be reduced in order to improve viability). These will need to be
explored and the appraisals updated accordingly.



Moving forward, once we have your comments and thoughts on the above, | would propose that our 1st draft appraisal is
shared with the Applicant (along with the attached note and supporting documents) so that they can consider it and we can
consider their responses in our final version of our development appraisal and report, prior to undertaking any sensitivity
testing that might be required.

| trust that this provides a useful updated analysis on the 15t draft viability position for this part of North West Bicester, and
look forward to reviewing with you when you have had a chance to consider. If you have any queries, please do not hesitate
to contact me on the telephone.

Kind regards

Nigel

Nigel Simkin MRICS MRTPI
Director

T:0121 7400591 | M: 07854 836 811
E: Nigel.Simkin@hld-uk.com | W: www.hld-uk.com
A: Cornwall Buildings, 45 Newhall Street, Birmingham, B3 3QR

This e-mail (including any attachments) may be confidential and may contain legally privileged information. You should
not disclose its contents to any other person. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender
immediately.

Whilst the Council has taken every reasonable precaution to minimise the risk of computer software viruses, it cannot
accept liability for any damage which you may sustain as a result of such viruses. You should carry out your own virus
checks before opening the e-mail(and/or any attachments).

Unless expressly stated otherwise, the contents of this e-mail represent only the views of the sender and does not
impose any legal obligation upon the Council or commit the Council to any course of action..



1st Draft HLD FVA
Home Farm and Lower Farm, North West Bicester
30% AH