REP/Post hearing

South Oxfordshire {)iétrict Council’'s -
Cbmmunity Infrastructure Levy Charging Schedulie

The Draft Charging Schedule and supporting documents were examined at a public
hearing-on 29 July 2015. The examiner requested additional information (set out in
letter ref: ED/5). The council responded to the examiner's guestions (set out in lefters
ref: SODC/CIL/Q and SODC/CIL10 including Appendices) and carried out a public
consultation on this additional information between 21 September and 19 October
2015. ‘

We have received six representations to the consultation, which have been
summarised below.

Appendix 1 contains the representations.

Name Response
Historic England No comments
Cherwell District Council : No comments

Kemp and Kemp on behalf of UKAEA The UKAEA welcomes the council’s
response not to raise an objection to a
nil rate for B1 office and research and
.| development and trust’s that it will now
| clear the way for a nil CIL rate on offices
{(including research and development)
-+ across the district.
Oxford City Council Viability studies undertaken to inform
Oxford's CIL charging schedule found
that there were no land uses that were
unabile to provide a CIL contribution in
Oxford. The City Council notes that a nil
rate is proposed for Student
Accommodation, Office and Care

: Homes in South Oxfordshire.
Boyer Planning Consider the residual S106 of £1,000
for medium size sites too low, and
criticise the approach to site density and

coverage. :
Elegant Homes Reading Suggest that a separate and lower CiL
‘ levy for sites of 10 units or less should
_ be set
Henley Town Council -Comment in relation to residential

viability buffers
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Response from:

Historic England

Cherwell District Council

Kemp and Kemp on behalf of UKAEA
Oxford City Council

Boyer Planning

Elegant Homes Reading

Henley Town Council



From: Small, Martin &
Sent: 16 October 2015 11:34

To: Planning Policy South

Subject: RE: CIL Further Consultation

Dear Ms Wetzsten,

Thank you for your e-mail of 21st September advising Historic England of the fur‘ther public
consultation on your Cogincil's Community Infrastructure Levy.

{ confirm that Historic England has no comments to make on the additional information you are
providing to the Examiner.

Thank you.

Yours sincerely,

Martin

fAartin Small BA {Hons) B.P1 DipCM MRTPI
Principal Adviser, Historic Environment Planning
Planning Group

Historic Engiand | South East | Easfgate Court
195-205 High Street | Guildford | GU1 3EH
Direct Line:

woww HistoricEngland.org.uk



CIL Further Consultation

Maria Dopazo <Maria.Dopazo@Cherwell-DC.gov.uk>

Mon 18/10/2015 13:10

TePlanning Policy South < P!'anning.9oiicy@sout%wxon.gov.uk'> ;

Categories: Green category

Heike

Thank you for contacting Cherwell District Council as part of your CIL Further Consultation. | confirm that we do
ot have any comments at this point in time.

Please keep us informed of your progress and do not hesitate to contact us if infrastructure or charéing schedule
‘matters relevant to Cherwell DC arise as you move towards reopening the CiL Examination and the
implementation of CiL and infrastructure schemes,

Kind regards,

Maria Garcia Dopazo

Pianning Officer

Planning Policy Team ,
Strategic Planning and the Ecchomy
Cherwell District Council

Direct Telephone:
E-maik
- www.cherwell.gov.uk

This e-mait (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. : '

H



Heike Wetzstein

From: Steven Sensecall <&E9

Sent: 30 September 2015 15:25

Tor _ Jackie Kelitag; Heike Wetzstein

Ce: ' Chris Banks

Subject: Communrty Infrastructure tevy Further Public Consuitation

Dear Jackie and Helke

| write in response to the Council’s ‘CIL — Further Public Consultation’ as set out its response to the Examiner’s §ettelr
of 19 August. ‘

The UK Atomic Energy Authority’s (UKAEA’s) objection to the CIL Draft Charging Schedule - Submission Version (May
2015) centred on the proposal to charge CIL at £35 per metre on offices (including research and development). The
UKAEA's position, which was supported by viability evidence that has not been challenged by the Council, is that
Culham Science Centre cannot support a Cil charge. The UKAEA argued also that there should be a ‘level playing
fleld” across the Science Vale AAP Area/miarket area which, on the basis that the Vale of White Horse is proposing a
nit rate on office and R&D development at Milton Park and the Harweli Campus, provides further justification for a
nif rate at Cuiham Science Centre,

Against this background, and following the debate at the Examination, the Examiner asked the Council for its
“informal opinion on where the office charge shouid be set, if the Examiner were to conclude that the proposed CiL
office charge Is not supported by the viability evidence” {point 9 in the Examiner’s note}. The UKAEA notes from
the ‘Further Public Consuitation” document that, “the Council would not raise an objection to a nil rate for B1 office
and research and development due to the limited locations in the district that can viably absorb the Cik rate.” The
UKAEA welcomes this response from the Council and trust’s that it will now clear the way for a nil CIL rate on offices
(including research and development} acrass the district.

Yours sincerely,
Steven

Steven Sensecall
Partner
On behalf of Kemp & Kemp LLp

1-3 Ock Street, Ahingdon on Thames, OX14 SAL

www. kempandkemp.co.uk

Regulated by RICS
Kemp & Kemp is the trading name of Kemp & Kemp LLP a Hmited liability partnership reg:stefed in England and Wales with registered
-~ pumber 0C362968 and registered office at 1-3 Ock Street, Abingdon On Thames, Oxfordshire, OX14 S5AL
whose members are!
Steven ) Sensecali Ltd, Christopher 3 Wilmshurst Ltd, Huw Melior Ltd
Associste: Nlcky grock BA {Hons), Dip T.P,, MRTPI

The mformahon in this e-mail is confidential and may be legaily pnw]eged [t is intended for the use of the addressee(s) only. If you are
not the addressee{s} you must not use, copy or disclose the information contalned in it.

Please contact us immediately and delete this e-matl from your computer system and destroy any hard copies you may have made, '

H
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Planning and Regulatory Services 5t Aldate’s Chambers §:
Direct Line: 01865 252847 109-113 St. Aldate’s Chambers 5
E-mail: planningpolicy@oxford.gov.uk Oxford OX1 1DS 3Ty
" | Central Number:.01865 249841 . . E ~COUNECIL
Planning Policy 19 October 2015

South Oxfordshire District Council
135 Eastern Avenue

Milton Park

Oxfordshire

(X14 45B

Dear 5ir/Madam
Community Infrastructure Levy - Post Examination Consultation

Thank you for inviting Oxford City Council to comment on yous response 1o the Examiner’s letter
dated 19 August 2015 {reference ED/S) following the examination in public of the Draft South
Oxfordshire CiL Charging Schedute. We offer the following response at an officer level,
representing a neighbouring Local Authority which has an adopted CIL regime. There is likely to be
merit in refining the approach in South Oxfordshire from a cross-border consistency perspective. |
hope that this response is helpful to South Oxfordshire and the Inspector in potentially achieving
this, :

Oxford’s CIL Charging Schedule was adopted on 30 September 2013, following two rounds of
consultation and an examination in public. The City Council have been successfully applying our
CiL Charging Schedule since 21 October 2013.

vizhility studies undertaken to inform Oxford’s CIL charging rates found that there were no land
uses that were unable to provide a CiL contribution in Oxford. There are therefore no nil rates on
our adopted Charging Schedule. The City Council notes that a nil rate is proposed for some uses in
South Oxfordshire. The Inspector will therefore need to be assured that this would not trigger any
implications in terms of state ald.

Issue 8 - Student Accommodation

The City Council notes that the Draft South Oxfordshire CH. Charging Schedule suggests a nil rate
for non-self-contained student accommodation.

Student accommodation in Oxford commands a high land value, comparable to self-contained C3
dwellings, and in Oxford is therefore required to provide ClL contributions. The City Council
charges the same rate for residential and student accommodation developments (currently .
£106.30 per sqm).

‘_A’M.
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www.oxford.gov.uk



Dye to Oxford’s tight administrative boundary, it is likely that some non-se!fwcontajned student
acommodation associated with Oxford’s universities and other educational establishments may
be provided outside of the ¢ity, including in South Oxfordshire. It is therefore considered that
such development within South Oxfordshire should be able to support CiL as in Oxford. This
wiould also have the benefit of avoiding any perverse incentive for future providers to locate new
siudent accommodation some distance from the universities and colleges that it is-intended to
serve.

Issue 9 — Bla and Blb Office and R&D Developments

The City Council further notes that a nil rate is being considered for office and Research &
Development uses. As with student accommodation, Oxford’s tight administrative boundary
means that it is likely that some of Oxford's office and R&D development may be provided outside
of the city boundary, including in South Oxfordshire. Viability Studies undertaken to support
Oxford’s CIL Charging Schedule determined that these uses were capable of making CIL
contributions. There is also a risk that a nil rate could trigger implications in terms of state aid.

(2 Care Homes

The City Council further notes that the Draft South Oxfordshire CIL Charging Schedule suggests a
nif rate for C2 care homes.

Care homes can be funded and provided in a variety of forms. Some care home developments will
generate significant land values and should therefore provide CIL contributions similar to
residential developments, In cases where care homes are of a charitable nature they will not be

. disadvantaged by this as they will qualify for full relief as provided for in the CIL Regulations.

We hope that our comments are useful. Please note that this response is made at officer level,
and is subject to endorsement from the Executive Director for Regeneration & Housing,

Yours Faith 'ﬁiiy

Matt Bates
Principal Planner, Planning Policy

N INVESTORS
Y,

)y ;,b" IN PEOPLE Gaold

www.oxford.gov.uk



’ 24 Southwark Biidge Road
19 October 2015 . London

SE1 gHF

Planning Policy T 0203 268 2018
South Oxiordshire District Council

135 Eastern Avenue

Milton Park

Milton

Abingdon

OX14 458

Dear SirfMadam,

South Oxfordshire Dlstnct Council — Further Cil. Consultation -

Boyer apprecsates betng given the opportunity to comment on the additional information produced by the
Council following July's Public Hearing. We note the additional appraisal work completed in relation to the
strategic sites but are sfill of the opinion that the costs of bringing forward these sites has sought to be
understood by the Councl in detail while in relation to medium size sites a generic £1,000 per unit figure for
5108/s278 has been used with kitle justification.

While many of our original concerns remain we have not sought fp repeat them again here so please refer to
our earlier submission for further detafls, Below further supplementary information is provided in relation to
new information produeed by the Coungil.

Al the hearing the Council introduced its Draft Planning Obligations SPD which, once adopted, will set the
basis for 5106 négotiations alongside the implementation of CIL. At the public hearing Boyer sought
clarification on the relationship between the draft SPD and the s106 / 5278 assumptions used in the Viability
Study. Given the document had only just been produced little clarification was able fo be given by the
Councit. Whilst we appreciate 5108 contributions will uitimately be negoliated on a site by sie basis
alongside CIL, the draft SPD appears to confirm that £1,000 per unit for 106 and 5278 is a low assumption.
‘For instance based on our high level caloulations s106 contributions for open space from the draft SPD could
equate to up to £1,280 per unit for open space maintenance on its own based on a 100 unit scheme at 30
dwellings per hectare (as used by the Viability Study):

Generic scheme details Based on 10sqm per person Based on 10% of site area
s+ 100 units « 2400 sgm  open space |» 3,300 sgm  open  space
+ 3.3 ha net site area (based 30 requirad : required o
dph) » Maintenance cost  {low): | s Maintenance  cost  {low)
s 240 person based on 2.4 £47112 based on £18.63 £64,779 based on £19.63
persons per household psgm- psam : :
' e Maintenance cost (high) |+ Maintenance cost  (high):
£94,128 psgm : £129,426
o £470 to £940 per unit « £850 to £1,280 per unit
‘Ce 2011 average househcld size for South Oxfardshire

é RTP!

Boyer Planning Lid. Registered Officer Crowthome House, N:ne Mie Ride, V\.u,\.nwm...,
Berkshire, RG40 3GZ.

Registered in England Ne. 2529181, VAT 7572168127, Offices at Cardiff, Cclchester,
London, Twickenham and Wokingham ' :
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With regards recent éxarnpies,ihe open space maintenance contribution for an outline plénning application
for up to 80 dwellings on land adjoining Greenwood Avenue Chinnor (App. 14/80953/0) was £118,850, with a
further £22,852 for the maihtenance of a LEAP. This equates to £1,783 per dwelling.

in respect to Wates' full planning application for 85 houses on land West of Reading Road, Wallingford
(P/15/S0191/FUL), an open space maintenance contribution of £298,450 has been identified (subject to
Council adoption of the open space) with a LEAP commuted maintenance requirement of £23,187, This
equates to £3,783 per dwelling which is significantly above the Counci's assumed £1,000 residual figure even
before any additional transport and site access costs are considered (which in the case of land West of
'Reading Road, Wallingford amounts to £128,000 (£1,508 per dwelling)).

Other contributions in relation to s278 and environmental enhancements for instance would be additional and
are likely to result in a combined s106/s278 figure well in excess of the £1,000 per unit modeled by the
Council. '

The additional modelling undertaken by the Council (SODC/CIL/10 Appendix 1) is useful in showing that the
maximum CIL rate drops significantly when modelled at 21 dph compared to 30 dph for site type 7 across sub
areas D to F. Our clienf's site is in Wallingford and therefore falls-with sub areg D, Here the maximum CIL.
rate drops from £350 to £200 (at 21 dph) against BLV3 which leaves a much smaller buffer to the proposed
CIL rate of £150.

Linked to the issue of density is site coverage. Again we feel the range of assumptions used is not
representative of the range of site development opportunities that exist in South Oxfordshire. Similar with
density, Table 4.7.1 of the Viability Study includes too narrow a range with respect to site coverage. For
instance significant sites of 50 to 126 homes (sites 6 and 7) are tested at extremely high site coverage of 80%

_and 90%; yet for larger sites this drops significantly to 60%. Again no lustificafion is provided for the ranges
used. In reality site coverage can be much lower as acknowledged by the publicafion 'Viability Testing Local
Plans, Local Housing Delivery Group {p36) which states — '

“The net area can account for less than half of the sife to be acquired {that Is, the size of the sife with planning
permission) once you fake info account on-site requirements such as formal and informal open space,
sustainable urban drainage systems, communily faciliies and siralegic on site infrastructure efc. On larger
sites, somefimes the net arpa can be as litfle as 30%.’

With reference to our client’s site the proposed site coverage as submitted for planning is less than 50%.
In conciusion we feel the underestimation of s106 / s278 and lenlent approach to she density and

coverage does not refiect the frue cost of bringing sites forward in the district and thet the CIL charge
should be adjusted downwards.

Yours sincerely

Yours sincerely
Asher Ross Director




CIL Consultation

Peter Neville <peter@eleganthomesreading.co.uk>

Mon 21/09/2015 1500

Te:Planning Policy South <Planning.Policy@southoxongov.uk>;

§ 1 attachment (932 KB)
BUIS Research Report on CILpdf,

ATTN Heike Wetzsteln

| write in relation te the consuftation on Cit

We are a small housebuilder where most of our sites are less than 10 units. We are firmly of the opinion that the
costs of delivering 2 small site are significantly rmore than on larger sites and this should be reflected in your CiL
calculation,

i refer to you to the attached RICS report produced by the BCIS *Housing developments the economics of simall
sites' published in August 2015 which provides this evidence, ts resaarch shows that housing sites of 10 units or
less are typically 14% more expensive £o build although in the south east his can be more.

Taking this evidence into account | believe that you should set a separate and lower Cll levy for sites of 10 units
or tess.

Regards

Peter Neville MRICS



Housing development: the economics of
small sites — the effect of project size on the
cost of housing consfruction |

Report for
The Federation of Small Businesses

BCIS

August 2015

BCIS is the Building Cost information Service of the Royal institution of
Chartered Surveyors : :

rics.orgfbcis
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The effect of project size on the cost of housing construction

Contenis
1 Summary _ ‘ 5
2 Introduction 6
2.1 Background 6
2.2 Methodology 7
2.3 Viabillyy studies 8
3 Using BCIS data _ ' 9
4 Build costs by development size and type ' 11
5  Conclusions ‘ .21
&  Recommendations 21
7 BCIS Location factors study 22
Appendices . 25
This document is issued for the party which commissioned it We accept no responsibilify for the consequences of this
and for specific purposes connecied with the above- document being relied upen by any other party, or being
captioned project only. it should not be refied upon by any used for any other purpose, or containing any error or
other party or used for 2ny other purpose. ormission which is due to an eror or omission in data

supptied io us by other partles

This document contains eonfidential information and
proprietary intellectual property. 1t should not be shown to
other parties without consent from us and from the party
which commissioned it,
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The effect of project size on the cost of housing construction
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The effect of project size on the cost of housing construction

1. Summary

The analysis of the data in this study shows that the build cost expressed in pounds per
square metre ( £/m*)for all residential schemes of 10 units or less is on average 6% higher
"than on large developments. The percentage is +14% for housing only schemes and -5% for

flats only schemes. .

There is no evidence that it is taken into account when assessing the viability of smaller
schemes and some local planning authorities are setling section 106 or Community
infrastructure Levy {CIL) rates for smaller developments without making allowance for
these extra costs.

On a typical 1-10 unit development of houses, the extra base construction cost would
amount to over £100,000. Section 4 gives the .calcuiated figure for the UK mean and the
regions, ‘

This variance is exacerbated by the fact that aliowances for external works and professional
fees, etc. are often added as percentages of base construction cost. These will often
amount to an uplift of more than 20% of the total construction cost.

The figures in this report are directly comparable, and can be used in conjunction with the
figures in the BCIS Quarterly review of building prices.

Local authorities and thelr advisers should reflect these higher costs when carrying out
viability appraisals for smaller housing sites of 10 units or less.

The effect on viability levels will vary depending on how additional allowances for other
development costs have been calculated and on local market values for land and
dwellings. ‘

The cash value of such a reduction wi!l'vary depending on how additional allowances for
other development costs have been calculated and on the focal pricing levels.

it is hoped that this report will be of value to authorities in drawing up L charging
schedules and in carrying out viability appraisals.

All residential schemes: Summary results, build cost by devefépment size,

160

941 - 1260

593 -

101 1083 95 . 026 oo 905 - 1181 1075

95 1025 91 978 522 - 860 - 1131 119
2943 . &
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The effect of project size on the cost of housing construction

2. Introduction
2.1 Background

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) introduced in 2012 by the Department of
Communities and Local Government (DCLG), placed a new emphasis on the importance of
viability assessments in planning policies for England. Paragraph 173 of the NPPF states:

_“To ensure viability, the costs of any requirements likely to be applied to
development, such os requirements for affordable housing, standards, infrastructure
contributions or other requirements should, when taking account of the nermal cost
of development and mitigation, provide competitive returns te a willing fand owner”
and willing developer to enable the development to be defiverable.”

As a result, viability assessments are now reguired to demonstrate whole plan viability, the
viability of strategic sites, and the viability of any proposed CIL. Appiicants may also submit
a viability assessment for individual developments where they believe that delivering
affordable housing and other planning obligations would adversely impact on scheme
viability.

Whale plan and CIL viability is usually tested against a range of hypothetical developments
of differing size and type in different locations. The viability of an individual development is
normally tested by reference to the actual scheme.

Further work on viability followed in June 2012, with the publication of the Harman Report
by the Local Housing Delivery Group, an industry body set up by government to conduct an
examination of the extra costs of servicing very large sites. It concluded that viability
assessments typically underestimated these costs and overestimated the ability of these
sites to pay planning obligations. The report has been influential in changing accepted
practice. However, the focus of the analysis was on very large sites, not small ones.

Small housing sites face a different set of challenges. There is evidence that small
developments are more expensive to davelop on a per m” basis, than large sites.

Therefore, in 2014, the government announced its intention to amend national planning
practice guidance so as to oblige local authorities in England not to seek affordable housing
and tariff style contributions from developments of 10 units or less and which have a
maximum combined gross floor space of 1,000 square metres. This had already been
incorporated as policy in the London Plan and some local authorities responded by
propesing to increase thelr CIL charges for small developments to recoup the loss in séction
106 obligations. This change has recently been removed from the government's national
planning practice guidance following a High Court ruling {West Berkshire District Council v
Department for Communities and Local Government. Case Number: CO/76/201).

The Building Cost Information Service (BCIS) of the Royal Institution of Chartered Surveyors

(RICS) was asked by the Federation of Small Businesses to conduct an analysis of its
database to compare costs of building dwellings as part of large and small housing

Page 6 0of 29 13 August, 2015



The effect of project size on the cost of housing construction

developments. This research is intended to provide advice on the impact of project size on
construction costs.

An examination of a small sample of recent CiL viability studies suggests that the
construction costs used in calculations were generally taken from the BCIS Quarterly review
of building prices. The analysis Is therefore based on the same data and same methedology
used to prepare the Quarterly review.

While this is primarily aimed at informing viability assessments for CIL, the work also has
relevance for the production of Local Plans which are required to meet viability criteria set
. oyt in the NPPF and associated guidance.

2.2 Methodology

" The aim of the study is to show the variations in prices between buildings from different
sizes of development and the range of prices which occur!

The figures in this guidance are consistent with the BCIS Quarterly review of buﬂd:’ng prices
and can be used in conjunction with it. .

The figures used are contract sums (excluding external works and contingencies,
professional fees, VAT, finance charges and the like) with prefliminaries apportioned by
value. They are therefore the cost charged by the contractor for constructing the dwellings
{houses and flats}. They are expressed in £/m%of the gross internal floor area.

The prices are adjusted to a notional UK average price using the BCIS location factors and
then adjusted to constant prices using the latest estimates for the BCIS All-in Tender Price
Index. ‘ ' ‘ '

Figures are given for the mean, the medlan the range, the inter-gquartiie range and the
sample size. ‘ :

‘BCIS advise the use of the mean to determine an average build cost, .e. the sum of the
figures divided by the number of figures. The mean is tikely to be more representative for
all potential projects than the median. It has been used conswten’dy in this report when

considering the variation in build costs.

The projects have been analysed by numbers Df units lrs’espectwe of type or size of units.
They have been analysed by:

e Housing only schemes

s Flats only schemes

+ Schemes with a mixture of houses and ﬂats

+ All schemes

For each cétegory the projects have been analysed by number of units as follows:

Page 7 of 28 ‘ . 13 August, 2015



The effact of project size on the cost of housing construction

o 1105 units
e 1to 10 units
= More than 10 units
aAdditionally, schemes for single houses have been identified separately.
Some social housing projects may have been delivered as part of larger developments.

2.3 Viahility studies

The CiL is 2 charge per m2 levied on new development. Differential rates can be set for:
e geographical zones within the charging authority’s boundary
e types of development; and/or
o scale of developmentl. ‘

Any differential rates must be justified by reference to viability. CIL viabiiity assessments
are based on a Residual Land Value approach. in this method, the sales value of 2
development is calculated and then the known costs of devetlopment {incfuding ClL and an
allowance for developer’s profit) are deducted to see whether the Residual Land Value
would be enough to provide a competitive return to a landowner.

This approach incorporates several variables (including sales prices, profit margin and Jand
values) that have no relation to construction cost and are beyond the scope of this report.
They are addressed in the government’s online Planning Practice Guidance. However, other
than sales price in high value areas, construction cost wili normally be the biggest variable
affecting tand vaiue.

The guidance recommends that CIt viability assessments should test a number of different
hypothetical developments in an ares, to see the effect of location, development type and
size of scheme on viability and hence the level of CIL that can be charged. Although there
is an obligation to test different kinds of development, thereis no requirement to set
differential rates. it is possible to set a singie rate for al! kinds of development.

To understand how this worked in practice, BCIS analysed a sample of eight recent CIL
viability reports. These were compited by six different consultancy firms and covered a
range of different Jocations and housing types.

All eight reports referred to data from the BCIS Quarterly review of building prices as the'
source of cost information, but only two gave enough information to tell whether a mean
or value was applied. Two reports (from the same consultant) said that adjustments had
been applied and one made explicit allowance for the costs of smaller developments but
gave no further explanation as to how the figures were derived.

The others made no allowance for increased costs of small developments, ever when the
viabitity appraisal reflected additionat sales values or reduced affordable housing
contributions.

Two viability assessments recommended higher charges for smail developments because
of lower affordable housing contributions. '

! planning Practice Guidance, Paragraph: 022Reference i 25-(}22-2(5140612
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The effect of project size on the cost of housing construction

To the base construction cost of the units, the viability studies add allowances for some or
ali of the following: '
e Costs related to the construction:
o External works, usuaily as a percentage
o Higher levels of Code for Sustainable Homes provision
o Contingencies, usually as a percentage
o Design fees, usuglly as a percentage
o Finance costs on the above, usually as a percentage
s Costs related to the development
o Marketing
o The cost of the Cik and 106 and 278 agreements
o Site purchase costs
o Finance costs on the above

The adjustments for additions to base cost were fairly consistent with 3% contingency and
7% finance cost for the construction being typical. However there was a variation from 7-
12% for the cost of design fees.

A number of reports argued that the proposed Clt rate was a small proportion of total
costs and therefore not likely to have a crucial impact on viability. All the reports provided
specimen appraisals and some provided sensitivity analysis. From this it was possible to
confirm that sensitivity to building costs increased as land values diminished ~ which
tended to correlate with distance from London. The lower the land value the more likely it
was that development would be predominantly houses as opposed to flats.

This study has therefore been based on the same definition of construction costs as the
viability studies examined, i.e. the cost of the building only. Where the _adjustments are
applied as a percentage it will exacerbate the cash difference between the smaller and
targer schemes.

3. 'Using BCIS data

The BCIS Quarterly review of building prices contains an analysis of average construction
costs per unit area {£/m? gross internal floor area} for a wide variety of buildings. The
construction prices are based on accepted tenders and include an allowance for
contractor’s overheads, profit and preliminaries.

The average price is provided &s a median and mean price per square foot {sg.ft) and m®.
The range and interquartile range of prices is given, a%dng with a sample size so that users
can see how statistically robust the average is, BCIS advises the use of the mean to
determine an average build cost, i.e. the sum of the figures divided by the number of
figures. The mean is likely to be more representative for ali potential projects than the
rredian, It has beer used consistently in this report when considering the variation in build
costs.
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The effect of project size on the cost of héusing construction

BCIS recognises 43 different categories of residential facilities, but some of these are
special purpose accommodation — such as nursés’ residences or youth hostels. Twenty
seven of the categories refer to general housing and many of these are subsets by design
and specification rather than use, e.g. flats are broken down into averages for 1-2 storey,
3-5 storey and &+storey developments. Using sub-categories allows more accurate costing
but will be based on a reduced sample.

BCIS provides figures for smail developments of three units or less, which represents both
singte bespoke properties and small infill developments.

Selecting the appropriate category will depend on how much information is available about
the proposed development belng considered.

The price per m’isa UK mean at a given quarter, a number of adjustments need to be
made to make appropriate for a particular scheme.

e The UK mean is adjusted by a location factor to arrive at a cost for the particular
ipcation. ‘

= The price is adjusted for inflation between the date of the BCIS Quarterly review of
building prices and the required date, using the BCIS All-in Tender Price index
historic figures or forecast.

These adjustments can be made automatically in the BCIS online services or worked
examples and the relevant factors and indices are included in the BCIS Quarterly review of
building prices. ‘

To arrive at an estimated construction related cost, allowance must be made for:
o External works
+ Contingencies
» Design and project fees
o Finance costs on the shove

in addition in a developer’s budget, and therefore in a viability study, allowance needs to
he made for:

s Marketing costs

s Planning costs

s Cil. and other charges

» Site purchase costs

» Developer’s overheads and profit

s Finance costs on the above
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4. Build costs by development size and type

This report is based on the analysis of the project details in the BCIS database. The BCIS
database contains analyses of project costs for over 18,500 projects based on accepted
tenders.

For this report BCIS analysed residential projects no greater than 10 years old on the
database in June 2015. This equated to 2,271 projects of which housing only schemes

made up 1247, fiat schemes 439 and mixed developments {housing and flats) 585. In total
these projects contained 38,387 dweliings. '

The majority of these projects are for social housing. As the general movement in tender
prices shows no difference between the public sector and the private sector Ih recent
years, we believe that the effect of project size wiki be consistent between sectors.

The pro}ec{s are taken from the same sample of UK schemes used to calculate the figures
in the BCIS Quarterly review of building prices. ‘

The following tables set out average build costs for a dwelling split by development size, for
-the following categoriés:
e Al residential schemes
s Housing only schemes
_ Flats on?y schiemes
s Mixed developments

&

For each building type, per square metre prices are given for the mean, median and
interquartile range. (See Appendix 1 for definitions). This is consistent with the BCIS
Quarterly review of building prices. '

A chart and tables summarising the ﬁndihgs appear below — Figure 1 and Tables 1 to 4.

The figures are given for UK mean and for regions - Tables 5 and 6.
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Flgure 1: Summary results, build cost by development size.
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Table 1: All residential

623 -
108 1157 100 1077 4539 941 -1260 488
101 1083 o5 1026 593 - 906 ~ 1181 1075
4539
a5 1025 91 978 522 - 860 - 1131 1196
2043

1174 - 1830

675 -

107 1154 99 1064 2539 932 - 1238 412

100 1076 94 1007 616 - 891 -1165 780
4539

88 943 86 922 €01 - 837 - 1030 467
1642 s
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Table 3: Flats only

985 - 1415

1834

1142 102 1095 623 - 965 - 1278 148
1909

1201 108 1164 671 - 1000 - 1357 291
2943

Table 4: Mixed developments

261-

101 1092 100 078 oo 956- 1228 26
98 1059 96 038 /98- 048 -1147
1448 - 151
522 -
92 995 91 978 o 862 - 1105 434

Looking at all schemes, the average (mean) construction cost per m Zfor schemes with 1 to
5 units was 13% higher than schemes with over 10 units, and for schemes with 1 to 10 unHs
was 6% higher.

For housmg only, the average cost per m % of a single house is 67% h1gher than the average
of larger developments of 11 units or more. On schemes of 1-5 units the cost per m” Is 22%
more expensive and on schemes of 1-10 units it is 14% more expenswe

On schemes which are & mix of houses and flats, the cost per m” of schemes of 1-5 units is
10% higher than the farger schemes and on schemes of 110 units it is 6% higher.

On flats only developments of 1--5 flats the cost per m? is 2% higher than larger
developments over 10 units, while schemes of 1-10 units are 5% cheaper.

Table & shows the £/m? differences and percentage differences between schemes of 15
units and schemes of 1—10 units and the larger schemes with over 10 units, For houses'the
differences are also shown for developments of single units compared with developments
of over 10 units. The single units are generally bespoke houses for a client and are
significantly larger than units in other developments.

The table also shows the difference on an average dweliing unit, based on the average size
of units in the sample and on a development of 5 or 10 units.
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Where the viability study uses percentages of the construction costs to allow for other
costs, the differences in cash terms wiil be exacerbated.

Table 5: Summary table

UK Mean

BCIS Location index 100 .

! ? i iffat ] {Di

| i : % difference N . Average E,:'.)r‘?Ferem:e.i i Average |

! i i comparedte [Difference| " ¢ per INumberof' difference per

Type L units e , | uniisize | L i :

2 i idevelopments over; in £/m* a | dwelling | units : development {
10 urniss ' oL m g Y J

Note: The £/m?” figures in the table have been rounded to the nea-rest whole number; the
“cost per dwelling and per development have been calculated on the unrcunded figures.

The figures in table 5 are UK averages; these can be adjusted using the BCIS location
factors. Figures for the regions adjusted using the location factors given in Section 6 are
presented in table 6 below.
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Table 6 Reglonal summary tables

REGION North East

BLIS Location Index 1905

T T :, |

i : /édlffere:;:e imﬁemmet Average ji)tfference,iN P Average

IType f units tomparedic T . unitsize . per  iNumberof: difference per
: jdevelopments ovet: in£/m° | z . dwelling units  : development .
. i H H 5] H : 5

: : Wunits |

Al Residential

Mixed Devélépmebté

REGION North West

BCiS Location Index 91 ) '

' : ‘# % differénce t ) [ Average IDifference ! . Average |
!g'i'v;m ' units : compared to éba-f‘feren;:eg uitsize peti um':fer of | difference per ;
j i idevelopments over, ingfm® | 2 dwelling | . units | development |
: 30 units " " i £ i : £ !

All Residential
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REGION Yorkshire and Hurmberside

BCIS Location Index 92

: : I T ‘Dt f ’ : ;
; 3 % difference ! . " Average ;Drﬂ‘erencei : Average i
. i .} comparedto Differepce; . i per  Numberof| difference per !
iType i units : ; | unitsize | . i :
; ! evelopments over: in £/m” | , | dwelling | units | development
i 10 units ! ° m : £ i : g

i
ial

REGION East Midlands
BCIS i.ocation Index 105

, ‘, { %difference | Average {Difference | Average
.. 1 comparedto .Differencel . ° | per [Numberof} difference per |

Type D units 30 H 3 unit size | i H ) i . i

: : idevelopments over] in£/m* | , - dwelling | units | development

i ; : 10 units | L £

:All Residential
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REGION West Midiands

BCIS Location Index 93

; P di : . ‘Bl i T

i ' ; . 1ffer5;‘:e Diffe:rencei Average -DiferEﬂCE%N ' fuersee é
: i compa ; ) ; i :

Type  units | mparedic 1 unitsize Pt‘-'l: ; Ui’rﬁ:fm‘of3 difference per

: §deveiopments over; inE/fm* ! , ¢ dwelling | units | development :
; ; Wunits | Eem e : £

REGION East of England

BCIS Location index 100

, : % difference L & Average Eii)ifferenceg ‘ Average
;Tvpe t -compared to :ED‘HEYE“C@E eritsize . PeT INumber of | difterence per
% developments over] in £l 2 : dwelling ' units | development |
! 10 units i : £ £
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REGION tondon
BCIS Location index 110

| %difference i ; Averags Difference | Averags

i ‘ i1 comperedtc |Difference; - " ' par  Number of | ditference per
Type : units P . | unitsize o Lo . {

E ; developments overi in£fm° | , | dwelling © units development
j | 10 units om o 5 £

REGION South East
BCIS Location Index 110 .
{ i I % differe : ; | Di 3
i : ; % r;f’f :i: ; Average :DxfferenceiN ] f'é , ffverage
! gompare i N ! i S
EType units | p i %} unitsize | pes: E um ‘ero ifference per !
; idevelopments over; inffm” . Cdwelling | wnits | development
H . : 1y ; H H
] 10 units £ £

Al Residentiai
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REGION South West
BCIS Location Index 100

% difference

o | Average ;Dﬁflerenceg ) : Average
compared to o ro b i

rype  units P : | unit size ! ‘pe- : um _erof: difference per .
: idevelopments over: 2 dweliing j units development

H i m i [ i

£

REGION Wales
BCIS Location Index g2

; %dgﬁ:regie fDifference-g Aversge {Difference " i Average :
: ! comparedto | I Eoli :
Type onits | s ; | unit size pet: umberof | difference per :
; developments over: jn &/m® | N dwelling units development !
: : 10 units : ™ £ : £ |
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£

REGION Scotland

BCIS Location index 101

! i U o dif : : LDf H : i
5 ;{,: fere_;u:i :D;ffeﬁ,me; Average ‘ianfference% X f; . 1:ﬂweragt—:
{ i ampare : b r :

iType ) j units | P i , o ueitsize pe‘ i um ‘era ! difference per
; . idevelopraents over! in£fm”® | , | dwelling  wunits development

' H : . ) ; m . § :

il units :
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5. Conclusions

The analysis of the data shows that the build cost per m? for all residential schemes 10
units or less is on average 6% higher than on large developments. From our review of
viability studies there is no evidence that it is taken into account when assessing the
viability of smaller schemes. In addition, some local planning authorities are setting higher
section 106 or CIL rates for smaller developments without making allowance for these
extra costs.

The difference is greater on housing only schemes {+14%), while the situation is reversed
for flats only schemes (-5%}). On mixed development schemes the difference is also +6%.

On a typical 1-10 unit development of houses, the extra base construction cost would
amount to over £100,000. Section 4 gives the calculated figures for each English region.

This variance is exacerbated by the fact that allowances for external works and professional
fees, etc, are often added as percentages of base construction cost. These wiil often
amount to an uplift of more than 20% of the total construction cost.

The effect on viability levels will vary depending on how additional allowances for other
development costs have been calculated and on local market values for land and dwellings.

6. Recommendations

1. Local authorities and their advisers should reflect the higher construction costs
experienced by smaller housing developments when carrying out viability appraisals
for smaller housing sites of 10 units or less, setting ClL, or considering ievels of
contributions to be sought through section 106 agreements. ‘

2. The figures in this report'are directly comparable with, and should be used in
conjunction with, the figures in the BCIS Quarterly review of building prices.

3. BCIS advises the use of the mean to determine an average bulid cost, L.e. the sum of
" the figures divided by the number of figures.
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7. BCIS Location fattors study

Introduction

The cost of 2 building is affected by its location. Many localised variables combine to
produce a unique cost, including market factors such as demand and supply of labour and
materials, work-load, taxation and grants. The physicai characteristics of a particular site,
"its size, accessibility and topography also contribute. Not even identical buildings built at
the same time but in different localities obtain identical tenders.

While all these factors are particular to 2 time and place, certain areas of the country tend
to have different tender levels than others. The BCIS Location Indices are a measure of
recent regional price differences combined with a long term average intra-regional
variation (counties and districts). The location factors given in the teble below are an-
attempt to identify some of these general differences using information derived from the
BCIS Tender Price Index. The regions chosen are administrative areas and are not
significant cost boundaries as far as the building industry is concerned. It should be
stressed that even within counties or large conurbations, great variations in tender levels
are evident and that in many cases these will outweigh the effect of general regional
factors.

Table: BCIS Location factors (using 2000 boundaries datu)
Base: UK mean = 100;
Updated: 28-May-2015

[N

Stﬂndafd dewiaﬁon ' Rang 2 i

Locathn . tadex - 30% confidonce inferval, ‘
 Horth East ' 105 104- 105 13 79.187 459
£ North West - g1-92 10 §1-150 %80
£ Yorkshire and the Humber 22 92-93 ?’i 73 -174 430
 East Midlands ' o5 104 - 408 12 88149 A%
B West Midlands 63 83-94 10 £5-1588 697
£ East of England o 59 - 101 TR S PR ©1
£ London 112 111- 113 15 75- 182 1007
¥ South East 112 111192 13 G- 170 1466
& South West 100 02 . 1D 12 69-221 653
# Wales ' %2 8Y.93 13 70143 37
& Scottand o 100 - 902 ‘ 14 §7-201 121
£ Morthern lrelangd 55 25 -EE B 43-74 194
£ tstands 115 113417 i3 89-157 13
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Adjusting project prices

The most commonly used study is locatlon which has wide application in adjusting the
price of a project from one location in order to estimate the price of a similar project
somewhere else. This can simply be done by dividing the project cost by the location index
for the location where it was actually buiit and multiplying by the location index for the
iocation of the proposed scheme. ‘

[t should be noted that the location factors represent differential pricing levels and do not
allow for any variation in specification or design.

The costs in this study have been adjusted to a UK mean. To adjust the costs to a spemf;c
region, muitlp!y by the location factor index in the table and divide by 100

Classification

The BCIS Location study shows pricing levels represented in a three tevel hierarchy. For
convenience these are referred to as ‘regions’, 'counties' and 'districts', although other
terms will be more appropriate in specific cases (e.g. some regions are countries). Versions
of this study are available based on the local authority boundaries in 2000 and on the
boundaries in 1980, Regions are standard statistical regions at the time; counties include
the Scottish Regiohs, and districts include unitary authorities and metropolitan districts. -
The 2000 boundaries are based on the UK NUTS (Nomenclature of Territorial Units for .
Statistics) classification, '

Under the 1980 coding, London is treated as a special case. The first split is between
London Postal Districts (anywhere with a London postcede such as N, NW, W, SW, SE, E, EC
or WC) and Outer London {anywhere within Greater London but with a postal address of
Surrey, Middlesex, Hertfordshire, Essex or Kent). An aiternative split for London is by
1ondon Borough — this is shown at the same level as the London Postal Drstr:cts/Outer
Londen split because the boundaries of the two breakdowns do not coincide. There are
several Londor Boroughs which lie part in and part out of the London Postal Districts.

There is nothing significant about the boundaries chosen in price level terms and price
{evels could be expected to change gradually from one area to another.

Date when the indices apply

Because regional differences are known to vary over time, the study has been standardised
to the most recently available inter-regional differences. Because a) there is always a defay
between a project’s tender date and when it can be included in a study and b} small sample
sizes in individuzl regions mean that more than one guarter is required to calculate a
current regional factor, there will always be a lag between the date of publication and the
average date of projects used to calculate the latest regional trend. This lag varies from
region to region and time to time but is typically around four quarters.

Because of the small sample available for any county or district, the intra-regional factors
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are based on a long term average linked to the regional factors.

fn summary, the location indices represent recent inter-regional differences which
represent the situation approximately onie year behind the publication date.

Sample

The number of figures of each category included in the study. The higher the number in the
sample, the more reliable the results are likely to be. Treat smalt samples (fess than 20}
with caution.

Results are not published where the sample is less than four. This is one reason why the
sample size of a category may be greater than the sum of the sample sizes of subsidiary
categories. Another reasen might be that one or more projects may have some information
missing, e.g. BCIS may know which county the project fies in for the location study, but hot
the district — in which case the project will be included in the county sample but none of

the districts.
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Appendix 1 — Definitions

TENDER PRICE ~ the amount of the accepted tender. This is the price the client and
contractor have agreed for the execution of the work as defined in the contract
documents. ' ‘ ‘

COST ~ basic cost to the contractor. It includes the cost of fabour, at the nationally agreed
rates, materials and plant. ‘

£/m?2 — the tender price of the building only, (f.e. excluding external works and
contingencies) divided by the gross internal floor ares of the building, measured in square
metres.

£/sq ft - as above, but measured in square feet.

GROSS INTERNAL FLOOR AREA ~ total of all enclosed spaces fuifilling the functional require-
ments of the building measured to the internal structural face of the enclosing walls. it
includes areas occupied by partitions, columns, chimney breasts, internal structural or
party walls, stairwells, lift wells, and the like. Also included are lift, plant, tank rooms and
the like above main roof slab. Sloping surfaces such as staircases, galleries, tiered terraces
and the like are measured flat on plan.

MEAN — the sum of the figures divided by the number of figures. it is the average price paid
for the buildings in the sampie.

 MEDIAN — the middle statistic (NOT the middle of the range).'Unlike the }'nean, this is not
as easily affected by rogue figures. ‘

LOWER QUARTILE - just as the median is the middle statistic, the lower quartile is the
statistic which is one quarter of the way up a list of ordered rates, i.e. 25% of rates will fal!

below the lower quartile and 75% above.

UPPER QUARTILE ~ just like the lower guartile but 25% of rates will fall above the upper
guartile and 75% below. ' :

INTERQUARTILE RANGE — the range between the lower and upper quartile.
RANGE ~ the upper and lower figures of the sample..

SAMPLE SIZE — the number of buildings of each type included in the survey. The higher the
number in the sample, the more reliable the results.
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QUARTER ~ the quarterly index figures are based on the mean prices or costs for the three
months average of any one gquartes. Thus, figures for the 1st quarter 1988 are based on
costs or prices in the months of January, February and March 1988.

CONTRACT SUM - the prices in this publication are based on the tontract sums for the
projects covered. The contract surns will normally have been produced as a result of
contractors competitively pricing or negetiating a contract sum analysis or bills of
quantities. The contract sum represents the agreed price for which the builder is prepared
to do the wark and which the client is prepared to pay. The contract sura will include
builders’ profits and overheads. Prices in the publication do not include for fees payable to
architects, quantity surveyors, engineers or any other consuitants normally paid directly by
the client nor for design fees paid to the contractor on a design and build contract.
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Appendix 2 — Indices of tender prices and building costs

Introduction

The BCIS Tender Price indices and the General Building Cost Index maonitor the movement
of tender prices and building costs from the beginning of 1934, The Tender Price Index
measures the trend of contractors’ pricing levels in accepted tenders for new work i.e. cost
to client, The General Building Cost Index measures changes in costs of labour, materials
and plant, L.e. basic cost to contractor.

The movement of the Tender Price index is a reflection of many factors. As well as
measuring changes in basic costs it indicates the feelings of the industry about its current
and future workload. When demand for the industry’s services is high not only do
contractors’ margins increase but so do the margins charged by materials suppliers and
producers and the money paid to attract labour. When demand is low ali these factors fali.
It should be noted that it is the difference in the rate of change in the indices that is
significant: the absolute difference between the two indices is not meaningful.

Tender price indices

Tender Price Indices are produced by the examination and analysis of priced bilis of
quantities. in essence, bills of quantities are repriced by BCIS using 2 base schadule of rates
and the repriced tender figure compared .with the actual figure to produce a ‘project
mdex A targe number of bills of quantities are indexed in this way each quarter and the
 resulting project index figures are first adjusted to eliminate average differences due to
location, cantract size and method of procurement at base date and then averaged to
produce the published index.

The Tender Price Indices are quarterly indices. Each project index is allocated to a quarter
by either date of tender or base month (as applicable} of the schame. The average of the
project index figures for each quarter forms the published quarterly index figusre. in order
to achieve stability of the index, BCIS likes to include 80 projects in each quarter aithough
this has not always proved possible.

The number of projects included in each quarter Is shown against the index figures.

- The All-in Tender Price Index is based on a random sample ofééc&pted tenders for new
building work, with contract sums over £100,000, which have been priced in competition
or by negotiation. The index covers both public and private sectors. '

PRIVATE SECTOR TP! — The Private Sector Tender Price Index is based on an analysis of a
random sample of private sector projects exciuding housing. The index has been produced
by BCIS for the Department of Trade and Industry {DTI) and Is reproduced with their kind
permission.

PRIVATE COMM%ERC[AL‘ TP =The Private Cammerdial Tender Price Index considers those
projects in the Private Sector TPl which are for commercial projects anly,
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PRIVATE INDUSTRIAL TPi — The Private Industrial Tender Price Index considers those
projects in the Private Sector TP} which are for industrial projects only. This Index is
calcutated using a method which is intended to replicate, as far as is practical, the Index

. that would have been calculated if sufficient priced bills of quantities or quantified
schedules were available to BCIS for indexing.

PUBLIC SECTOR TPI - The Pubtic Sector Tender Price Index is based on all projects in the
public sector excluding public housing. The index provides a direct comparison with the All-
in Private Sector TPL.

General building cost index

The BCIS General Building Cost index is based on a cost model of an average building. The
model was derived from the analysis of 80 bills of quantities. These bills were broken down
into the work categories defined in the National £conomic Development Gffice’s formula
method of catculating fluctuations under a building contract.

The inputs to the index are the work category indices prepared by the Construction Market

tntelligence Division (BERR) for use with the NEDO Formula. The indices allow for changes
in the costs of nationally agreed labour rates, material prices and plant costs.
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Appendix 3 — Average building prices

introduction

The BCIS Average building prices are the results of analysis of tender prices of over 18,500
buildings. The aim of the study is to show the variations in prices between buiidings of
different function and the range of prices which occurs for buildings of each functional
type. The figures used are contract sums excluding external works and contingencies,
professional fees, VAT, finance charges and the like with oreliminaries apportioned by
value. They are expressed in £ per m2 of the gross internal floor area.

The prices are adjusted to a notional UK average price using the BCIS County location
factors and then adjusted to constant current prices using the latest estimates for indices.

The prices

The results given are based on prices which have been made avanlabie to BCiS It should be
stressed therefore that the sample for any particular building type is not random. Prices
can vary considerably from one region to ahother and between individual sites. The figures
therefore can only be a general guide to the level of building prlces and professional '
interpretation is always necessarv

The study includes comp}ete new buildings, i.e. horizontal extensions, vertical extensions
and shell only schemes are specifically excluded. Rehabzhtat;on and conversion works are
analysed and presented separately.

The bulidings have been analysed by function and have been classified according to Table 0
of the 1976 revision of the CI/SfB classification system. Each building type is shown
separately. In some circumstances buildings have subclasses, the building function being
subdivided by one characteristic (such as size). in a few cases {e.g. offices), a second
characteristic has been used and this is prescribed as a hierarchy so that, for example,
offices are first split between air conditioned and non-air conditioned, and then air
conditioned and non-air conditioned offices are sub-divided by height. You can therefore
easily compare the different cost per m2 for air conditioned and non-air conditioned 3-5
storey offices. For each building type, £/m2 prices are given for the mean, medianand
interquartile range.

The survey draws upon all projects available to BCIS including Tender Price Index returns,
guestionnaires and analyses. Where possible, the published results are based on projects
that are not more than 15 years oid. Where this would result in a smali or non-existent
~sample, the period is extended as necessary. The initial minimum sample size is four
projects: if less than four projects are available for a category within the last 15 years then
the period is extended by five years and the required sample reduced by one. This process
is repeated if necessary. However, where samples are less than three, the category of
building is not included in this section. The cut off period is shown in brackets so that
categories where an extended period has been used are clearly identified.
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Henley Town Council Planning Committee representation to the Examiner on the South
Oxfordshire District Council Community Infrastructure Levy ~ 15™ October 2015

The Examiner has requested details on residential viability buffers. In this context, Henley
Town Council Planning Commitiee wish to refer the Examiner to the discussion on Viability
of buffer and charging zones in the SODC Cabinet Report dated 12 February 2015,
Community Infrastructure Levy Draft Charging Scheduie, and specifically to Para 33:

“To maximise Cit income the councit do have the opportunity to create separate
geographical charging zones however the increase in income needs to be balanced against
the complexity of administering CIL. For instance, the higher land values {(where a higher CIL
rate could be set) do not readily align with parish boundaries. When considered previously
{councilior workshops), the amount of development planned for these areas {(Henley /
Goring) was not considered to be so material as to warrant a separate charging zone. Based
on a ClL rate of £245 per sgm (in the Henley / Goring areas), calculations showed an
increased income of £2 million over the plan period. This must be seen in the context of the
total expected CIL income over the plan period of £29 million compared to an overall
funding gap of £200 million.”

The Examiner has further asked: In relation to residential development, have reasonable
assumptions been made in relation to other factors affecting viability of development and
up to date evidence used? SODC's response includes the note: “In the 13 months that have
elapsed since this data was gathered, sales values in the District have increased by between
3% in Didcot and 6% in Henley. Given that some of the data relates to sales completed in
2003, the increases will be even higher.”

SODC have decided not to create a separate charging zone for Henley and/or Goring. Henley
Town Council Planning Commiittee ask that this decision be reviewed and indeed reversed.
On the parish boundary/higher land values issue, higher land values obtain throughout a
potential zone comprising Henley and Harpsden, the area covered by the Joint Henley and
Harpsden Neighbourhood Plan (JHHNP).

Henley already has a severe air guality problem resulting from traffic congestion, and the
town centre is a designated Air Quality Mariagement Area (AOMA). Levels of nitrogen
dioxide as monitored by SODC routinely exceed national objective levels. The recent
Transport Study commissioned by Henley Town Council predicts that the developments
envisaged in the Neighbourhood Plan “are likely to result in an increase of up to 120 two-
way vehicle movements along Greys Road [within the AQMA] in the AM peak hour”. These
will add to the air quality problem. ‘

To summarise: Henley has an air quality problem which will be exacerhated by forthcoming
housing developments. Henley has significantly higher house prices than the rest of the
district and they are increasing at a faster rate. SODC has the opportunity, without
compromising the viability of these developments or decreasing the percentage of
affordable homes, to charge a higher CIL rate in Henley. The Henley and Harpsden parishes
should constitute a separate zone with a ClL rate of £245 per sgm and the additional sums
raised should be spent on measures 1o improve air quality.






