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1 Introduction 

1.1.1 Peter Brett Associates and Three Dragons were commissioned to undertake an Economic 

Viability Assessment of the proposed Community Infrastructure Levy by Teignbridge District 

Council.  This report is a viability assessment which seeks to set out the implications of 

differing levels of viability for a variety of types of residential and non-residential 

developments, and how this might support a Community Infrastructure Levy. 

1.1.2 It should be noted that this report is not an independent scheme valuation for sites in 

Teignbridge. No responsibility whatsoever is accepted to any third party who may seek to 

rely on the content of the report for such purposes. 

1.1.3 Government planning policy on viability and the deliverability of development is set out in the 

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).  It addresses the importance of ensuring 

deliverability in paragraph 173: 

“To ensure viability, the costs of any requirements likely to be applied to development, such 

as requirements for affordable housing, local standards, infrastructure contributions or other 

requirements should, when taking account of the normal cost of development and on-site 

mitigation, provide acceptable returns to a willing land owner and a willing developer to 

enable the development to be deliverable.” 

1.1.4 The recently complete, cross industry and CLG supported ‘Viability Testing Local Plans’ 

(June 2012) provides detailed guidance regarding viability testing and in particular provides 

practical advice for planning practitioners on developing viable Local Plans which limits 

delivery risk. This guidance forms the basis to our approach in this report.  

1.1.5 The importance of delivery cannot be underestimated. To ensure robust and sound 

development plan documents, local authorities must ensure that Local Plans are deliverable. 

This effectively means that the infrastructure plans must be an integral part of spatial 

planning and therefore funding issues are becoming increasingly important. This section 

considers the opportunities for funding from developer contributions arising from the viability 

of developments, both residential and commercial.  

1.1.6 The main driver of development viability is the change in residual land value.  If the residual 

land value created by the proposed development is not substantially in excess of the existing 

use value, then the development will not be considered viable by the market. 

1.1.7 The basis of viability testing in this Report is through a series of generic site appraisals, 

using the residual valuation (RV) approach.  This needs to take account of a wide variety of 

inter-related factors which are explored below, which include various items of planning 

obligations and community gain expected to be delivered through the operation of the 

planning system. 

1.1.8 The key question is whether a suggested level of CIL, combined with other planning 

obligations, including affordable housing will inhibit development generally, and conversely, 
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what level of CIL, and continuing contributions through S.106 Agreements, can be delivered 

whilst maintaining economic viability? 

1.1.9 CIL is a new levy that local authorities in England and Wales can choose to charge on new 

developments in their area.  The introduction of CIL corresponds to changes in the way that 

Section 106 obligations can work and it is likely that most Local Authorities in England will 

choose to use CIL in order to continue using some of the value created by development to 

fund the infrastructure required.  In large schemes, typical infrastructure provision might 

include new secondary schools, and green infrastructure 

1.1.10 It should be noted that not only should evidence of viability be presented, but as the Appeal 

Court judgement in the case of Blyth Valley has made clear, viability assessments must be 

founded on robust evidence and it is insufficient to rely on ‘custom and practice’ or ‘going 

rates’. 

1.1.11 One of the most significant items of community gain sought from residential development 

sites is affordable housing, not currently sought through CIL, but secured through S.106 

agreements.  This reflects both the affordable housing need in the District, but also the 

increasing role that planning contributions have taken in delivering new affordable housing 

stock.  As the importance of planning contributions in funding infrastructure increases, the 

cumulative effect of the planning contributions can lead, in some circumstances, to the 

economic viability of a site being called into question.  Although the cost of contributions is 

normally factored into site financial appraisals by developers when land purchase is 

contemplated, the development industry needs to demonstrate a profit, since no business 

exists without a profit motive.   

1.1.12 It is increasingly important therefore that policy relating to planning obligations is realistic and 

credible, taking into account the local housing market, the economics of development, 

including price, supply, demand, need, and profit issues. 

1.1.13 It is clear that the main issues relate to the viability of residential development.  In our 

experience, there are relatively few locations where ‘B’ class uses are able to support CIL, 

although some forms of retail are clearly viable and able to bear a levy without compromising 

viability (particularly large format convenience retail).  It is necessary to understand the 

viability of non-residential development, if only to underpin a decision to charge a £0 rate.  

The Council may want to review CIL when economic conditions are more favourable, 

although it must be emphasised that there is currently a very significant viability gap. 

1.2 Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) 

1.2.1 The Planning Act 2008 introduced the power to charge a Community Infrastructure Levy 

(CIL) and the details of setting the charge are set out in the CIL Regulations and Guidance.  

CIL is a new levy that local authorities in England and Wales can choose to charge on new 

developments in their area.  

1.2.2 Before a charging authority can apply a CIL, it has to produce a CIL charging schedule.  This 

charging schedule has to be informed by relevant infrastructure funding gap and viability 
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evidence. The process of developing a CIL charging schedule is illustrated in Figure 1.1 

below. 

Figure 1.1: Evidence to Inform CIL Charging Schedule 

 

 

1.2.3 The main points relating to CIL are: 

 CIL applies to most new buildings and charges are based on the size and type of the 

new development.  The exceptions are for non-residential development of less than 100 

sq.m charitable uses or when there is no additional floorspace created.  There is a 

mandatory exemption for social housing. 

 Charging authorities (in this case Teignbridge) must produce a charging schedule which 

sets out the rate for their levy.  

 The levy is intended to encourage development by creating a balance between collecting 

revenue to fund infrastructure and ensuring that the rates are not so high that they put 

development across the area at serious risk.  CIL Regulation 14 recognises that the 

introduction of CIL may put some potential development sites at risk. 

 These rates should be supported by evidence, such as the viability of new development 

and the area’s infrastructure needs.  

 The charging authority can set one standard rate or it can set specific rates for different 

areas and types of use. Any differential rate must be justified by the viability of new 

development and differential CIL rates should seek to avoid undue complexity. 

 A charging authority is only required to use appropriate available evidence to 'inform the 

draft charging schedule'.  A charging authority’s proposed CIL should appear reasonable 

given the available evidence, but there is no requirement for a proposed rate to exactly 

mirror the evidence. 

 Charging authorities must consult their local communities – including local businesses 

and neighbouring authorities – regarding their proposed rates for their levy. 

 The land owner is liable for the charge unless another party such as a developer has a 

material and legal interest in the development.  For clarification, if no one assumes 
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liability the charge is immediately payable by the land owner as soon as development 

work starts. 

 If the charging authority chooses it can adopt an exceptional circumstances policy to 

allow relief from the Levy.  However, there are state aid considerations that may arise 

from exemptions (max €200,000 relief within any 3 year period for any organisation in 

Europe) and therefore its use is limited. 

 The amount of levy is calculated at the time of a consented full planning permission, 

however whilst the charge becomes due at commencement, the charging authority can 

choose to adopt a payment phasing policy. 

 The charging authority can use up to 5% of CIL receipts to finance administrative 

expenses in connection with the Levy.  It should be noted that on-going CIL 

consultations suggests there should be no cap to administrative expense fee financed 

from CIL receipts. 

1.2.4 Our approach has been guided by the Planning Act 2008, the CIL Regulations (2010 and 

2011) and the March 2010 Charge Setting and Charging Procedures statutory guidance 

document.  The fundamental premise is that the CIL is intended to enable the delivery of 

growth and it must be set at a level that does not put at risk the overall level of development 

in the area.  

1.3 Approach to Governance 

1.3.1 Although not part of this commission the Council should start to think about the governance 

of CIL.  It could be considered that setting the CIL is the easy part: the hard part will be 

thinking about deciding which infrastructure providers and projects get CIL funding.  

1.3.2 There are tensions pulling CIL funding three ways.  Local neighbourhoods are expected by 

the Government to get a “meaningful proportion” of CIL funding to spend at local level; and 

for Teignbridge there will be competing priorities between the district and county (let alone 

the competition between departments within the authority).  Then there are a range of other 

stakeholders – from PCTs, Highways Agency and emergency services, all of whom will want 

their slice of funding.  

1.3.3 CIL Regulation 123 requires LPAs to specify a list of infrastructure projects intended to be 

funded from CIL.  It restricts the use of planning obligations for infrastructure that will be 

funded in whole or in part by the CIL, to ensure no duplication between the two types of 

developer contributions. 

1.3.4 Although Charging Authorities will not be examined on these issues, it would be a very good 

idea for stakeholders to agree a common protocol about how these issues  be dealt with 

once the CIL money starts flowing in.  Spending profiles are reviewed annually, and these 

choices provide a basis for an annual revision of the Regulation 123 list. 

1.3.5 It is clear that there will be a number of different approaches to the governance of CIL 

funding as rates emerge around the country.  Early discussions on principles will be valuable 
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before the money arrives.  That way, discussions can be usefully kept quite abstract, rather 

than turning into a zero-sum argument about which agency gets the limited funding 

available.  

1.3.6 The NPPF stresses the need to ensure that the cumulative policies and standards set out in 

a Local Plan do not render so much development unviable that the plan’s housing and other 

development requirements cannot be delivered.  Whilst the viability of a plan should not be 

an overriding factor in the setting of plan policy, plans that do not take account of this are at 

risk of failing to be found sound when examined. 

1.3.7 The objectives of this report are to use the available evidence to assess the ability of 

different types of development to support a CIL.  The stages of the study are to: 

 Review the types of development likely to come forward during the plan period, use this 

as a basis to generate some hypothetical development typologies; 

 Consider the evidence relating to the costs and values of different residential and non-

residential development in Teignbridge and establish assumptions to inform both 

residential and non-residential viability appraisals; and 

 Undertake a series of viability tests on the hypothetical development typologies and 

consider whether there is sufficient value to support a CIL. 

1.4 Consultation with the Development Industry 

1.4.1 In our experience, local agents and developers are always happy to explain where the 

market is at, what is going on, and why.  The consultation with the development industry has 

helped to make our assumptions more robust, and these discussions also help us see where 

potential objections to the CIL might come from, so that the Council can be better prepared 

to address concerns. 

1.4.2 The key data discussed includes: 

 Estimated market values of completed development; 

 Existing use and open market land values; 

 Basic build cost; 

 External works (% of build cost); 

 Professional fees (% of build cost); 

 Marketing & sales costs (% of development value); 

 Typical S106 costs; 

 Finance costs (typical prevailing rates); 

 Developer’s margin (% of revenue); 
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 The net developable area (site area less land needed for open space or major site 
infrastructure); and 

 The density and mix of development. 

1.4.3 We worked with the Council to set up a Stakeholder meeting for agents, developers and 

registered providers active in the District.  This took place on 14
th
 February, and in addition 

to the consultants, and Council officers, was attended by developers, agents and Registered 

Providers (RPs) of affordable housing (including housing associations). A copy of the 

meeting note can be found in Appendix A. 

1.4.4  In addition we undertook an e mail based survey of RPs operating in Teignbridge to gather 

more detailed information about revenue and costs for affordable housing to assist in the 

analysis.  This was supplemented by discussions with the Council. 
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2 Development Typologies 

2.1.1 We have identified a set of development typologies representative of likely future schemes in 

Teignbridge District, but it is confirmed that these are standard generic models, which have 

been informed by real situations, but are not intended to represent any actual future 

developments. The selected typologies are purely for modelling viability, and for the 

avoidance of doubt, are not necessarily policy options being considered by the Council. 

2.2 Residential 

2.2.1 Two types of testing have been undertaken: 

 A notional 1 hectare site (at a development density of 35 dph, with a dwelling mix based 

on information provided by the Council, reflecting recent planning permissions); and 

 A series of 15 case studies ranging in size from 1 to 460 dwellings.  The case studies 

are representative of development in the district and are based on information provided 

by the Council. They are summarised in the table below with details given in Appendix 

B. 

Table 2.1: Residential Case Study Sites 

 

2.3 Non Residential 

2.3.1 Based on our 

understanding of Teignbridge 

District, previous experience and 

the authority’s future 

development plans we have 

identified some ‘typical’ 

development typologies.  These 

have been informed by real 

situations, but are not intended to 

represent any actual 

developments.    

2.3.2 Whilst many 

developments may share the 

same use class, they are not 

necessarily the same use in 

terms of Section 13 of the CIL 

Regulations. Therefore we have 

tested a range of non-residential 

typologies within the same use 

class, as per the CIL regulations. 

Retail uses (A1) 

Case 

Study Site Type

 No of 

dwgs Description

Net/gross 

ratio

 Gross 

(ha)  Net (ha) 

Net 

density

Additional 

costs per 

hectare

 Development 

period (years) 

1 Urban plot in each market 

area

1               Notional 100% 0.03         0.03         33 £0 1                                    

2 Village 3               Notional 100% 0.06         0.06         50 £0 1                                    

3 Urban e.g. Newton Abbot 6               Urban infill 100% 0.15         0.15         40 £0 1                                    

4 Village 10             Notional 100% 0.25         0.25         40 £0 1                                    

5 Village e.g. near Dawlish 20             Edge of urban 

greenfield

100% 0.51         0.51         39 £0 1                                    

6 Urban e.g. Newton Abbot 25             Urban infill 100% 0.50         0.50         50 £50,000 1                                    

7 Urban e.g. Dawlish 45             Edge of urban 

greenfield

90% 1.25         1.12         40 £50,000 1                                    

8 Urban e.g. Chudleigh 50             Urban infill 90% 1.39         1.25         40 £50,000 2                                    

9 Urban e.g. Kingkerswell 62             Urban infill 85% 1.82         1.55         40 £75,000 2                                    

10 Urban e.g.Newton Abbot 70             Edge of urban 

greenfield

85% 2.06         1.75         40 £75,000 2                                    

11 Urban infill - Teignmouth 30             Edge of urban 

brownfield

100% 0.30         0.30         100 £125,000 1                                    

12 Urban e.g. Bovey Tracey 150          Edge of urban 

greenfield

70% 5.36         3.75         40 £100,000 3                                    

13 Urban e.g. Teignmouth 290          Edge of urban 

greenfield

80%           9.30 7.44         39 £125,000 4                                    

14 Mixed use e.g. Dawlish 460          Edge of urban 

greenfield 

70% 20.20      12.04      38 £175,000  6 months to open 

up, 5.5 years to 

build. 

15 Newton Abbot 12             Urban infill 100% 0.18         0.18         67            £0 1                                    
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2.3.3 We have developed a clear process for considering retail, where large format out of centre 

convenience retail continues to be one of the best-performing investment markets.  The 

sector is characterised by strong yields and high land values.  Hence it should be able to 

support high levels of CIL. In contrast, high street retail is generally much weaker with less 

potential to support CIL charges.  If all retail is merged into one category, total CIL receipts 

may be much less than they could be.  On the other hand, if retail is split into two categories 

for CIL purposes, we need to ensure that the split is based on robust evidence; otherwise the 

split may be set aside by the examiner. 

2.3.4 We have based our A1 assumptions on four retail typologies: 

 Superstore and supermarkets – out of town centre/urban extension development of 

gross 3,500 sq.m with a site coverage of 40%; 

 Retail warehouses – out of town centre development of six retail warehouses totalling 

10,000 sq.m gross with a site coverage of 40%;  

 Town centre retail in Newton Abbot – Teignbridge Council’s retail study sets out the town 

centre boundary which represents a reasonable delineation between in and out of centre 

areas in functional terms.  As the highest value area, it is considered that if town centre 

development in this location is not viable then it won’t be viable in other centres; and 

 Local convenience retail – all locations, size of 280 sq.m with site coverage of 80%. 

2.3.5 In determining these convenience orientated typologies it is understood that the Council has 

not planned for any in centre supermarkets or superstores and therefore we have not 

specifically tested this use – however it is understood that there is ongoing interest in out of 

town centre locations and therefore we have tested these locations. If an in centre 

convenience development does occur then the charge will be on the basis of the in town 

centre appraised scheme. 

Other retail ‘A’ uses (A2 – A5) 

2.3.6 Whilst other ‘A’ uses are differentiated in terms of the use class order it is considered for the 

purposes of this work that as town centre uses they will generally compete for similar space 

as retail units and therefore occupy the same sorts of premises. On that basis it is not 

necessary to consider these individually for testing purposes as a reasonable approach 

needs to be taken. Therefore any recommendations relating to town centre retail will also 

apply to all these types of uses as well.  

2.3.7 It should also be noted that many of these uses are unlikely to exceed 100 sq.m flooorspace 

and therefore would not be eligible for a CIL charge. 

B1 Business Offices 

2.3.8 We have used two B1 Office typologies: 

 In town – 800 sq.m with building foot print site coverage of 90% (development over 5 

floors); and 
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 Edge of town development of gross 2,000 sq.m building foot print site coverage of 40% 

(development over two floors). 

2.3.9 The non-office B1 uses are covered by the B2/B8 uses discussed below. 

B2 General Industrial 

2.3.10 We have used two B2 general industrial typologies: 

 Edge of town industrial units of gross 1,500 sq.m with site coverage of 40%.  May 

include subdivisions into smaller workshop units; and 

 Edge of town industrial unit of gross 5,000 sq.m with site coverage of 40%. 

  B8 Storage/Distribution 

2.3.11 As per B2 General Industrial, in practice the activity will have the same types of premises 

and similar values as the larger B2 typology; i.e. warehouse of gross 5,000 sq.m with site 

coverage of 40%.  

C1 Hotels 

2.3.12 60 bedroom hotel of gross 2,000 sq.m on two floors on an edge of town site with 80% site 

coverage. 

Care Homes 

2.3.13 In addition to residential development it is appropriate in Teignbridge to also test different 

types of specific accommodation for the older population.  Care homes provides a residential 

setting where a number of older people live, usually in single rooms, and have access to on-

site care services – they will offer different levels of care from basic personal care assistance 

to fully qualified nursing medical care.  We have tested a 40 unit scheme. 

2.3.14 For the purpose of this study it has been assumed that that there is no contribution sought 

for affordable housing. Clearly if an affordable housing requirement is added it will impact on 

the viability of the scheme to contribute to other S106 costs and CIL. 

 D1 Non Residential Institutions 

2.3.15 Non residential institutions will vary from public sector or charitable institutions such as 

health centres, Children’s Centres, libraries and museums through to commercial uses such 

as private sector child care facilities.  Many of these will be charitable or public sector uses 

which are not viable in any commercial sense and we have not sought to test these.  We 

propose that the majority of other development falling into this category will be similar to 

town centre shops – in that they are ‘selling’ services such as childcare.   

  D2 Assembly and Leisure 
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2.3.16 Assembly and leisure also varies considerably but with common factors.  We have tested 

two types of development which may come forward: 

 A mixed leisure scheme to include facilities such as cinema, bowling, health and leisure 

complex, gambling and associated eating and drinking establishments; and 

 A stand-alone commercial health and leisure facility.  

Sui Generis 

2.3.17 Sui Generis uses include theatres; hostels providing no significant element of care; scrap 

yards; petrol filling stations; shops selling and/or displaying motor vehicles; retail warehouse 

clubs; nightclubs; launderettes; taxi businesses; amusement centres; and casinos.  The 

types of premises, value of uses and development costs for premises accommodating these 

types of activity will vary considerably; and this means that Sui Generis uses cannot be 

treated in the same way as the other use classes. 

2.3.18 Our approach to this issue has been to consider the types of premises and locations that 

may be used for Sui Generis and assess whether the costs and value implications may have 

similarities with other uses.  We have also considered the likely developments within the plan 

period as a guide to whether more detailed work might be useful. 

 Theatres – very few new theatres are being developed in the UK and the exceptions – 

such as Chester – are in locations with large catchments, an existing foundation of 

extensive artistic activity and a local authority with the means and inclination to pay. 

 Hostels providing no significant element of care – these are likely to be either charitable 

or public sector uses such as probation hostels, half-way houses, refuges, etc., or low 

cost visitor accommodation such as Youth Hostels.  Our view is that the charitable uses 

are dependent upon public subsidy for development and operation, and therefore not 

viable in any commercial sense.  Youth Hostels are operated on a social enterprise basis 

with small financial returns.  Neither of these scenarios offers significant commercial 

viability.  

 Scrapyards – there may be new scrapyard/recycling uses in Teignbridge in the future, 

particularly if the prices of metals and other materials rise.  Subject to consent these are 

likely to occupy the same sorts of premises as many B2 uses and therefore the viability 

will be covered by the assessment of the viability of B2 uses. 

 Petrol filling stations – we are aware that the recent new filling stations have generally 

been as part of larger supermarket developments, with independent filling stations 

closing.  It seems unlikely that there will be significant new stand-alone filling station 

development.   

 Selling and/or displaying motor vehicles - sales of vehicles are likely to occupy the same 

sorts of premises and locations as many B2 uses and therefore the viability will be 

covered by the assessment of the viability of B2 uses. 
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 Retail warehouse clubs – these retail uses are likely to be in the same type of premises 

as the out of town A1 retail uses and covering the same purchase or rental costs.  

Therefore they are covered by this viability assessment. 

 Nightclubs/Laundrettes/Taxi businesses/Amusement centres – these uses are likely to 

be in the same type of premises as A1 town centre retail uses and covering the same 

purchase or rental costs.  Therefore they are covered by this viability assessment. 

 Casinos – The Casino Advisory Panel has advised the Government where the one 

regional, eight large and eight small casinos should be located and the locations have 

not included Teignbridge District.  While an existing hotel may add a small casino to its 

existing operation this will be part of the overall hotel viability. 
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3 Approach to demonstrating viability 

3.1 Reviewing the Existing Viability Evidence (Value and Costs) 

3.1.1 Obtaining the data – we use a range of information sources in setting benchmark land values 

and getting intelligent inputs to our residual value modelling.  The regulations require 

Charging Authorities to use “appropriate available evidence” in setting their CIL Charge. 

3.1.2 Our starting point for the residential analysis was a study previously commissioned by the 

Council - “Affordable Housing Economic Viability Study” by Levvel Ltd, November 2010.  The 

Council provided additional updated information.  The assumptions were presented to a 

development industry workshop in February 2012 and were amended in light of comments 

made at the workshop and subsequent feedback. 

3.1.3 Other sources for both the residential and non residential analysis we used are as follows.  

 Internet sources.  In order to keep costs down, we take advantage of free sources such 

as Estates Gazette, or Davis Langdon cost levels – which have the great advantage of 

showing the typical buildings used for the calculation.  We also use management 

consultants’ studies, quality press reports (FT.com is an excellent source) and industry 

sector specialist studies.  

 We use existing information available to the Council, such as SHLAA evidence and the 

Employment Land Review.  There are good reasons to use this already existing 

information.  It has great advantages of ensuring that there is no contradiction between 

different studies that could be used against the CIL charge at examination.  

 BCIS and Spons cost sources are available to us. 

 Market values for residential units are based on those provided in the Levvel study
1
 and 

presented to the development industry at the workshop and subsequently included in the 

note of the workshop.  The values have been ‘reality checked’ through a web based 

search of properties currently on the market (recognising that asking prices and actual 

sale prices may differ) including the use of websites such as the Right Move, and 

Zoopla. 

                                                      
1
 Affordable Housing Economic Viability Study” by Levvel Ltd, November 2010 
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3.1.4 Information on land and property values has been taken from industry standard sources 

including the EGi, CoStar (Focus) and Property Week databases.  

3.1.5 To estimate construction costs, as well as standard sources such as BCIS, we use data from 

cost consultants Davis Langdon.  These figures allow for increasingly stringent Building 

Regulations, which add to construction costs.  For costs such as external works, fees, 

finance and developers’ margins, we used figures derived from discussions with the 

development industry and experience of a number of similar studies and site specific 

analysis.  The assumptions used were tested with the development industry in Teignbridge. 

3.1.6 We also make separate estimates for S106 and other site-specific planning contributions.  

These represent the average over a range of scheme types.  Where relevant, we also 

distinguish between different parts of the District, to ensure that we have the right evidence 

to inform any proposal for geographic differentials in the levy rate. 

3.1.7 Our view on this issue is that a simple Charging Schedule with few variations is preferable 

for examination and implementation.  We need to distinguish circumstances where particular 

types of site are prone to different economic circumstances that affect viability.  This 

includes, for instance, the additional costs associated with large greenfield urban extensions, 

where the site specific infrastructure costs required to open up the site for development are 

significantly greater than for smaller, brownfield sites.  On the other hand, brownfield sites 

tend to have a much higher existing use value, based on commercial values as opposed to 

agricultural value.  This can mean that large greenfield urban extensions, and in some 

circumstances, brownfield sites, may be unable to support the same affordable housing 

and/or CIL rate as other locations. 

3.2 What is Economic Viability? 

3.2.1 Viability, or a lack of viability, is a concept frequently referred to by developers and 

landowners in negotiating contributions towards the provision of community facilities.  The 

argument put forward is that the overall burden of community gain items can reduce the 

actual value to the owner below that of its existing or alternative value, or to such a level as 

to render it ‘unviable’, or simply not profitable enough to make a sale worthwhile to the 

owner, taking account of taxation liability and relocation costs. 

3.2.2 Viability has a central role in policy evolution and negotiations but there is little government 

guidance as to how viability negotiations are to be conducted or how local authorities are to 

make decisions based upon the outcome of a viability appraisal. 

3.2.3 The NPPF provides clear guidance on viability, stressing in para. 173 that, in order to ensure 

viability and deliverability: 

The costs of any requirements likely to be applied to development, such as requirements for 

affordable housing, standards, infrastructure contributions or other requirements should, 

when taking account of the normal cost of development and mitigation, provide competitive 

returns to a willing land owner and willing developer to enable the development to be 

deliverable. 
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3.2.4 Further guidance is provided in ‘Viability Testing Local Plans’ (Local housing Delivery Group, 

June 2012), which emphasises that: 

An individual development can be said to be viable if, after taking account of all costs, 

including central and local government policy and regulatory costs, and the cost and 

availability of development finance, the scheme provides a competitive return to the 

developer to ensure that development takes place, and generates a land value sufficient to 

persuade the land owner to sell the land for the development proposed.  

3.2.5 The Government’s established aim through planning is to ensure that enough land is 

identified and brought forward for development, but it recognises that in order to do so, 

residual land values must be high enough to encourage landowners to sell land.  It therefore 

requires local authorities not to impose a burden of planning gain and affordable housing that 

is so great as to depress the land value below that which is sufficient to bring land forward. 

Our Approach  

3.2.6 The critical question is what is a ‘viable’ land value?  What should be reasonably expected 

by landowners as a residual value, once all costs have been deducted?  The approach we 

have taken to this concept is that it is rational to assume that if a residual value is arrived at 

which is in reasonable excess of the current or alternative site value including its current or 

potential income, taking account of all sale and related costs, the landowner be pursued by 

developers, and the site be delivered through the operation of the market. 

3.2.7 What is a ‘reasonable excess’ in practice?  It must be a level sufficiently acceptable, given all 

the planning circumstances, to persuade the landowner to dispose to a developer.  This 

must work both ways in a sale; for example, some landowners may be willing to sell at a 

given price, but cannot attract a purchaser, in which case the price is too high. 

3.2.8 The definition of ‘viability’ for the purposes of this assessment is the attainment of a site 

value sufficiently in excess of the existing use value that  most stakeholders, including the 

purchaser and landowner, all acting reasonably and rationally, would accept, thus securing 

delivery of the proposed development. 

3.2.9 Residential - To assess viability, the residual value generated by a scheme is compared with 

a benchmark value, which reflects a competitive return for a landowner. For developments 

within existing urban areas, we have used alternative use value (illustrated by commercial 

use) plus 20% to 25%. The commercial use values have been taken from values arrived at 

through this study and set out elsewhere. 

Land value benchmarks used for the market value areas for the residential viability analysis 
are: 
 
 Newton Abbot  £520,000 - £540,000 

 Dawlish   £390,000 - £400,000 

 Teignmouth  £390,000 - £400,000 
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3.2.10 There is an argument for reducing Dawlish values further (to reflect lower industrial land 

values indicated for the area) but the workshop did not raise this and the advice shown in the 

Levvel study indicated that values in Teignmouth, Dawlish and Newton Abbot are on a par. It 

also needs to be noted that the Levvel study set a benchmark land value for the three towns 

of £680,000 per hectare but this reflected activity nearly two years ago. 

3.2.11 For SW Exeter/‘Rural Teignbridge’’ we have limited information on alternative use values 

and have used the Levvel study value of £800k per ha.  This is probably a ‘generous’ figure 

but is on a par with the benchmark used in the equivalent study for Exeter City Council. 

3.2.12 For (large-scale) greenfield development we assume 10/20 times agricultural value – using 

£20,000 per hectare as agricultural land value in Devon. Higher multiples will apply to higher 

value areas (e.g. SW of Exeter).  For the case studies, we put forward indicative benchmark 

values based on this range but note that lower values may apply. 

3.2.13 Site acquisition costs, which include Stamp Duty Land Tax, fees and land holding costs have 

been allowed. These vary, depending on the scale and type of development. 

3.2.14 Non residential – We take a similar approach to the residential testing in that we compare 

the residual valuation with that of an existing use value plus uplift. Sites in town centres will 

already have a high existing use value in comparison to say an agricultural field. They are 

normally generating income and therefore a reasonable approach needs to be taken in terms 

of both their existing value as often a going concern and the uplift required in incentivising 

redevelopment. For town centre sites we look at local market data when property has 

exchanged and then apply an uplift factor to provide a realistic incentive. Our view on uplift is 

also within the context of the type of use proposed, high value uses such as supermarkets 

require a greater uplift as the landowner will know the greater value of these uses and 

therefore expect a higher price. A similar approach is taken to out of centre and edge or out 

of town sites, although clearly the existing use values will change according to location.    
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4 Residential Viability  

4.1 Assumptions 

Development costs 

4.1.1 Key assumptions used in the analysis of residual values for both the 1 hectare and case 

study sites include (full details in Appendix C): 

Build Costs  

 Flats - £1,133 per sq m, houses - £1,034 per sq m.  These figures are based on BCIS 

data.  They are adjusted for Teignbridge and include a 15% additional cost for external 

works (e.g. local roads, pavements, incidental landscaping). 

Other Development Costs  

 Professional fees – 12%  

 Internal overheads – 5%  

 Interest rate – (Market and Affordable Housing) – 7.5%  

 Marketing fees – 3%  

 Developer’s return – 17%  

 Contractor’s return – 6%  

4.1.2 Total return to the developer (for market housing) approximates to around 20% (i.e. internal 

overhead plus developer’s return). 

Market Value for Open Market Housing 

4.1.3 The market values used in the study were derived from the earlier Levvel study and checked 

with the development industry at the workshop.  Levvel identified 5 market value areas and 

these have been retained (and verified at the workshop). 

Table4. 1 - Market Values and Value Areas 

 
Newton 
Abbot 

SW of Exeter Teignmouth Dawlish 
Rural 
Settlements 

1 bed flat £110,000 £119,500 £138,000 £119,500 £138,000 

2 bed flat £122,000 £132,000 £152,500 £132,000 £152,500 

2 bed terrace £135,800 £164,900 £155,200 £145,500 £194,000 

3 bed terrace £155,000 £188,300 £177,200 £165,000 £221,500 

4 bed terrace £191,400 £232,500 £218,800 £205,100 £273,500 

3 bed semi detached £203,700 £223,100 £223,100 £194,000 £223,100 

3 bed detached £244,400 £288,000 £261,900 £279,300 £296,800 

4 bed detached £271,600 £320,100 £291,000 £310,400 £329,800 

5 bed detached £353,000 £416,100 £378,300 £403,500 £428,700 

 



Community Infrastructure Levy 

Viability evidence 

  17 

 

Revenue from the Affordable Housing 

4.1.4 The revenue from the rental affordable housing is assessed as the amount the provider can 

borrow against the net rent it receives. This approach is called capitalised net rent.  For the 

shared ownership, we assume the revenue is in two parts - the value of the equity purchased 

and capitalised net rent for the unbought share.  This approach to estimating the revenue 

from affordable housing is conservative and does not allow for any cross subsidy by the 

provider across its stock. 

4.1.5 The affordable housing has been modelled at 70% Affordable Rent and 30% shared 

ownership (with 40% of the equity purchased).  All the assumptions used (including the level 

of affordable rent and service charges) were agreed with the Council in light of the survey 

undertaken with locally active RPs. 

4.1.6 It is assumed that there is no public subsidy, from the Homes and Communities Agency or 

any other source. 

Residual s106 Requirements 

4.1.7 In addition to the CIL levy, it is assumed that there will be a residual s106 payment of £3,500 

per dwelling for planning obligation costs not covered by CIL (e.g. on-site provision of open 

space, play areas, allotments, community buildings, cycle routes, flood prevention, travel 

requirements, art, renewable energy and biodiversity mitigation). This figure was provided by 

the Council. 

Anticipated Increases in Build Costs  

4.1.8 We note that the “Advice for planning practitioners”
2
 referred to earlier states that: 

 “The most straightforward way to assess plan policies for the first five years is to work on 

the basis of current costs and values”. (page 26) 

 

And later:  

 

“The one exception to the use of current costs and current values should be recognition of 

significant national regulatory changes to be implemented………”(page 26) 

                                                      
2
 ‘Viability Testing Local Plans’ (Local housing Delivery Group, June 2012) 
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4.1.9 In addition to the build costs set out earlier, £1,000 per dwelling has been allowed to achieve 

compliance with the changes to the Building Regulations
3
 which will be introduced during 

2013.   Further changes may be introduced to Building Regulation over subsequent years 

but their scale and scope is unclear.  If substantial additional costs were to be introduced in 

the next few years, the Council will need to consider a review of either affordable housing 

targets and/or CIL.  If, at the time of introduction of higher building standards, market values 

have strengthened, additional costs could be absorbed without needing to adjust policy.  The 

Council will need to keep this situation under review.  

CIL and Affordable Housing Testing Assumptions 

4.1.10 For this study, we have tested different CIL amounts in combination with 4 different 

percentages of affordable housing – 25%, 30%, 35% and 40%. (Lower percentages of 

affordable housing have been tested for Newton Abbot, reflecting lower market values found 

there).  All testing of residential residual values was carried out using the Three Dragons 

Toolkit. 

4.1.11 The main CIL rates tested are £50, £75, £100 and £125 per sq metre. Following a round of 

initial testing, further additional CIL levels at £150, £175 and £200 per sq metre were tested 

in ‘Rural Teignbridge’ and lower rates in Newton Abbot. 

4.2 Residential Viability Appraisals – Notional 1 hectare Scheme 

Mix for the 1 ha Scheme 

4.2.1 We have modelled the residual value of a notional 1 hectare site in each of the market value 

areas.  A scheme density of 35 dph was assumed, which reflects ‘typical’ development 

density found in the district.  The notional 35 dph scheme includes a mix of terrace, semi 

detached and detached dwellings as shown below:- 

 2 bed terrace   25% 

 3 bed terrace   25% 

 4 bed terrace   10% 

 3 bed semi-detached  20% 

 4 bed detached   15% 

 5 bed detached       5% 

4.2.2 A land finance cost of 10% has been assumed in modelling the notional site. 

4.2.3 The following charts set out the key results for the notional 1 hectare site. Appendix D 

shows the results in full. 

  

                                                      
3
 DCLG, 2012 consultation on changes to the Building Regulations in England, page 26 Table 3 – 

Fees plus efficient services.  We round up the actual figure to £1,000 
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Newton Abbot 

 

Figuret 4.1a I: Newton Abbot – Notional 1 ha scheme - Residual value per ha for different %ages of affordable housing and CIL 

at £25 to £125 per sq m  

 
 Benchmark land value = £520,000 - £540,000 per hectare 

 

Figure 4.1a ii: Newton Abbot - Notional 1ha scheme- Residual values at different levels of affordable housing, with CIL at £25, 

£50, £75, £100 and £125 per sq m 

 
Benchmark land value = £520,000 - £540,000 per hectare 
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4.2.4 A CIL of £25 per sq m with 15% affordable housing produces a residual value in excess of 

the benchmark. A £25 CIL at 20% generates a residual value which is marginally viable. 

4.2.5 With CIL at £50 per sq m with 15% affordable housing, the residual value of the notional site 

just exceeds the higher value of the benchmark range, whilst 15% affordable housing with a 

£75 per sq m CIL is marginally viable, falling within 90% of the lower benchmark range 

value. All other combinations of affordable housing and CIL rates generate a residual value 

below the benchmark value.   

4.2.6 We have also considered whether an alternative mix of dwelling types would improve the 

residual values generated.  From experience, in lower value areas, the inclusion of more 

larger houses generates a better return than smaller units.  The alternative mix we have 

tested is based on one of the recent planning permissions provided to us by the Council (at a 

comparable density) and is shown in the table below, along with the standard mix for 

comparison. 

Table 4.1a: Newton Abbot - 1ha scheme at 35 dph- Alternative mix of dwelling types. 

House Type Standard Mix (35dph) Alternative Mix (35dph) 

2 bed terrace 25% 8.75 17% 6 

3 bed terrace 25% 8.75 34% 12 

4 bed terrace 10% 3.5   

3 bed semi 20% 7 23% 8 

4 bed detached 15% 5.25 11% 4 

5 bed detached 5% 1.75 14% 5 

 

Figuret 4.1b: Newton Abbot – Notional 1 ha scheme: Alternative mix, residual value per ha for different % affordable housing  

and CIL at £25 to £125 per sq m  

 
Benchmark land value = £520,000 - £540,000 per hectare 
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Figure 4.1b ii: Newton Abbot - Alternative Mix - Residual values at different levels of affordable housing, with CIL at £25, £50, 

£75, £100 and £125 per sq m 

 
Benchmark land value = £520,000 - £540,000 per hectare 

4.2.7 The alternative mix generates higher residual values which demonstrate the sensitivity of 

viability to the type of development put forward.  With 15% affordable housing, CILs of £25, 

£50, £75 and £100 per sq m achieve a value at or in excess of the £520k per hectare 

benchmark value. At 20% affordable housing both the £25 and £50 per sq m CILs generate 

residual values above the benchmark.  

4.2.8 None of the CIL values tested generate a residual above the benchmark at 25% or 30% 

affordable housing. 
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Teignmouth 

 

Figure 4.2a: Teignmouth – Notional 1 ha scheme - Residual value per ha for different %ages of affordable housing and CIL at 

£50 to £125 per sq m  

 

Benchmark land value = £390,000 - £400,000 per hectare 
 

Figure 4.2b: Teignmouth - Notional 1ha scheme- Residual Values at different levels of affordable housing, with CIL at £50, £75, 

£100 and £125 per sq m 

 

Benchmark land value = £390,000 - £400,000 per hectare 
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4.2.9 The benchmark residual land value is exceeded at both 25% and 30% affordable housing at 

all levels of CIL tested.  At 35% affordable housing only the highest level of CIL (£125 per sq 

m) generates a value below the benchmark, whilst at 40% affordable housing, the 

benchmark is only exceeded with a £50 per sq m CIL. 

Dawlish 

 

Figure 4.3a: Dawlish – Notional 1 ha scheme - Residual value per ha for different %ages of affordable housing and CIL at £50 

to £125 per sq m  

 

  Benchmark land value = £390,000 - £400,000 per hectare 
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Figure 3.3b: Dawlish – Notional 1 ha scheme - Residual value per ha for different %ages of affordable housing and CIL at £50 

to £125 per sq m 

 

Benchmark land value = £390,000 - £400,000 per hectare 

4.2.10 For the Dawlish value area, the benchmark value is exceeded at all CIL values tested at 

25% affordable housing. At 30% affordable housing, CIL values up to £75 per sq m generate 

a value in excess of the benchmark (and is only just below the benchmark at £100 per sq m). 

The benchmark is not achieved at any of the CIL values tested at 35% and 40% affordable 

housing. 
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South West of Exeter 

 

Figure 4.4a: SW Exeter – Notional 1 ha scheme - Residual value per ha for different %ages of affordable housing and CIL at 

£50 to £125 per sq m  

 

Benchmark land value = £800,000 per hectare 

 

Figure 4.4b: SW Exeter – Notional 1 ha scheme - Residual value per ha for different %ages of affordable housing and CIL at 

£50 to £125 per sq m 

 

Benchmark land value = £800,000 per hectare 
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4.2.11 At 25% and 30% affordable housing, all levels of CIL generate residual values in excess of 

the benchmark value. At 35% affordable housing, only the £50 and £75 per sq m CIL rates 

generate a value over the benchmark, whilst at 40% affordable housing, the benchmark 

value is not reached at any of the CIL rates tested. 

Rural Teignbridge 

 

Figure 4.5a: Rural Teignbridge – Notional 1 ha scheme - Residual value per ha for different %s of affordable housing and CIL 

at  £50 to £200 per sq m  

 

Benchmark land value = £800,000 per hectare 
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Figure 4.5b: Rural Teignbridge – Notional 1 ha scheme - Residual value per ha for different %s of affordable housing and CIL at 

£50 to £200 per sq m 

 

Benchmark land value = £800,000 per hectare 

4.2.12 At 25%, 30% and 35% affordable housing, all levels of CIL up to and including £200 per sq 

m generate a residual value in excess of the £800k per hectare benchmark. At 40% 

affordable housing, at the highest level of CIL tested (£200 per sq m) the benchmark value is 

not achieved but the benchmark is achieved with 40% affordable housing and a CIL of £150 

per sq m. 

4.2.13 Summary: 
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 In the Dawlish market area, there is  a trade off between the highest level of CIL (£125) 
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 In the SW Exeter market area, there is a trade off between the highest level of CIL 
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Sensitivity Testing 

4.2.14 Sensitivity tests have been carried out to assess the impact of changes in market values (-

5% and 10% and + 5% and 10%) and build costs (-5% and 10% and + 5% and 10%) on 

residual values. The tests were undertaken for the notional 1 hectare scheme (at 35 dph), 

assuming a £75 per sq m CIL and 30% affordable housing. The impact of increasing the 

developer return to 20% with a 5% overhead allowance and to 22% with no overhead 

allowance was also tested. Selected results are summarised in the table below, with the full 

results set out in full in Appendix D. It should be noted that using a single test across all the 

market value areas (i.e. 30% affordable housing and £75 per sq m CIL) is simply to illustrate 

the sensitivity to changed assumptions rather than indicating that this is an appropriate 

district-wide policy option. 

Table 4.2 Sensitivity Tests –1 ha scheme (35 dph and 30% affordable housing with £75 per sq m CIL)  - Residual value per 

hectare in £s000 

 
Newton 
Abbot 

Teignmouth Dawlish SW Exeter 
Rural 
Teignbridge 

Baseline £0.27 £0.60 £0.44 £0.95 £1.28 

Minus 5% market value £0.07 £0.39 £0.24 £0.73 £1.03 

Plus 5% market value £0.48 £0.81 £0.64 £1.17 £1.52 

Minus 5% build costs £0.47 £0.79 £0.63 £.1.13 £1.47 

Plus 5% build costs £0.08 £0.41 £0.25 £0.76 £1.10 

Minus 5% MV, minus 5% 
build costs 

£0.27 £0.58 £0.43 £0.92 £1.22 

22% margin £0.16 £0.47 £0.32 £0.80 £1.12 

   Newton Abbot values are for the alternative mix as used in the main testing 22% margin with 0  overheads 

4.2.15 The above table highlights the sensitivity of residual values to changes in assumptions and 

how changes in just build costs or market values can have a significant impact.  However, 

the combined reduction of 5% in market values and in build costs produces residual values 

very similar to those of the baseline.  This is a quite plausible situation as values and costs 

tend to move together.   

4.2.16 Looking at each market value area in more detail: 

 In Newton Abbot, a lower value market area, a change in values or costs of 5% has a 

proportionately greater impact on the residual values than in higher value areas.  If 

values increase by 5%, at 30% affordable housing and with a £70 per sq m CIL, the 

residual value of £480,000 approaches the benchmark land value of £520,000.  As 

shown in the Appendix, with a 10% increase in market values, the benchmark is 

exceeded; 

 In the Teignmouth area, a 5% decrease in selling prices or a 5% increase in build costs, 

generates a residual value only marginally below the benchmark of £390/£400,000;  

 In the Dawlish area, a 5% fall in market values or a 5% increase in build costs result in 

the residual value falling below the benchmark of £390,000; 
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 In SW Exeter, a 5% increase in build costs or a 5% decrease in market values, takes the 

residual value to around 5-10% below the benchmark of £800,000; and 

 In Rural Teignbridge, the highest value area, changes in values or costs as tested, have 

a lesser proportionate impact than in the lower value areas.  The benchmark value (of 

£800,000) is still achieved with a 5% reduction in market values or a 5% increase in build 

costs. 

4.2.17 In all areas, the impact of increasing the developer return from 17% to 20% combined with 

5% overhead allowance, or increasing the developer return to 22% with no allowance for 

overheads, produce very similar residual values which are below the base values. Again, the 

proportionate impact is greater in lower value areas. 

4.2.18 The sensitivity tests highlight the importance for the Council of monitoring market changes 

and the way a sustained change in the market could lead to the need for a review of 

affordable housing and/or CIL requirements.  However, as the sensitivity testing has shown, 

it is important to consider market change ‘in the round’ and not to consider changes in any 

one variable (e.g. build costs) on their own. 

4.3 Residential Viability Appraisals – Case Study Sites  

4.3.1 The Council identified a number of case study sites which reflect typical sites likely to be 

brought forward in Teignbridge.  The table  below sets out the full range of sites (Appendix 

E provides information about the mix of units in each case study). The case studies were 

derived in consultation with the Council, drawing on information about recent planning 

permissions and equivalent case studies in the Levvel study.  Where case studies include a 

mix of flats and terrace units, the proportions shown in the Levvel study were adjusted to 

reflect the balance between these two dwelling types found in recent planning permissions 

(as identified by the Council).  We made this adjustment to take account of the shift away 

from flats found in recent planning permissions. 

4.3.2 The Advice for Planning Practitioners indicates that larger scale schemes have additional 

costs that do not apply to smaller developments.  We have already included 15% uplift on 

build costs (identified by BCIS) for external works (local roads, pavements etc).  This 

approximates to around £13-14,000 per dwelling or in the order of £450,000-500,000 per 

hectare for a 35 dph scheme.  

4.3.3 But we make a further allowance for the larger case studies.  These are derived from 

information from the Council that indicated that ‘opening up costs’ per hectare of £175,000 to 

£200,000 would be appropriate for developments of, say, 1,000 dwellings or more (e.g. for 

site clearance, access and primary services). We have allowed opening up costs on smaller 

schemes than this on a ‘sliding scale’ and recognise that these costs may be an over 

estimate of what will be required.  We have also included ‘opening up costs’ for ‘urban infill’ 

schemes, which make a prudent allowance for possible costs associated with such sites.   

4.3.4 The other factor for the case studies is the relationship between the net developable and 

gross site areas.  This allows for, for example, strategic open spaces and land for community 
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facilities.  The percentages used have been agreed with the Council based on recent 

planning applications – acknowledging that sites will differ on a scheme by scheme basis. 

4.3.5 The additional costs associated with large scale development and the lower net developable 

to gross area, help explain why large-scale greenfield development can be particularly 

expensive to develop. 

Table 4.3 Case Study Sites and Key Assumptions 

 

4.3.6 The key findings from each case study are summarised in a series of charts indicating 

viability or otherwise. Case study results are grouped by area. 

4.3.7 Case Study 1 has been repeated in all five areas and includes a 10% increase in build costs 

associated with very small schemes. We have not assumed any increase in selling prices 

although this may be achieved on some small scale developments. It has been assumed 

that there is no affordable housing requirement associated with Case Study 1.  

4.3.8 For case studies where development is identified as taking more than 2 years, we have 

modelled the scheme over time, using a discount cash flow, to show how time impacts on 

residual values.   

4.3.9 All results are based on residual values for the gross area, compared with the benchmark 

land values used.  

Case 

Study Site Type

 No of 

dwgs Description

Net/gross 

ratio

 Gross 

(ha)  Net (ha) 

Net 

density

Additional 

costs per 

hectare

 Development 

period (years) 

1 Urban plot in each market 

area

1               Notional 100% 0.03         0.03         33 £0 1                                    

2 Village 3               Notional 100% 0.06         0.06         50 £0 1                                    

3 Urban e.g. Newton Abbot 6               Urban infill 100% 0.15         0.15         40 £0 1                                    

4 Village 10             Notional 100% 0.25         0.25         40 £0 1                                    

5 Village e.g. near Dawlish 20             Edge of urban 

greenfield

100% 0.51         0.51         39 £0 1                                    

6 Urban e.g. Newton Abbot 25             Urban infill 100% 0.50         0.50         50 £50,000 1                                    

7 Urban e.g. Dawlish 45             Edge of urban 

greenfield

90% 1.25         1.12         40 £50,000 1                                    

8 Urban e.g. Chudleigh 50             Urban infill 90% 1.39         1.25         40 £50,000 2                                    

9 Urban e.g. Kingkerswell 62             Urban infill 85% 1.82         1.55         40 £75,000 2                                    

10 Urban e.g.Newton Abbot 70             Edge of urban 

greenfield

85% 2.06         1.75         40 £75,000 2                                    

11 Urban infill - Teignmouth 30             Edge of urban 

brownfield

100% 0.30         0.30         100 £125,000 1                                    

12 Urban e.g. Bovey Tracey 150          Edge of urban 

greenfield

70% 5.36         3.75         40 £100,000 3                                    

13 Urban e.g. Teignmouth 290          Edge of urban 

greenfield

80%           9.30 7.44         39 £125,000 4                                    

14 Mixed use e.g. Dawlish 460          Edge of urban 

greenfield 

70% 20.20      12.04      38 £175,000  6 months to open 

up, 5.5 years to 

build. 

15 Newton Abbot 12             Urban infill 100% 0.18         0.18         67            £0 1                                    
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4.3.10 Within the results for each case study, the residual values derived are classified as: 

V  Viable – above the benchmark 

(M)V  Viable within benchmark range 

MV  Marginal – within 10% of the (lower) bench mark 

NV  Not viable – more than 10% below the (lower) benchmark 

The benchmarks are described in paragraphs 3.2.9-3.2.12. A full analysis of the residual 
values generated for each case study is found in Appendix E 

Newton Abbot Case Studies 

  

Table 4.4: Case study 1  

Location Newton Abbot No of dwellings 1 

Location type Notional Benchmark land value £520,000 - £540,000 

CIL in £s per sq m Affordable housing % 

 0%      

£50 V      

£75 V      

£100 V      

£125 V      

 
   Table 4.4: Case study 3 

Location Newton Abbot No of dwellings 6 

Location type Urban infill Benchmark land value £520,000 - £540,000 

CIL in £s per sq m Affordable housing % 

 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 

£50 V V NV NV NV NV 

£75 V MV NV NV NV NV 

£100 V NV NV NV NV NV 

£125 NV NV NV NV NV NV 
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    Table 4.5: Case study 6 

Location Newton Abbot No of dwellings 25 

Location type Urban infill Benchmark land value £520,000 - £540,000 

CIL in £s per sq m Affordable housing % 

 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 

£50 NV NV NV NV NV  

£75 NV NV NV NV NV  

£100 NV NV NV NV NV  

£125 NV NV NV NV NV  

 

   Table 4.6: Case study 6 (Alternative Mix)4 

Location Newton Abbot No of dwellings 25  

Location type Urban infill Benchmark land value £520,000 - £540,000 

CIL in £s per sq m Affordable housing % 

 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 

£50 V V (M)V NV NV  

£75 V V NV NV NV  

£100 V (M)V NV NV NV  

£125 V NV NV NV NV  

 
   Table 4.7: Case study 10 

Location Urban e.g. Newton Abbot No of dwellings 70 

Location type Edge of urban, greenfield Benchmark land value £250,000 

CIL in £s per sq m Affordable housing % 

 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 

£50 V V MV NV   

£75 V V NV NV   

£100 V MV NV NV   

£125 V NV NV NV   

 
  

                                                      
4
 The alternative mix does not use information from the Levvel study but is based on examples of actual recent 

planning permissions at the same density but not in Newton Abbot.  The mix used was 7 x 2 bed terrace, 6 x 3 
bed terrace, 6 x 3 bed semi detached, 5 x 4 bed detached and 1 x 5 bed detached 
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    Table 4.8: Case study 15 

Location Newton Abbot No of dwellings 12 

Location type Urban infill Benchmark land value £520,000 - £540,000 

CIL in £s per sq m Affordable housing % 

 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 

£50 NV NV NV    

£75 NV NV NV    

£100 NV NV NV    

£125 NV NV NV    

 

4.3.11 The results of the Case Study modelling in the Newton Abbot area reflect the findings for the 

notional 1 hectare site, with only Case Study 1 reaching benchmark residual land values, 

when modelled with CIL rates up to £125 (but without any affordable housing contribution).  

4.3.12 The sensitivity to development mix is highlighted in Case Study 6, where the original mix of 

units generated residual values that were well below the benchmark value even at  15% 

affordable housing with a £50 per sq m CIL. Applying an alternative mix, based on 

information about recent planning permissions supplied by the Council, generated a residual 

value above the lower end of the benchmark at 25% affordable housing with a £50 per sq m 

CIL. At 15% affordable the alternative Case study 6 is viable with a £125 per sq m CIL. 

4.3.13 Case Study 10 is viable at 15% affordable housing with CIL values between £50 and £125 

per sq m, and at 20% affordable housing with £50 and £75 CILs. It is marginally viable at 

20% with a £100 per sq m CIL and at 25% with a £50 CIL.  

4.3.14 Case Study 15 (a higher density scheme entirely of apartments) is not viable with 15% 

affordable housing with a £50 per sq m CIL. 
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Teignmouth Case Studies 

 

   Table 4.9: Case study 1 

Location Teignmouth No of dwellings 1 

Location type Notional Benchmark land value £390,000 - £400,000 

CIL in £s per sq m Affordable housing % 

 0%    

£50 V    

£75 V    

£100 V    

£125 V    

 
 

    Table 4.10: Case study 11 

Location Teignmouth No of dwellings 30 

Location type Urban infill Benchmark land value £390,000-400,000 

CIL in £s per sq m Affordable housing % 

 25% 30% 35% 40% 

£50 V V V V 

£75 V V V V 

£100 V V V V 

£125 V V V MV 

 

   Table 4.11: Case study 13 

Location Teignmouth No of dwellings 270 

Location type Edge of urban, greenfield Benchmark land value £300,000 

CIL in £s per sq m Affordable housing % 

 25% 30% 35% 40% 

£50 V V V NV 

£75 V V V NV 

£100 V V MV NV 

£125 V V NV NV 
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4.3.15 Case Study 1 is viable at all levels of CIL tested. Case Study 11 is viable at all levels of 

affordable housing with a CIL up to £125 per sq m (albeit that viability is more marginal at 

40% affordable housing and £125per sq m CIL). 

4.3.16 Case Study 13 generates a residual higher than the benchmark for all values of CIL at 25% 

and 30% affordable housing. It becomes marginally viable at 35% affordable when the CIL is 

£100 per sq m and not viable with a CIL of £125 per sq m. The scheme is not viable with 

40% affordable housing at any level of CIL tested.  

Dawlish Case Studies 

    Table 4.12: Case study 1  

Location Dawlish No of dwellings 1 

Location type Notional  Benchmark land value £390,000 - £400,000 

CIL in £s per sq m Affordable housing % 

 0%    

£50 V    

£75 V    

£100 V    

£125 V    

 
   Table 4.13: Case study 5 

Location Dawlish No of dwellings 20 

Location type Edge of urban, greenfield Benchmark land value £390,000 - £400,000 

CIL in £s per sq m Affordable housing % 

 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 

£50 V V NV NV NV 

£75 V NV NV NV NV 

£100 (M)V NV NV NV NV 

£125 NV NV NV NV NV 
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   Table 4.14: Case study 7 

Location Dawlish No of dwellings 45 

Location type Edge of urban Benchmark land value £390,000 - £400,000 

CIL in £s per sq m Affordable housing % 

 25% 30% 35% 40% 

£50 V NV NV NV 

£75 MV NV NV NV 

£100 NV NV NV NV 

£125 NV NV NV NV 

 
    Table 4.15: Case study 14 

Location Dawlish No of dwellings 460 

Location type Edge of urban, greenfield Benchmark land value £250,000 

CIL in £s per sq m Affordable housing % 

 25% 30% 35% 40% 

£50 MV NV   

£75 NV NV   

£100 NV NV   

£125 NV NV   

 

4.3.17 Dawlish values are below those of Teignmouth and this is reflected in the case studies.  The 

single dwelling site is viable with all values of CIL tested.  For the larger sites, case Studies 5 

and 7 are viable at 25% affordable housing and £50 per sq m CIL, whilst Case Study 14 is 

only marginally viable with a £50 psm CIL.  

4.3.18 Case Study 14 is marginally viable up to 25% affordable housing and a £50 per sq m CIL.  

However, changing the tenure mix within the affordable housing component can enhance 

this result.  With an alternative split of 30% rent and 70% shared ownership, at 25% 

affordable housing a £100per sq m CIL is viable and at 30% affordable housing, a CIL of £75 

per sq m is viable. We also note that an allowance of £175,000 per hectare has been made 

for ‘opening up costs’.  This could be considered generous.  A lower allowance (say 

£150,000 per hectare) would mean that a combined 25% affordable housing and £50 psm 

CIL would be comfortably achieved. 
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South West of Exeter - Case study 1 only 

 

   Table 4.16: Case study 1  

Location SW Exeter No of dwellings 1 

Location type Notional Benchmark land value £800,000 

CIL in £s per sq m Affordable housing % 

 0%    

£50 V    

£75 V    

£100 V    

£125 V    

 

4.3.19 Case Study 1, a single 4 bedroom detached house, is viable with all levels of CIL tested. 

 

Rural Teignbridge Case Studies 

 

Table 4.17: Case study 1 

Location Village No of dwellings 1 

Location type Notional Benchmark land value £800,000 

CIL in £s per sq m Affordable housing % 

 0%    

£50 V    

£75 V    

£100 V    

£125 V    

£150 V    

£175 V    

£200 V    

 
 

 

 

 



Community Infrastructure Levy 

Viability evidence 

  38 

 

   Table 4.18: Case study 2 

Location Village No of dwellings 3 

Location type Notional Benchmark land value £800,000 

CIL in £s per sq m Affordable housing % 

 25% 30% 35% 40% 

£50     

£75     

£100     

£125 V V V V 

£150 V V V V 

£175 V V V V 

£200 V V V V 

 
 

     Table 4.19: Case study 4 

Location Village No of dwellings 10 

Location type Notional Benchmark land value £800,000 

CIL in £s per sq m Affordable housing % 

 25% 30% 35% 40% 

£50     

£75     

£100     

£125 V V V V 

£150 V V V V 

£175 V V V V 

£200 V V V V 
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   Table 4.20: Case study 8 

Location Chudleigh No of dwellings 50 

Location type Urban infill Benchmark land value £800,000 

CIL in £s per sq m Affordable housing % 

 25% 30% 35% 40% 

£50 V V V V 

£75 V V V V 

£100 V V V MV 

£125 V V V MV 

£150 V V V NV 

£175 V V V NV 

£200 V V MV NV 

 
    Table 4.21: Case study 9 

Location Kingskerswell No of dwellings 62 

Location type Urban infill Benchmark land value £800,000 

CIL in £s per sq m Affordable housing % 

 25% 30% 35% 40% 

£50 V V V V 

£75 V V V V 

£100 V V V V 

£125 V V V V 

£150 V V V V 

£175 V V V V 

£200 V V V V 
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    Table 4.22: Case study 12 

Location Bovey Tracey No of dwellings 150 

Location type Edge of urban, greenfield Benchmark land value £400,000 

CIL in £s per sq m Affordable housing % 

 25% 30% 35% 40% 

£50 V V V V 

£75 V V V V 

£100 V V V V 

£125 V V V V 

£150 V V V V 

£175 V V V V 

£200 V V V V 

 

4.3.20 All case studies in Rural Teignbridge, (with the exception of Case Study 8) are viable at 40% 

affordable housing and £200 per sq m CIL. 

4.3.21 For Case Study 8, the maximum CIL is £175per sq m at 35% affordable housing and £75per 

sq m at 40% affordable housing.  

Strategic Development Sites 

4.3.22 The emerging Local Plan identifies three large scale urban extensions on greenfield land – 

two relating to Newton Abbot and the other to the south west of Exeter. The ‘Advice for 

Practitioners’ referred to earlier makes specific comments about dealing with viability 

assumptions for longer term developments and indicates that it is reasonable to take a more 

flexible approach that reflects the economic cycle. It would be important for the Council to 

test these sites with the full ‘opening up costs’ (i.e. £175,000 to £200,000); to consider how 

the developments would be phased over time and to test alternative scenarios about 

possible changes in real values and real costs. This exercise will benefit from a more 

detailed consideration of the scale and nature of additional infrastructure required for the 

sites. 
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5 Non-Residential Assessments 

5.1 Non-Residential Assumptions 

Approach 

5.1.1 The testing has been conducted on a hypothetical typical or notional hectare site basis.  

Viability testing on a typical/notional hectare basis has been adopted since it is impossible 

for this study to consider viability on a site-specific basis at this stage, given that there is 

currently insufficient data on site-specific costs and values, as site details have yet to be 

established.  Such detail will evolve over the plan period.  Site-specific testing would be 

considering detail on purely speculative/assumed scenarios, producing results that would be 

of little use for a study for strategic consideration. 

Establishing Gross Development Value (GDV) 

5.1.2 In establishing the GDV for non-residential uses, a similar approach has been taken to 

residential, so we do not repeat the process here.  However, given the significant variety in 

development types, this report has also considered historic comparable evidence for new 

values on both a local, regional and national level. 

5.1.3 The following table illustrates the values established for a variety of non-residential uses, 

expressed in square metres (sq.m) of net rentable floorspace. 

Table 5.1: Non Residential Uses – Rent and Yields  

Use  Rents Yields 

Superstore/supermarket £190-220 5.8-5.1% 

Retail warehousing £205 7.3% 

Town centre retail  £190 8.2% 

Local convenience £160 7.4% 

B1 office town centre £107 7.0% 

B1 office out of centre £107 7.0% 

B2 industrial 1,500 sq.m £70 8.5% 

B2 Industrial 5,000 sq.m £65 8.5% 

B8 warehouse 5,000 sq.m £65 8.5% 

Hotels £103 6.1% 

Assembly/leisure £149 8.0% 

Care homes £128 6.1% 

Health & fitness £105 7.0% 

  Source: PBA research 
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Different values within Teignbridge 

5.1.4 Part of our research to ascertain the viability of non-residential development in Teignbridge 

considered whether there were significant differences between different locations.  This is 

drawn from our review of recent transactions (although there are relatively few documented 

examples) and from consultation with the development industry active in the district.  Overall 

we believe that: 

 Retail rents are lower in locations such as Dawlish and Teignmouth compared to Newton 

Abbot; and yields are slightly higher. The retail values that might be achieved in the 

South West of Exeter urban extension are likely to be higher than say Dawlish or 

Teignmouth but this is still early days. 

 There is not enough information to form a view about office development values outside 

Newton Abbot - but this is because there has been relatively little such development 

outside Newton Abbot in the past.  It seems unlikely that the market will drive new 

significant office development outside Newton Abbot in the foreseeable future. 

 There is also not enough information to form a clear view about industrial and 

warehouse development values outside Newton Abbot.  With the exception of Heathfield 

the majority of B1c, B2 and B8 development in Teignbridge outside Newton Abbot has 

been small in size and limited in quantity.  Most of what has been developed has been in 

response to the requirements from specific occupiers rather than speculative.  On 

balance it is likely that values for other locations are lower than Newton Abbot except for 

Heathfield which is well connected and also constrained.  Space for employment uses is 

also constrained in Teignmouth, which may also push values up although we are not 

aware of much current or recent demand to prove this. 

5.1.5 Our view is that there is no clear basis for undertaking different non-residential appraisals for 

different locations in Teignbridge.  While some locations may be able to meet lower land 

prices they will probably be in areas with less demand - and the lack of recent transactions 

means that there is no clear evidence about what these lower values might be.  The CIL 

guidance points towards assessing the viability of the majority of development and it is clear 

from the emerging Core Strategy and the development industry that this will be focussed on 

Newton Abbot and a limited number of other key locations in the district (including the SW of 

Exeter urban extension).  Therefore we have focussed on the values likely to be associated 

with the majority of development in our hypothetical development appraisals rather than 

attempt to produce appraisals for areas with little likelihood of significant development 

coming forward. 

Costs 

5.1.6 Once a GDV has been established, the cost of development (including developer profit) is 

then deducted.  For the purposes of viability testing, the following costs and variables are 

some of the key inputs used within the assessment: 

 Developer profit; 

 Build Costs; 
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 Professional Fees and Overheads; 

 Finance; 

 Marketing Fees; 

 Legal Fees; and 

 Land Stamp Duty Tax. 

Site Coverage 

5.1.7 As the viability testing in some circumstances is being undertaken on a 'per hectare' basis, it 

is important to consider the density of development proposed.  The following table sets out 

the assumed site coverage ratios for each development type. 

Table 5.2: Non Residential Uses – Site Coverage Ratios 

Use  Coverage Floors 

Superstore/supermarket 40% 1 

Retail warehousing 40% 1 

Town centre retail  80% 1 

Local convenience 80% 1 

B1 office town centre 80% 3 

B1 office out of centre 80% 2 

B2 industrial 1,500 sq.m 40% 1 

B2 Industrial 5,000 sq.m 40% 1 

B8 warehouse 5,000 sq.m 40% 1 

Hotels 50% 3 

Assembly/leisure 50% 2 

Care homes 50% 2 

Health & fitness 50% 2 

 

Developer Profit 

5.1.8 The developer’s profit is the expected and reasonable level of return a private developer can 

expect to achieve from a development scheme.  This figure is based a 22.5% profit margin of 

the total Gross Development Value (GDV) of the development.  

Build Costs 

5.1.9 Build cost inputs have been established from the RICS Build Cost Information Service 

(BCIS) at values set at the time of this study (current build cost values).  The build costs are 

entered at a pound per square metre rate at the following values shown in the following 

table.  The build costs adopted are based on the BCIS mean values, indexed separately to 

Teignbridge District prices; and then amended following the development industry feedback 

at the meeting and subsequent discussion.  Also included is an allowance for external works. 

Table 5.3: Non Residential Uses – Build Costs 
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Use  Coverage 

Superstore/supermarket £1,145 

Retail warehousing £700 

Town centre retail  £1,100 

Local convenience £800 

B1 office town centre £1,300 

B1 office out of centre £1,250 

B2 industrial 1,500 sq.m £700 

B2 Industrial 5,000 sq.m £670 

B8 warehouse 5,000 sq.m £570 

Hotels £1,100 

Assembly/leisure £1,440 

Care homes £1,316 

Health & fitness £1,141 
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Professional Fees, Overheads  

5.1.10 This input incorporates all professional fees associated with the build, including: architect 

fees, planner fees, surveyor fees, project manager fees.  The professional fees variable is 

set at a rate of 12% of build cost. 

5.1.11 This variable has been applied to the valuation appraisal as a percentage of the total 

construction cost.  This figure is established from discussions with both regional and national 

developers as well as in house knowledge and experience of industry standards. 

Development contributions other than CIL 

5.1.12 We have assumed for the purposes of testing that most development will still be expected to 

make s106 etc contributions to mitigate direct impacts of the development. These will often 

centre on highways improvements but could also relate to design and access. We have used 

a combination of looking at past agreements made with the Council and utilising our 

knowledge of undertaking similar studies elsewhere. Clearly as these types of agreement 

are specific to individual developments we have had to take a pragmatic approach in our 

generic appraisals. We have basically assumed that higher impact and trip generating uses 

such as supermarkets will generally be expected to contribute the highest amounts, which is 

borne out when analysing past agreements. Smaller amounts have been attributed to the 

other uses as impact is often less significant and ability to pay i.e. viability often limits the 

level sought. 

Finance 

5.1.13 A finance rate has been incorporated into the viability testing to reflect the value of money 

and the cost of reasonable developer borrowing for the delivery of development.  This is 

applied to the valuation appraisal as a percentage of the build cost at the rate of 8.5% of total 

development costs (inc build costs, external works, professional fees, sales and marketing)  

Marketing Fees 

5.1.14 This variable is based on the average cost of marketing for a major new build development 

site, incorporating agent fees, ‘on site’ sales costs and general marketing/advertising costs.  

The rate of 4% of GDV is applied to the valuation appraisal as a percentage of the GDV and 

is established from discussions with developers and agents. 

Acquisition Fees and Land Tax 

5.1.15 This input represents the legal costs to a developer in the acquisition of land and the 

development process itself.  The input is incorporated into the residual valuation as a 

percentage of the residual land value at the rate of 10% of RLV. 

5.1.16 A Stamp Duty Land Tax is payable by a developer when acquiring development land.  This 

factor has been recognised and applied to the residual valuation as percentage cost against 

the residual land value at a rate of 4% (highest rate applicable is used for testing purposes). 
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Land for Non-residential Uses 

5.1.17 After systematically removing the various costs and variables detailed above, the result is 

the residual land value. In order to ascertain the level of likelihood towards delivery and the 

level of risk associated with development viability, the resulting residual land values are 

measured against a benchmark value which reflects a value range that a landowner would 

reasonably be expected to sell/release their land for development. 

5.1.18 Establishing the existing use value (EUV) of land and in setting a benchmark at which a 

landowner is prepared to sell to enable a consideration of viability can be a complex process.  

There are a wide range of site specific variables which effect land sales (e.g. position of the 

landowner - are they requiring a quick sale or is it a long term land investment).  However, 

for a strategic study, where the land values on future individual sites are unknown, a 

pragmatic approach is required.  

5.1.19 To establish a realistic comparator value for land in Teignbridge we draw on published 

information from the Valuation Office Agency (VOA)  and the views of the development 

industry as revealed at the development industry workshop and subsequent follow on 

discussions. Based on these sources we estimate that benchmark land values per hectare in 

Teignbridge for cleared serviced sites are as follows: 

 Agricultural land - £20,000/ha 

 Industrial land - £430,000/ha 

 Land for offices - £550,000/ha 

 Land for retail - £500,000 up to £1,300,000/ha depending on location and type of retail 

5.1.20 Within the District there is evidence from the development industry that industrial land values 

may be up to 25% lower in Dawlish and Teignmouth than the values above, which may be 

considered as representative of Newton Abbot. 

5.2 Non Residential Development Analysis 

5.2.1 This section sets out the assessment of non-residential development viability and also 

summarises the impact on viability of changes in values and costs, and how this might have 

an impact on the level of developer contribution.  The tables below summarise the detailed 

assessments, and represent the net value per sq.m, the net costs per square metre 

(including an allowance for land cost and S106 to deal with site specific issues to make 

development acceptable) and the balance between the two. Full details are in Appendix F. 

5.2.2 In general the non-residential markets are subdued at present. There have been limited 

transactions with deals at much lower prices than might have been obtained a few years ago 

at the height of the market. The current lack of new development also reflects low levels of 

occupier demand and a shortage of development finance. We have generally assumed that 

values will reach the highest levels obtainable in the current market which implies that 

finance will be available and that there is some confidence in occupier demand. To that 

extent, these assessments anticipate some improvement in market conditions. We believe 
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this is justified because without it, very little development is likely to come forward in any 

event. 

5.2.3 It is important to note that the analysis considers development that might be built for 

subsequent sale or rent to a commercial tenant.   However there will also be development 

that is undertaken for specific commercial operators either as owners or pre-lets.  In these 

circumstances the economics of the development relate to the profitability of the enterprise 

accommodated within the buildings rather than the market value of the buildings. 

B-class Uses 

5.2.4 In line with other areas of the country our analysis suggests that for commercial B-class 

development it is not currently viable to charge a CIL.  Whilst there is variance for different 

types of B-space, essentially none of them generate sufficient value to justify a CIL charge. 

5.2.5 As the economy recovers this situation may improve but for the purposes of setting a CIL we 

need to consider the current market.  Importantly this viability assessment relates to 

speculative build for rent – we do expect that there will be development to accommodate 

specific users, and this will based on the profitability of the occupier’s core business activities 

rather than the market values of the development.  

Table 5.4: B-class development residual analysis 

 Use  
Town 
Centre 
Office 

Out of 
Town Office 

Industrial 
1,500 sq.m 

Industrial 
5,000 sq.m 

B8 
Warehouse 

Values/sq.m £1,368 £1,368 £737 £685 £685 

Development 
costs/sq.m (inc. EUV + 
uplift) 

£2,083 £2,106 £1,282 £1,229 £1,101 

Residual 
Value/sq.minc. 
allowance for EUV + 
uplift) 

-£738 -£738 -£545 -£544 -£416 

 

Retail Uses 

5.2.6 The viability of retail development will depend primarily on the re-emergence of occupier 

demand and the type of retail use being promoted.  For this reason we have tested different 

types of retail provision. 

5.2.7 Superstores, supermarkets and local convenience – large scale and small scale 

convenience retail continues to be one of the best performing sectors in the UK, although we 

are aware that even this sector is seeing reduced profits at the time of writing.  Leases to the 

main supermarket operators (often with fixed uplifts) command a premium with investment 

institutions.  Although there are some small regional variations on yields, they remain 

generally strong with investors focussing primarily on the strength of the operator covenant 

and security of income.  We would therefore suggest the evidence base for large out of town 

retail can be approached on a wider region or even national basis when justifying CIL 
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charging.  Following our appraisal on this basis in Teignbridge we believe there is scope for 

a significant CIL charge for out of town centre development without affecting viability.  

5.2.8 Retail warehouse – although this market has been relatively flat in recent times, especially in 

terms of new build, there may potentially be more activity in the future.  Whilst values have 

dropped the relatively low build costs mean that there is still value in these types of 

developments when there is occupier demand.  

5.2.9 The appraisal summary shown in table 5.5 is for all out of town centre development. Whilst it 

can be seen that these different types of out of town centre provision have different levels of 

viability it is not possible to set a size threshold for different types of shopping, therefore it is 

considered that all types of retail development outside the town centres in Teignbridge 

should attract a charge that will be viable for all identified types of retail development. As the 

provision of small scale local convenience retailing is likely to either be under the 100 sqm 

CIL threshold or not critical to delivery of the plan’s objectives it is considered that setting CIL 

for all out of centre retail development around that level would not significantly impact on the 

delivery of the Plan.  

Table 5.5: Out of town centre residual analysis 

Use  Superstore Supermarket 
Small/Local 
Convenience 
Retail 

Retail 
Warehouse 

Values/sq.m £3,862 £2,933 £1,936 £2,514 

Development costs/sq.m 
(inc. EUV + uplift) 

£3,294 £2,729 £1,771 £1,952 

Residual Value/sq.minc. 
allowance for EUV + 
uplift) 

£568 £204 £165 £562 

 

5.2.10 Town centre – we have tested town centre retail in the main centre of Newton Abbot as this 

is the focus for future growth.  In terms of what constitutes ‘town centre’, the retail study 

identifies a town centre area with useful boundaries in functional terms.  We also consider 

that on a strategic level in newton Abbot there is little difference between A1-A5 units and 

whilst convenience units may attract higher values, in practical terms it will be difficult to set 

different CIL rates for just these types of uses as the evidence is limited to support such a 

distinction.  The residual analysis shows that town centre retail is not currently able to 

support a CIL charge. 

 

 

Table 5.6: Town Centre residual analysis 

Use  Town Centre 

Values/sq.m £2,074 

Development costs/sq.m (inc. EUV + uplift) £2,142 

Residual Value/sq.m inc. allowance for EUV + uplift) -£68 
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Leisure Development  

5.2.11 We have tested budget hotels, mixed leisure schemes and health clubs.  Our high level 

appraisal of both these types of development shows that in the current market values are not 

sufficient to justify a CIL charge.  

5.2.12 Hotels – the rapid expansion in the sector at the end of the last decade was in part fuelled by 

a preference for management contracts or franchise operations over traditional lease 

contracts.  Outside London (which has shown remarkable resilience to the recession) hotel 

development is being strongly driven by the budget operators delivering new projects 

through traditional leasehold arrangements with institutional investors. 

5.2.13 Our viability model is based on an out of town centre budget hotel scheme and in terms of 

Teignbridge it can be seen that there is not sufficient value realised to contribute to a levy. 

Table 5.7: Hotel residual analysis 

Use  Hotels 

Values/sq.m £1,512 

Development costs/sq.m (inc. EUV + uplift) £1,925 

Residual Value/sq.minc. allowance for EUV + uplift) -£414 

 

5.2.14 Mixed Leisure and fitness – a mixed leisure scheme to include facilities such as cinema, 

bowling, health and leisure complex, gambling and associated eating and drinking 

establishments.  Our analysis shows that this sort of scheme is currently unlikely to be viable 

enough in Teignbridge to support a CIL charge.  We have also tested a stand-alone 

commercial health and fitness facility and that too is currently unlikely to be viable enough in 

Teignbridge to support a CIL charge.    

Table 5.8: Mixed Leisure residual analysis 

Use Assembly/Leisure Health & Fitness 

Values/sq.m £1,667 £1,343 

Development costs/sq.m(inc. EUV + uplift) £2,423 £1,951 

Residual Value/sq.minc. allowance for EUV + uplift) -£755 -£608 

Care Homes 

5.2.15 There has been significant private sector investment in care homes in the recent past, 

fuelled by investment funds seeking new returns.  However, there have been concerns about 

the occupancy rates and the ability to sustain prices.  The high level analysis suggests that 

care homes are unlikely to be viable enough for Teignbridge to seek a charge. 

Table 5.8: Care Homes residual analysis 
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Use Care Homes 

Values/sq.m £1,979 

Development costs/sq.m (inc. EUV + uplift) £2,351 

Residual Value/sq.minc. allowance for EUV + uplift) -£372 

 

Other Non-residential Development 

5.2.16 In addition to the development considered above there are other non-residential uses that 

we have considered.  PAS guidance suggests that there needs to be evidence that 

community uses are not able to support CIL charges.  Our view is that it would not be helpful 

to set a CIL for the type of facilities that will be paid for by CIL (amongst other sources). 

5.2.17 Our approach to this issue is that the commercial values for community uses are £0 but 

there are build costs of around £1,800/sq.m plus the range of other development costs; with 

a net negative residual value.  Therefore we recommend a £0 CIL for these uses. 

5.3 Summary and sensitivity testing on non residential development 

5.3.1 The following figure illustrates the levels of value in our tested schemes when all costs have 

been subtracted form the values. As can be seen positive values exist for all out of town 

centre retail development and for assisted living housing. 

5.3.2 This suggests that if the Council were minded to set a CIL charge on out of town centre retail 

development a figure of between £150-200 per sq m. would be appropriate for the reasons 

discussed in the retail analysis. 

5.3.3 It is suggested that a zero charge applies to all the other forms of non residential 

development. All other tested uses show negative values, although, it is important to note 

that this does not mean that these uses will never come forward in Teignbridge. Bespoke 

schemes with identified end users and land owners willing to sell at lower prices will enable 

development to come forward in the future. 

  



Community Infrastructure Levy 

Viability evidence 

  51 

 

Figure 5.1 Scope for CIL 

 

5.3.4 To help the Council decide as to where they may wish to set their CIL rates we have also 

undertaken some sensitivity testing in terms of values rising and falling. This will assist the 

Council by illustrating how sensitive particular uses are to shifts in the market. The Council 

will need to decide in setting the rate how much they want to put at risk that particular 

development type and what effect non delivery would have on the plan delivery strategy. The 

sensitivity analysis will also help the Council in thinking about suitable trigger points whereby 

a review of the CIL is required – for example if the economy worsens and retail values drop 

by 10% then it may be appropriate to lower or drop the charge. Or alternatively if the 

economy recovers there be scope to charge CIL on more uses. 

5.3.5 Figure 5.2 shows what will happen if there is depreciation in the values of minus 10%. As 

can be seen all but the superstores are shown as negative. Therefore if out of town centre 

retailing is an important part of the plans delivery strategy and the Council is risk adverse, 

this sensitivity test would suggest that in the current climate whereby there is potential for 

values to drop further that setting a lower charge may be appropriate. 
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Figure 5.2 Sensitivity analysis – minus 10% on values 

 

5.3.6 However if the Council has a more optimistic view of the market and believes that values will 

rise, Figure 5.3 indicates that in addition to out of town centre retail, in town centre retail 

becomes viable to charge a levy. Employment and leisure uses continue to be negative, 

suggesting that unless the recovery in the economy speeds up then it is unlikely that there 

will be any levy on these uses for some time. 

Figure 5.3 Sensitivity analysis – plus 10% on values   
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6 Conclusion 

6.1.1 The assessments and appraisal results described in Section 5 and 6 set out the evidence 

on viability for residential and non residential uses in Teignbridge. This evidence can be 

used to provide the basis for setting the levy in the charging schedule. The report has 

advised on the parameters for the levy but it is up to the Council to determine the charge to 

be applied. The following section identifies the broad conclusions of the viability work for 

both residential and non residential uses. 

6.2 Residential 

6.2.1 Market values vary significantly across the district. The modelling we have completed 

indicates that applying different affordable housing and CIL rates in different areas would be 

justified. 

6.2.2 The viability or otherwise of a potential development site is sensitive to the development mix, 

and timing of the CIL payment, particularly in the lower value areas. In assessing the 

potential for CIL payments, all the testing undertaken assumes a cost for each dwelling of 

£4,500 per to cover scaled-back s106 payments (£3,500 per dwelling) and to comply with 

proposed changes to Building Regulations in 2013 (£1,000 per dwelling). 

6.2.3 Rural Teignbridge can support higher levels of affordable housing and CIL than elsewhere in 

the district. Development in Newton Abbot shows the lowest residual values. 

6.2.4 Larger greenfield developments, with significant opening up costs, may not be viable with 

similar levels of affordable housing and CIL as a smaller development in a similar location.  

More detailed analysis of the strategic greenfield urban extensions needs to be undertaken. 

6.2.5 Further testing of the large scale urban extensions is recommended, both to clarify the 

amount of affordable housing that can be supported and to indicate a CIL levy rate that is 

acceptable in the short term.  It is very likely that the CIL for these areas will need to be 

reviewed prior to 2017. 

6.3 Non residential 

6.3.1 The commercial market for speculative development is currently subdued within Teignbridge. 

Out of town centre retail is one of the few uses whereby there is still positive values 

attainable. Even when we have sensitivity tested rising development values it is still clear 

that for most other uses there is some way to go before we return to positive value. 

6.3.2 As described there is clear evidence to support a charge on out of town centre retail 

development.  Whilst the evidence suggests that this levy could be varied further to reflect 

the different types of retail uses, it is not considered that there is sufficient information on 

transactions in Teignbridge to provide clear evidence at this stage.  Therefore a single 

charge for all out of town centre retail should be set. For all other types of non-residential 

development we recommended that the council considers a zero charge.   
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Appendix A - Workshop Notes 
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Teignbridge District Council  

CIL Viability Study - Development Industry Workshop 

Tuesday 14th February 2012 

The Long Room, Old Forde House, Newton Abbot 

Attendees:  

Mark Felgate (MF) Peter Brett Associate/ Roger Tym & Partners 

Lin Cousins (LC) Three Dragons 

Paul Dunnell (PD) Three Dragons 

Mary Elkington Teignbridge District Council 

Alex Lessware Teignbridge District Council 

Alan Hindley Hastoe Housing Association 

Lloyd Smale, Drew Pearce Drew Pearce 

Andrew Hosking Stratton Creber  

Andrew Herridge Herridge Property Consulting Ltd 

Carey Pill Sovereign 

Simon Steele-Perkins Strategic Land Partnerships 

Andrew Butcher Savills  

Mike Bailey Stevens Homes 

Nick Matthews Savills 

David Green Cavanna Homes 

David Pickhaver David Pickhaver 

Judith Gannon Millwood Homes Ltd 

Andrew Rowe Blue Cedar Homes 

Joanne Fox Sovereign 

Helen Holgate Westward Homes 

Matt Dickins East Devon 

Fergus Pate Exeter 

Simon Thornley Teignbridge Spatial Planning 

Amanda Downie Teignbridge Housing 

 

Introductions 

Simon Thornley welcomed everyone to the workshop and thanked them for their willingness 

to attend and participate.  

He then introduced Teignbridge District Council’s strategy and objectives and noted that they 

are being ambitious.  In line with the draft National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), the 

council is seeking to meet its housing needs and along with that goes the demand for 

infrastructure.  This is part of the process to ensure that communities are willing to accept 

new development.  There is a need to deliver real benefits, but it is a balancing act.  It is a 

real challenge to achieve good new development, without imposing unrealistic expectations 

on that development. 
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The purpose of the workshop is to understand the Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) in 

context and give the development industry a chance to comment on and inform the 

approach and information to be used in arriving at the CIL charging regime for Teignbridge.  

MF reviewed the national picture of CIL where proposals for 5 separate areas have now 

been examined and the CIL adopted. Residential development is generally chargeable, with 

some retail and a few other uses also being chargeable. The information is shown below. 

 

The CIL position relating to authorities in the locality showed that four authorities were 

progressing with their proposals and although none of these had been adopted, all were 

proposing the adoption of the CIL on residential and retail development, with no CIL 

applicable to office or industrial/ warehouse development. The current position was set out 

as below. 

 

Non-residential development 

MF presented the consultant team’s approach to viability analysis for non residential uses, 

explaining that the approach taken would be based on an analysis of residual values. 

Typologies 

MF set out the range of non-residential uses that were proposed to be tested (as below).  

Workshop participants agreed with this list. 

 Retail – in town and edge of town 

CIL Location Residential Retail Office Industrial/ 
warehouse

Other

London Mayors 

CIL

£20 - £50 £20 - £50 £20 - £50 £20 - £50 £20 - £50

Newark & 

Sherwood

£45 - £75 £100 - £125 £0 £0 £0

Portsmouth £105 £105 OOC

£53 ITC

£0 £0 £53 

hotels

Redbridge £70 £70 £70 £70 £70

Shropshire £40 - £80 £0 £0 £0 £0

CIL Location Residential Retail Office Industrial/ 
warehouse

Other

Exeter £100 £300 +2,500 sqm

£0 all other

£0 £0 £50 

student

Mid Devon £113 £250 +2,500 sqm

£0 all other

£0 £0 £0

Plymouth £0 - £60 £30 -930

£100 +930

£0 £0 £60 

student

Torbay £100 £0 ITC

£150 OOC

£150 +300 conv

£100 A3-A5

£300 warehouse

£0 £0 £0
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 Offices 

 Industrial 

 Warehouse 

 Hotels 

 Health and fitness 

 Care homes 

 Sui Generis 

 

Assumptions 

MF set out the assumptions to be used for the residual value testing as below.  

 Build costs (BCIS) + external works (10%) 

 Professional fees – 12% of build costs 

 Marketing and sales – 4% of GDV 

 Finance – 7.5% of development cost? 

 Developer return – 20% of GDV 
 

It was commented that: 

 Finance costs seemed low with additional ‘arrangement’ fees often being incurred (1-
3%). 

 Professional fees were considered to be low and could be up to 14% of GDV – 
although no specific evidence was offered to substantiate the point.  

 The Southwest in general is a difficult market at present and lenders are charging 
more for finance in this area – again would like to see evidence of higher charges for 
commercial development 

 There are higher risks with industrial development e.g. level of voids which 
suggested a higher developer profit should be considered (up to 25%) but no specific 
evidence was supplied to support this increase  

 

Development value 

MF presented information on the rents and yields which he proposed to use in the analysis 

and explained that these were based on a range of sources.   The proposed rents and yields 

are set out below. 
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It was commented that: 

 Generally yields seem low for commercial, and they should take into account breaks 
for leases as this has a major impact on yields – although alternative values were not 
put forward.  Post meeting note - please advise on these and why 

 It was noted that there is a rental difference between Dawlish/Teignmouth and 
Newton Abbot. Post meeting note – it would be useful to understand in percentage 
terms how much lower Teignmouth/Dawlish and Bovey/Chudleigh are than Newton 
Abbot? 

 

Build costs 

MF explained that build costs are based on national data (from BCIS) and an appropriate 

location factor has been applied to the national figures to arrive at Teignbridge build cost.  

The figures cannot be site-specific or take into account the differences between brownfield 

(which may have higher abnormal costs for demolition and decontamination for example) 

and greenfield development (which may have higher servicing costs).  Build costs in £ per 

sqm proposed for the study are set out below. 

 

Use Rental/sqm Yield %

Retail – Town centre £200 6.3

Retail – Warehouse style £205 7.3

Retail – Supermarket £210 (National figure) 5.1 (National 

figure)

Hotel £103 (National figure) 6.1(National figure)

B1 – town centre office £100 7.6

B1 – business park £150 7.2

B1(c)/B2 – industrial £70 8.5

B8 – warehouse £62 8.9

Health and fitness centres (gyms etc) £105 (National figure) 7.0 (National 

figure)

Multi leisure parks (cinemas, 

gambling etc)

£149 (National figure) 8.0 (National 

figure)

Use Build cost

Retail – Town centre £810

Retail – Warehouse style £700

Retail – Supermarket £1,145

Hotel £1,320

B1 – town centre office £1,300

B1 – business park £1,250

B2 – industrial £700

B8 – warehouse £570

Health and fitness centres (gyms etc) £1,141

Multi leisure parks (cinemas, gambling etc) £1,440
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MF was asked whether costs (and values) of different sized developments will be tested. MF 

confirmed that a range of sizes will be looked at and the report will show the results – good 

or bad. 

 

Other matters regarding non residential testing 

There was a discussion regarding mixed use sites and in particular the approach to testing 

sites where policy has indicated a cross subsidy from the residential development to bring 

forward employment land. MF and LC confirmed that the testing process will include an 

example of a mixed use scheme. 

MF concluded by stating that the consultant team want to use the right assumptions that are 

based on current values and costs – however there is a need to support any arguments for 

alternative figures to be used in the residual valuation with solid evidence. 

Residential development 

Approach 

LC explained that the Council had previously commissioned an Affordable Housing 

Economic Viability Study by Levvel Ltd, November 2010 and that the current study (in 

relation to CIL only) will draw on information from the Levvel study for consistency.  The 

consultant team will use assumptions from the Levvel study, unless there is clear evidence 

that they need to be updated.  

Post meeting note - the Levvel Study evidence can be found online at; 

 http://www.teignbridge.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=27555&p=0 

http://www.teignbridge.gov.uk/index.aspx?articleid=13677 

The Levvel Study forms part of the evidence base for the Council’s plan making. 

LC set out the residual value approach to be followed, illustrating the principles for this as in 

the diagram below.  This approach was accepted by the workshop. 

 

It was confirmed that the study will use the HCA Area Wide viability model, to ensure that the 

current study is able to use assumptions from the previous Levvel study. 

http://www.teignbridge.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=27555&p=0
http://www.teignbridge.gov.uk/index.aspx?articleid=13677
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It was noted that the CIL only applies to market housing, and that it is appropriate to have 

different rates in different areas within a district, provided this is supported by the viability 

evidence.  

Market 

Workshop participants commented on the current ‘state of the market’ as follows: 

 Larger units are very slow (to sell) unless in an excellent location, ‘middle of the road’ 
housing is ‘ticking along’ but it is difficult for first time buyers to find mortgages. 

 Shared ownership is moving well in towns but difficult in rural locations because there 
is only one lender who will support exception sites/ local eligibility criteria.  

 The economics of the current market are very difficult, with land owners having to 
accept deferred payments for land that is sold. On the other hand, (some) land 
owners were said to have expectations about the value of their land which had not 
adjusted with the downturn in the market.   

 

Land values 

LC explained that it was necessary to identify ‘land value benchmarks’ that could be 

compared with scheme residual values – if the residual value exceeded the benchmark, it 

was reasonable to assume that a scheme was ‘viable’ – although land might trade in the 

market for more or less than this value. 

LC explained that the Levvel study had used a benchmark value of £680,000 per hectare 

generally and £800,000 per hectare benchmark value, in the SW of Exeter.  LC understands 

these values were as at July 2009. 

The consultant team will review these values in light of updated information and will put 

forward benchmark values for urban and greenfield sites. 

Workshop participants debated what benchmark land values would enable land to come 

forward for development and it was concluded that it is very dependent on the land owner’s 

current situation. Many are in a situation where they can afford to wait until the market 

improves, even if that is a long way off. 

It was commented that essential that the CIL level adopted doesn’t hold land back from 

being developed.  

Some workshop participants commented that there are different markets for smaller scale 

developers as opposed to larger scale volume house builders. Finance is harder for the 

smaller builders and land owner expectations are even higher on smaller sites. 

No further comments or proposed benchmarks were put forward at the workshop.   

Overview of testing approach  

LC explained set out the key tests for the current viability study, as follows: 

 Affordable housing (AH) at 25% to 40% (at 5% intervals) – nil grant 

 AH as mix of affordable rent and shared ownership – 70% AR:30% SO 
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 CIL on per square metre basis (for market housing) – at £50, £75, £100, £125 initially 

There was discussion about whether affordable or social rents should be used. Registered 

providers of affordable housing commented that the overwhelming need is for social rent 

rather than affordable rent.  The council commented that the authority has taken the decision 

to consider only the affordable rent option. But it was agreed that further consideration of the 

issue may be required.  

Factors to use in modelling affordable housing 

LC explained that revenue from affordable rented dwellings would be based on a net 

residual value approach.  This was accepted by registered providers attending the 

workshop. 

She then set out the proposed assumptions re affordable housing to be used in the 

modelling.  It was agreed that more detailed feedback was required from the registered 

providers and that the council would assist in undertaking a ‘survey’ of local RPs  to identify 

the most appropriate set of assumptions.  For completeness, the assumptions presented at 

the workshop are set out below. 

For defining affordable rents – the district is covered by 2 Broad Rental Market Areas and 

the proposed approach is to use 80% of LHA rates (net of a service charge where 

appropriate).   

80% of LHA rents for the 2 Broad Rental Market Areas as shown below. 

 

Initial feedback from the workshop suggested that there should be a management charge on 

houses as well as flats. 

For identifying net capitalised values:  

 

South Devon Exeter

1 bed £          76 £          91 

2 bed £        100 £        111 

3 bed £        120 £        133 

4/5 bed £        147 £        175 
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For shared ownership, registered providers at the workshop suggested that a share size of 

35% to 40% (or £60k to £70k) is the maximum that that can be achieved in the current 

economic climate.  

Case study sites 

LC presented a series of case study sites for discussion as follows, commenting that an 

additional site of 1 hectare would be required. 

 

Workshop participants felt that the list needed more mid range sites of between 20 and 100 

dwellings and fewer in the range of 100 to 200. 

Post meeting note – a new schedule of case study sites has been prepared in light of 

workshop comments and presented below for further comment. 

Site type No of 
dws 

Description 

Urban plot in ‘Heart of 
Teignbridge’ 

1 Notional 

Village  3 Notional 

Urban e.g. Newton Abbot. 6 Urban infill  

Village  10 Notional 

Village e.g. near Dawlish  20 Edge of urban greenfield 

Urban e.g. Newton Abbot  25 Urban infill site 

Urban e.g. Kingskerswell 45 Edge of urban greenfield. 

Urban e.g.  Chudleigh  50 Urban infill 

Urban e.g. Kingskerswell 62 Urban infill 

Urban e.g. Bradley Barton 70 Edge of urban greenfield 

Urban e.g. Bovey Tracey 96 Edge of urban brownfield 

Urban e.g. Bovey Tracey  150 Edge of urban greenfield 

Urban e.g. Teignmouth 270 Edge of urban, greenfield (with 3 
ha B1/B2/B8) 

Urban e.g. Dawlish 460 Edge of urban greenfield 

Site type No of 
dws 

Description 

Village 3 Notional 

Urban e.g. Newton Abbot. 6 Urban infill  

Village  10 Notional 

Village  15 Notional 

Village e.g. near Dawlish  20 Edge of village greenfield 

Urban e.g. Newton Abbot  25 Urban infill site 

Urban e.g. Chudleigh  50 Urban infill 

Urban e.g. Bradley Barton 70 Edge of urban 

Urban e.g. Kingskerswell  130 Edge of urban 

Urban e.g. Bovey Tracey  150 Edge of urban greenfield 

Urban e.g. Kingsteignton  200 Edge urban previously used land  

Urban e.g. Headway Cross. 270 Edge of urban (3 ha B1/B2/B8) 

Urban e.g. Dawlish 460 Edge of urban greenfield 

Newton Abbot  1800 Urban extension 

SW of Exeter  2000 Urban extension 
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Newton Abbot  1800 Urban extension 

SW of Exeter  2000 Urban extension 

 

LC agreed to prepare a schedule for comment of case study schemes with assumptions re 

density, opening up costs and gross to net development factors.  Workshop participants 

offered no guidelines for these factors but requested clarification of what was included in the 

opening up costs. 

Market values 

LC noted that the 2010 Affordable Housing study had identified 5 market areas in the district 

and market values for (certain types of) new homes for each. 

Evidence suggested that the market values used in the 2010 report had fallen around 3% 

since 2010. The suggested indicative newbuild prices based on the 2010 study are shown 

below (Please note that the values shown at the workshop were without a 3% reduction as 

described above – the table below includes a 3% reduction) 

 

Workshop participants generally felt that the values are high across the whole area. In 

particular the figures for Dawlish were too high and all the values for 4 bed detached 

properties were thought to be high e.g. it was suggested that these should be around 

£250,000 in Dawlish.  It was therefore agreed that the prices would be reviewed by the 

consultant team. 

Post meeting note – the information below relates to schemes on the market at the moment 

– whilst it is acknowledged that these are advertised prices and that actual sales price will be 

lower – the reduction on the adjusted 2010 figures (as shown above) are marginal in most 

cases and indicate that the above figures are robust. 

Newton South West

Abbot of Exeter

Detached ( 4 bed house) £2,521 £2,980 £2,676 £2,831 £3,086

£271,600 £320,100 £291,000 £310,400 £329,800

Semi det (3 bed house) £2,095 £2,392 £2,358 £2,022 £2,325

£203,700 £223,100 £223,100 £194,000 £223,100

Terrace (2 bed house) £1,755 £2,093 £1,953 £1,857 £2,437

£135,800 £164,900 £155,200 £145,500 £194,000

Flat (All flats) £2,146 £2,263 £2,644 £2,323 £2,678

£116,400 £126,100 £145,500 £126,100 £145,500

As for Teignmouth Dawlish Rural 
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Results of review of prices Feb 2012 

 

Development costs 

LC set out the proposed build and other development costs to be used.  These are set out 
below. 

For build costs 

BCIS data will be used, adjusted for Teignbirdge and with a 15% uplift for external works and 

assume that Feb 2012 values are at 2010 Building Regs.   

Using the 2010 study for development types, the following build cost were presented. 

 

The above costs were acceptable to the workshop. 

Other development costs 

Other development costs proposed for the study are based on the 2010 Study (adjusted to 

be compatible with the HCA model) and are as follows: 

 Developer return market - % of sales value 21% (includes 1% internal overhead)  

 Developer return affordable - % of costs 6% 

 Professional fees - % of costs  10%  

 Marketing - % of sales value   3%  

 Legal fees - % of sales value   0.5%  

 Site acquisition costs % of gross land value 6.0%  

 Development finance (interest rate)  7.5% (includes 1% finance arrangement 
fee)  

Additionally a residual s106 contributions of £3,500 per dwelling (for all dwellings) will be 
assumed. 

Comments on the development assumptions from workshop participants were that: 

 It was considered that whilst 21% developer return is probably OK for the national 
developers who are able to obtain finance, it is much more difficult for small/ medium 

Location Scheme 1 bed flat 2 bed flat 2 bed terrace 3 bed terrace 3 bed semi 4 bed semi 3 bed detached 4 bed detached

Newton Abbot Lemon Grove £119,000 £215,000 £278,000

Ogwell Brook £105,000 £130,000 £220,000 £239,000

Teignmouth New Horizons £326,000

Marine View £198,000 £220,000

Bovey Tracey Monterey Park £157,000 £200,000 £290,000

Chudleigh Teignfields £280,000 £325,000

Dawlish Warren Sandpipers £250,000 £333,000

Feb 2012 

values

Estate housing £1,005 Average – 2/3 storey

Detached £1,066

Semi detached £1,017 2 storey

Terrace £1,019 Average – 2/3 storey

Flats £1,133 Average 1/2 and 2/5 

storey
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builders who now need margins closer to 25/30% to reflect their cost of borrowing. 
Further discussion with lenders is required to get a better picture. 

 It was suggested that the proposal to use a figure of 10% for fees needs further 
consideration. A figure closer to 14% represents reality as far as some developers 
are concerned. Further clarification is required as to what is included within this 
figure. It was commented that there is a wide variety of surveys required for any 
development which are costly. 

 Site acquisition fees were considered to be too low taking into account stamp duty, 
legal fees and agent’s fees. 

 The proposed S106 contribution of £3500 per dwelling was considered reasonable.  
The figure needs to include residual s278 requirements (or an additional cost is 
needed to cover these). 

LC asked for any evidence to demonstrate concerns re development costs assumptions set 
out above.  Further comments re fees and what should be included will be welcome. 

 

Dwelling sizes 

LC presented a set of proposed dwelling sizes for use in the testing – with the same area for 

market and affordable dwellings.  There was general agreement that floor areas for market 

and affordable houses should not be the same, as assumed in the 2010 study. Post 

workshop note – a new set of proposed dwellings sizes is set out below for further comment. 

 Affordable Market 

 Size in m² 

1 bed flat 48 45 

2 bed flat 70 56 

2 bed terrace 71 65 

3 bed terrace 96 80 

4 bed terrace 109 95 

3 bed semi 96 95 

3 bed detached 101 105 

4 bed detached 114 125 

5 bed detached 125 150 

 

AOB 

The council was asked about future updates of both CIL and affordable housing policies and 

what factors would trigger a ‘review’ of these (together or separately). 
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 It was agreed that the notes and updated/ revised presentation would be circulated by the 

end of February, with feedback etc by the 6th March 2012 (1 week later.)  Post meeting note 

– the meeting notes above include all the main elements from the presentation.  

The meeting concluded at 12.30pm 
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Appendix B - Details of Case Study Sites 
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Case 

Study Site Type

 No of 

dwgs Description

Net/gross 

ratio

 Gross 

(ha)  Net (ha) 

Net 

density 1 bed flat 2 bed flat

2 bed 

terrace

3 bed 

terrace

4 bed 

terrace

3 bed 

semi

4 bed 

detached

5 bed 

detached

1 Urban plot in each market 

area

1               Notional 100% 0.03         0.03         33 1

2 Village 3               Notional 100% 0.06         0.06         50 3

3 Urban e.g. Newton Abbot 6               Urban infill 100% 0.15         0.15         40 1 1 1 2 1

4 Village 10             Notional 100% 0.25         0.25         40 2 2 2 2 2

5 Village e.g. near Dawlish 20             Edge of urban 

greenfield

100% 0.51         0.51         39 2 4 5 2 6 1

6 Urban e.g. Newton Abbot 25             Urban infill 100% 0.50         0.50         50 2 8 9 1 4 1

7 Urban e.g. Dawlish 45             Edge of urban 

greenfield

90% 1.25         1.12         40 1 2 9 11 5 12 5

8 Urban e.g. Chudleigh 50             Urban infill 90% 1.39         1.25         40 1 2 10 13 7 12 5

9 Urban e.g. Kingkerswell 62             Urban infill 85% 1.82         1.55         40 15 20 17 10

10 Urban e.g.Newton Abbot 70             Edge of urban 

greenfield

85% 2.06         1.75         40 2 2 15 21 8 8 9 5

11 Urban infill - Teignmouth 30             Edge of urban 

brownfield

100% 0.30         0.30         100 5 25

12 Urban e.g. Bovey Tracey 150          Edge of urban 

greenfield

70% 5.36         3.75         40 4 4 30 41 20 18 19 14

13 Urban e.g. Teignmouth 290          Edge of urban 

greenfield

80%           9.30 7.44         39 6 9 56 80 33 51 35 20

14 Mixed use e.g. Dawlish 460          Edge of urban 

greenfield 

70% 20.20      12.04      38 10 16 95 147 45 80 45 22

15 Newton Abbot 12             Urban infill 100% 0.18         0.18         67            4 8
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Appendix C - Note of Modelling Assumptions 
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Characteristics of Development 

 
 For the notional 1 ha scheme at 35 dph:- 

2 bed terrace   25% 
3 bed terrace   25% 
4 bed terrace   10% 
3 bed semi-detached  20% 
4 bed detached   15% 
5 bed detached      5% 
 

 Case Study sites – the proposed mix is detailed for each site separately. 

Size of dwellings 

 

Table 1 - Floor area in sq m 

 Affordable Market 

 Size in m² 

1 bed flat 48 45 

2 bed flat 70 56 

2 bed terrace 71 65 

3 bed terrace 96 80 

4 bed terrace 109 95 

3 bed semi 96 95 

3 bed detached 101 105 

4 bed detached 114 125 

5 bed detached 125 150 

 

Market Values 

 

Table 2- Market Values by Value areas 

 
Newton Abbot SW of Exeter Teignmouth Dawlish 

Rural 
Settlements 

1 bed flat £110,000 £119,500 £138,000 £119,500 £138,000 

2 bed flat £122,000 £132,000 £152,500 £132,000 £152,500 

2 bed terrace £135,800 £164,900 £155,200 £145,500 £194,000 

3 bed terrace £155,000 £188,300 £177,200 £165,000 £221,500 

4 bed terrace £191,400 £232,500 £218,800 £205,100 £273,500 

3 bed semi 
detached 

£203,700 £223,100 £223,100 £194,000 £223,100 

3 bed detached £244,400 £288,000 £261,900 £279,300 £296,800 

4 bed detached £271,600 £320,100 £291,000 £310,400 £329,800 

5 bed detached £353,000 £416,100 £378,300 £403,500 £428,700 

 
Note: The above values were derived from the earlier Levvel study, adapted to generate prices for different dwelling types and 
checked with the development industry at the workshop.  The values have been ‘reality checked’ through a web based search of 
properties currently on the market (recognising that asking prices and actual sale prices may differ). 
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Tenure Mix 

 

 Affordable housing tested at 25%, 30%, 35% and 40% both on the notional 1-hectare 

development and each case study site. 

 Affordable housing tested as 70% affordable rent, 30% shared ownership (with 40% of 

the equity purchased). 

 Nil grant assumed. 

 

Affordable Housing Rents 

 

 Teignbridge covers 2 Broad Rental Market Areas – South Devon and Exeter. Affordable 

rents for each BRMA  rents are listed below:- 

 South Devon Exeter 

1 bedroom £76 £91 

2 bedroom £100 £111 

3 bedroom £120 £133 

4/5 bedroom £147 £175 

   Service charges deducted from the above rents on the basis of £10 per week for flats and £3 per week for houses. 

 

Affordable Housing Costs and Capitalisation Factors 

 
 Affordable Housing Costs and Capitalisation Factors will be applied to both the notional 

1-hectare developments and the case study sites. 

 Affordable rent :  

 Management and Maintenance Costs -  £900 per annum;  

 Void allowance - 3% per annum; 

  Major repairs - £450 per annum; and 

  Capitalisation at 6%. 

 

 For shared ownership:- 

  Rent on unsold equity at 2.5%; and 

  Capitalisation at 6%. 

 

Development Costs 

 
 Build Costs per sq m: 

 £1,133 per sq m for flats; and 

 £1,034 per sq m for houses. 

 

 Other Development Costs. 
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  Professional fees – 12% 

 Internal overheads – 5% 

 Interest rate – 7.5% 

 Marketing fees – 3% 

 Developer’s return – 17% 

  Contractor’s return – 6% 

 

 A figure of £4,500 per unit is assumed to cover S106 obligations (£3,500 per dwelling) 

and complying with proposed changes to Building Regulations in 2013 (£1,000 per 

dwelling).  
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Appendix D - Residual Values for the 1 Hectare Notional Site 
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Please note - all figures rounded to nearest £10,000 

Newton Abbot 
Baseline test 

 
 
Newton Abbot 
With Alternative mix 

 
 
Teignmouth 

 
 
Dawlish 

 
 
SW of Exeter 

 
 
  

CIL  - £s per sq m 15% 20% 25% 30%

£25 Scheme total 602,000£    500,000£    396,000£    293,000£    

£50 Scheme total 542,000£    442,000£    342,000£    243,000£    

£75 Scheme total 481,000£    384,000£    289,000£    193,000£    

£100 Scheme total 419,000£    328,000£    235,000£    142,000£    

£125 Scheme total 359,000£    270,000£    181,000£    93,000£       

CIL  - £s per sq m 15% 20% 25% 30%

£25 Scheme total 713,000£        602,000£        491,000£        381,000£        

£50 Scheme total 649,000£        541,000£        435,000£        328,000£        

£75 Scheme total 584,000£        481,000£        378,000£        275,000£        

£100 Scheme total 520,000£        420,000£        321,000£        221,000£        

£125 Scheme total 456,000£        360,000£        265,000£        168,000£        

CIL  - £s per sq m 25% 30% 35% 40%

£50 Scheme total 771,000£    651,000£    532,000£    412,000£    

£75 Scheme total 717,000£    601,000£    485,000£    369,000£    

£100 Scheme total 663,000£    551,000£    439,000£    326,000£    

£125 Scheme total 609,000£    500,000£    392,000£    283,000£    

CIL  - £s per sq m 25% 30% 35% 40%

£50 Scheme total 601,000£    490,000£    378,000£    266,000£    

£75 Scheme total 547,000£    439,000£    331,000£    223,000£    

£100 Scheme total 494,000£    389,000£    284,000£    180,000£    

£125 Scheme total 440,000£    339,000£    239,000£    137,000£    

CIL  - £s per sq m 25% 30% 35% 40%

£50 Scheme total 1,113,000£ 997,000£    880,000£    765,000£    

£75 Scheme total 1,059,000£ 947,000£    834,000£    722,000£    

£100 Scheme total 1,005,000£ 897,000£    788,000£    679,000£    

£125 Scheme total 952,000£    847,000£    741,000£    635,000£    
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Rural Teignbridge 

 
 
Sensitivity Tests 

 
  

CIL  - £s per sq m 25% 30% 35% 40%

£50 Scheme total 1,483,000£ 1,331,000£ 1,178,000£ 1,025,000£ 

£75 Scheme total 1,430,000£ 1,282,000£ 1,131,000£ 982,000£    

£100 Scheme total 1,376,000£ 1,231,000£ 1,085,000£ 940,000£    

£125 Scheme total 1,322,000£ 1,181,000£ 1,039,000£ 896,000£    

£150 Scheme total 1,268,000£ 1,130,000£ 992,000£    853,000£    

£175 Scheme total 1,215,000£ 1,081,000£ 945,000£    810,000£    

£200 Scheme total 1,161,000£ 1,031,000£ 899,000£    768,000£    

SENSITIVITY TESTS - NOTIONAL 1HA SITE

Market Area

Residual Value Residual Value Residual Value Residual Value Residual Value Residual Value

Benchmark

Base Value £75 CIL, 30% AH 192,600 274,500 601,200 439,200 946,800 1,281,600

-10% SP change -182,700 -126,000 189,900 45,000 504,900 798,300

-5% SP change 5,400 72,000 391,500 239,400 730,800 1,033,200

+5% SP change 379,800 475,200 810,900 637,200 1,166,400 1,519,200

+10% SP change 564,300 671,400 1,017,000 835,200 1,382,400 1,757,700

-10% Build cost change 568,800 667,800 976,500 815,400 1,323,000 1,656,900

-5% Build cost change 380,700 470,700 788,400 627,300 1,134,900 1,468,800

+5% Build cost change 4,500 77,400 413,100 251,100 759,600 1,093,500

+10% Build cost change -182,700 -118,800 225,000 63,900 571,500 905,400

-10% SP/-10% Build Cost 192,600 267,300 565,200 421,200 880,200 1,174,500

-5% SP/-5% Build Cost 193,500 268,200 579,600 426,600 918,000 1,221,300

+5% SP/+5% Build Cost 191,700 278,100 622,800 450,000 978,300 1,331,100

+10% SP/+10% Build Cost 188,100 278,100 640,800 459,000 1,006,200 1,381,500

20% dev margin/ 5% overheads 66,600 139,500 460,800 304,200 798,300 1,117,800

22% dev margin/ 0% overheads 85,500 158,400 470,700 318,600 802,800 1,112,400

Newton Abbot

Newton Abbot 

(Alt Mix) Teignmouth Dawlish SW Exeter

Rural 

Settlements

520,000 - 540,000 520,000 - 540,000 390,000 - 400,000 390,000 - 400,000 800,000 800,000
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Appendix E - Case Study Results – Grouped by Area 
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Newton Abbot 
Case Study 1 

 

 

Case Study 3 

 
 

Case study 1

Location - zone or named place Newton Abbot

Dwellings 1

Site size - gross 0.03

Site size - net 0.03

Notional density 40

Current/previous use

Notes

CIL  - £s per sq m 0% AH 15% 20% 25% 30% 35%

£50 Scheme total 30,000£               -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     

-           Per net hectare 1,000,000£         -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     

Per gross hectare 1,000,000£         -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     

£75 Scheme total 270,000£            -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     

-           Per net hectare 900,000£            -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     

Per gross hectare 900,000£            -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     

£100 Scheme total 24,000£               -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     

-           Per net hectare 800,000£            -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     

Per gross hectare 800,000£            -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     

£125 Scheme total 20,000£               -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     

-           Per net hectare 667,000£            -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     

Per gross hectare 667,000£            -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     

Notional site

One 4 bed detached - 10% inc bld costs

Residual value

Affordable housing

Case study 3

Location - zone or named place Newton Abbot

Dwellings 6

Site size - gross 0.15

Site size - net 0.15

Notional density 40

Current/previous use

Notes

CIL  - £s per sq m 15% 20% 25% AH 30% AH 35% AH 40% AH

£50 Scheme total 102,000£           82,000£             65,000£             45,000£             26,000£             7,000£               

-           Per net hectare 679,000£           549,000£           431,000£           301,000£           176,000£           46,000£             

Per gross hectare 679,000£           549,000£           431,000£           301,000£           176,000£           46,000£             

£75 Scheme total 90,000£             72,000£             55,000£             35,000£             18,000£             1,000-£               

-           Per net hectare 601,000£           477,000£           366,000£           235,000£           118,000£           7,000-£               

Per gross hectare 601,000£           477,000£           366,000£           235,000£           118,000£           7,000-£               

£100 Scheme total 78,000£             61,000£             44,000£             25,000£             9,000£               9,000-£               

-           Per net hectare 522,000£           405,000£           294,000£           170,000£           59,000£             61,000-£             

Per gross hectare 522,000£           405,000£           294,000£           170,000£           59,000£             61,000-£             

£125 Scheme total 67,000£             50,000£             34,000£             17,000£             -£                    18,000-£             

-           Per net hectare 444,000£           333,000£           228,000£           111,000£           -£                    122,000-£           

Per gross hectare 444,000£           333,000£           228,000£           111,000£           -£                    122,000-£           

Urban infill

1x2bt,1x3bt,1x4bt,2x3bs,1x4bd

Residual value

Affordable housing
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Case Study 6 

 

 

Case Study 6 Alternative Mix 

 

Case study 6

Location - zone or named place Newton Abbot

Dwellings 25

Site size - gross 0.5

Site size - net 0.5

Notional density 50

Current/previous use

Notes

CIL  - £s per sq m 15% 20% 25% AH 30% AH 35% AH 40% AH

£50 Scheme total 224,000£          155,000£          84,000£            14,000£            58,000-£            -£                   

-           Per net hectare 449,000£          310,000£          169,000£          27,000£            116,000-£          -£                   

Per gross hectare 449,000£          310,000£          169,000£          27,000£            116,000-£          -£                   

£75 Scheme total 183,000£          117,000£          48,000£            20,000-£            90,000-£            -£                   

-           Per net hectare 367,000£          233,000£          96,000£            41,000-£            180,000-£          -£                   

Per gross hectare 367,000£          233,000£          96,000£            41,000-£            180,000-£          -£                   

£100 Scheme total 143,000£          78,000£            13,000£            55,000-£            122,000-£          -£                   

-           Per net hectare 286,000£          157,000£          25,000£            110,000-£          245,000-£          -£                   

Per gross hectare 286,000£          157,000£          25,000£            110,000-£          245,000-£          -£                   

£125 Scheme total 102,000£          40,000£            24,000-£            90,000-£            155,000-£          -£                   

-           Per net hectare 204,000£          80,000£            49,000-£            180,000-£          310,000-£          -£                   

Per gross hectare 204,000£          80,000£            49,000-£            180,000-£          310,000-£          -£                   

Urban infill

Urban, 50k per net ha opening up costs

Residual value

Affordable housing

Case study 6

Location - zone or named place Newton Abbot

Dwellings 25

Site size - gross 0.5

Site size - net 0.5

Notional density 50

Current/previous use

Notes

CIL  - £s per sq m 15% 20% 25% AH 30% AH 35% AH 40% AH

£50 Scheme total 422,000£         344,000£         267,000£         189,000£         111,000£         -£                  

Per net hectare 845,000£         688,000£         533,000£         378,000£         221,000£         -£                  

Per gross hectare 845,000£         688,000£         533,000£         378,000£         221,000£         -£                  

£75 Scheme total 374,000£         300,000£         224,000£         150,000£         74,000£            -£                  

Per net hectare 749,000£         600,000£         449,000£         300,000£         149,000£         -£                  

Per gross hectare 749,000£         600,000£         449,000£         300,000£         149,000£         -£                  

£100 Scheme total 327,000£         255,000£         183,000£         111,000£         38,000£            -£                  

Per net hectare 655,000£         510,000£         367,000£         221,000£         76,000£            -£                  

Per gross hectare 655,000£         510,000£         367,000£         221,000£         76,000£            -£                  

£125 Scheme total 279,000£         211,000£         141,000£         72,000£            2,000£              -£                  

Per net hectare 559,000£         421,000£         282,000£         143,000£         4,000£              -£                  

Per gross hectare 559,000£         421,000£         282,000£         143,000£         4,000£              -£                  

Urban infill

Urban, 50k per net ha opening up costs - alternative mix

Residual value

Affordable housing
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Case Study 10 

 
Case Study 15  

 

Case study 10

Location - zone or named place Newton Abbot

Dwellings 70

Site size - gross 2.06

Site size - net 1.75

Notional density 40

Current/previous use

Notes

CIL  - £s per sq m

15% AH - DCF - 

CIL yr 1

20% AH - DCF - 

CIL yr 1

25% AH - DCF - 

CIL yr 1

30% AH - DCF - 

CIL yr 1 0% 0%

£50 Scheme total 899,000£          699,000£          500,000£          299,000£          -£                   -£                   

Per net hectare 514,000£          400,000£          286,000£          171,000£          -£                   -£                   

Per gross hectare 437,000£          340,000£          243,000£          145,000£          -£                   -£                   

£75 Scheme total 776,000£          584,000£          390,000£          196,000£          -£                   -£                   

Per net hectare 444,000£          334,000£          223,000£          112,000£          -£                   -£                   

Per gross hectare 377,000£          283,000£          189,000£          95,000£            -£                   -£                   

£100 Scheme total 654,000£          468,000£          280,000£          93,000£            -£                   -£                   

Per net hectare 374,000£          267,000£          160,000£          53,000£            -£                   -£                   

Per gross hectare 318,000£          227,000£          136,000£          45,000£            -£                   -£                   

£125 Scheme total 530,000£          350,000£          170,000£          12,000-£            -£                   -£                   

Per net hectare 303,000£          200,000£          97,000£            7,000-£               -£                   -£                   

Per gross hectare 257,000£          170,000£          83,000£            6,000-£               -£                   -£                   

Edge of urban, greenfield,

Edge of urban, greenfield, 75k per net ha opening up costs in year 1, build out in 2 years

Residual value

Affordable housing

Case study 15

Location - zone or named place Newton Abbot

Dwellings 12

Site size - gross 0.18

Site size - net 0.18

Notional density 65

Current/previous use

Notes

CIL  - £s per sq m 15% AH 20% AH 25% AH 30% AH 35% AH 40% AH

£50 Scheme total 65,000£            35,000£            6,000£               -£                   -£                   -£                   

-           Per net hectare 359,000£          196,000£          31,000£            -£                   -£                   -£                   

Per gross hectare 359,000£          196,000£          31,000£            -£                   -£                   -£                   

£75 Scheme total 52,000£            23,000£            6,000-£               -£                   -£                   -£                   

-           Per net hectare 291,000£          126,000£          35,000-£            -£                   -£                   -£                   

Per gross hectare 291,000£          126,000£          35,000-£            -£                   -£                   -£                   

£100 Scheme total 40,000£            10,000£            19,000-£            -£                   -£                   -£                   

-           Per net hectare 221,000£          58,000£            105,000-£          -£                   -£                   -£                   

Per gross hectare 221,000£          58,000£            105,000-£          -£                   -£                   -£                   

£125 Scheme total 27,000£            1,000-£               32,000-£            -£                   -£                   -£                   

-           Per net hectare 148,000£          6,000-£               175,000-£          -£                   -£                   -£                   

Per gross hectare 148,000£          6,000-£               175,000-£          -£                   -£                   -£                   

Urban infill

4 x 1 bf, 8 x 2bf

Residual value

Affordable housing
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Teignmouth Case Studies 
 
Case Study 1 

 
 
Case Study 11 

 
 

Case study 1

Location - zone or named place Teignmouth

Dwellings 1

Site size - gross 0.03

Site size - net 0.03

Notional density 40

Current/previous use

Notes

CIL  - £s per sq m 0% 0% 25% 30% 35% 40%

£50 Scheme total 45,000£               -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     

-           Per net hectare 1,500,000£         -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     

Per gross hectare 1,500,000£         -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     

£75 Scheme total 42,000£               -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     

-           Per net hectare 1,400,000£         -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     

Per gross hectare 1,400,000£         -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     

£100 Scheme total 39,000£               -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     

-           Per net hectare 1,300,000£         -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     

Per gross hectare 1,300,000£         -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     

£125 Scheme total 36,000£               -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     

-           Per net hectare 1,200,000£         -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     

Per gross hectare 1,200,000£         -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     

Notional site

One 4 bed detached - 10% inc bld costs

Residual value

Affordable housing

Case study 11

Location - zone or named place Teignmouth

Dwellings 30

Site size - gross 0.3

Site size - net 0.3

Notional density 100

Current/previous use

Notes

CIL  - £s per sq m 0% 0%

25% AH - 

static 30% AH- static 35% AH- static 40% AH- static

£50 Scheme total -£                  -£                  473,000£         377,000£         280,000£         182,000£         

-           Per net hectare -£                  -£                  1,578,000£      1,257,000£      933,000£         606,000£         

Per gross hectare -£                  -£                  1,578,000£      1,257,000£      933,000£         606,000£         

£75 Scheme total -£                  -£                  446,000£         352,000£         256,000£         160,000£         

-           Per net hectare -£                  -£                  1,485,000£      1,173,000£      852,000£         534,000£         

Per gross hectare -£                  -£                  1,485,000£      1,173,000£      852,000£         534,000£         

£100 Scheme total -£                  -£                  419,000£         326,000£         232,000£         139,000£         

-           Per net hectare -£                  -£                  1,395,000£      1,086,000£      774,000£         462,000£         

Per gross hectare -£                  -£                  1,395,000£      1,086,000£      774,000£         462,000£         

£125 Scheme total -£                  -£                  391,000£         301,000£         209,000£         116,000£         

-           Per net hectare -£                  -£                  1,302,000£      1,002,000£      696,000£         387,000£         

Per gross hectare -£                  -£                  1,302,000£      1,002,000£      696,000£         387,000£         

Urban infill

Urban infill, 5 x 1 bed flat, 25 x 2 bed flat, allow 125k/ha for demolition/ opening up.

Residual value

Affordable housing
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Case Study 13 

 
 

Dawlish Case Studies 
 
Case Study 1 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Case study 13

Location - zone or named place Teignmouth

Dwellings 290

Site size - gross 9.3

Site size - net 7.44

Notional density 39

Current/previous use

Notes

CIL  - £s per sq m 0% 0% 25% AH - DCF 30% AH- DCF 35% AH- DCF 40% AH- DCF

£50 Scheme total -£                   -£                   5,623,000£      4,579,000£      3,533,000£      2,487,000£      

-           Per net hectare -£                   -£                   756,000£          615,000£          475,000£          334,000£          

Per gross hectare -£                   -£                   605,000£          492,000£          380,000£          267,000£          

£75 Scheme total -£                   -£                   5,124,000£      4,111,000£      3,099,000£      2,086,000£      

-           Per net hectare -£                   -£                   689,000£          553,000£          417,000£          280,000£          

Per gross hectare -£                   -£                   551,000£          440,000£          333,000£          224,000£          

£100 Scheme total -£                   -£                   4,642,000£      3,644,000£      2,665,000£      1,680,000£      

-           Per net hectare -£                   -£                   621,000£          490,000£          358,000£          226,000£          

Per gross hectare -£                   -£                   497,000£          392,000£          287,000£          181,000£          

£125 Scheme total -£                   -£                   4,123,000£      3,177,000£      2,226,000£      1,272,000£      

-           Per net hectare -£                   -£                   554,000£          427,000£          299,000£          171,000£          

Per gross hectare -£                   -£                   443,000£          342,000£          239,000£          137,000£          

Edge of urban, greenfield, 125k per net ha opening up costs in year 1, build out in 4 years

Residual value

Affordable housing

Edge of urban, greenfield

Case study 1

Location - zone or named place Dawlish

Dwellings 1

Site size - gross 0.03

Site size - net 0.03

Notional density 40

Current/previous use

Notes

CIL  - £s per sq m 0% 0% 25% 30% 35% 40%

£50 Scheme total 60,000£               -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     

-           Per net hectare 2,000,000£         -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     

Per gross hectare 2,000,000£         -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     

£75 Scheme total 57,000£               -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     

-           Per net hectare 1,900,000£         -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     

Per gross hectare 1,900,000£         -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     

£100 Scheme total 54,000£               -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     

-           Per net hectare 1,800,000£         -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     

Per gross hectare 1,800,000£         -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     

£125 Scheme total 51,000£               -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     

-           Per net hectare 1,700,000£         -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     

Per gross hectare 1,700,000£         -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     

Notional site

One 4 bed detached - 10% inc bld costs

Residual value

Affordable housing
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Case Study 5 

 
 
Case Study 7 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Case study 5

Location - zone or named place Dawlish

Dwellings 20

Site size - gross 0.51

Site size - net 0.51

Notional density 39

Current/previous use

Notes

CIL  - £s per sq m 0% 20% 25% AH 30% AH 35% AH 40% AH

£50 Scheme total -£                   267,000£          204,000£          140,000£          78,000£             15,000£             

Per net hectare -£                   522,000£          400,000£          274,000£          154,000£          28,000£             

Per gross hectare -£                   522,000£          400,000£          274,000£          154,000£          28,000£             

£75 Scheme total -£                   233,000£          172,000£          112,000£          52,000£             9,000-£               

Per net hectare -£                   458,000£          338,000£          220,000£          105,000£          18,000-£             

Per gross hectare -£                   458,000£          338,000£          220,000£          105,000£          18,000-£             

£100 Scheme total -£                   201,000£          142,000£          83,000£             26,000£             35,000-£             

Per net hectare -£                   394,000£          278,000£          164,000£          52,000£             68,000-£             

Per gross hectare -£                   394,000£          278,000£          164,000£          52,000£             68,000-£             

£125 Scheme total -£                   169,000£          112,000£          55,000£             -£                   60,000-£             

Per net hectare -£                   330,000£          220,000£          108,000£          -£                   118,000-£          

Per gross hectare -£                   330,000£          220,000£          108,000£          -£                   118,000-£          

Village

Edge of urban, greenfield

Residual value

Affordable housing

Case study 7

Location - zone or named place Dawlish

Dwellings 45

Site size - gross 1.25

Site size - net 1.12

Notional density 40

Current/previous use

Notes

CIL  - £s per sq m 0% 0% 25% AH 30% AH 35% AH 40% AH

£50 Scheme total -£                   -£                   521,000£          379,000£          238,000£          98,000£            

-           Per net hectare -£                   -£                   465,000£          338,000£          213,000£          87,000£            

Per gross hectare -£                   -£                   416,000£          303,000£          191,000£          78,000£            

£75 Scheme total -£                   -£                   452,000£          315,000£          179,000£          43,000£            

-           Per net hectare -£                   -£                   404,000£          281,000£          160,000£          38,000£            

Per gross hectare -£                   -£                   362,000£          253,000£          143,000£          34,000£            

£100 Scheme total -£                   -£                   383,000£          251,000£          119,000£          14,000-£            

-           Per net hectare -£                   -£                   342,000£          224,000£          106,000£          13,000-£            

Per gross hectare -£                   -£                   306,000£          200,000£          95,000£            11,000-£            

£125 Scheme total -£                   -£                   314,000£          187,000£          60,000£            75,000-£            

-           Per net hectare -£                   -£                   281,000£          167,000£          53,000£            66,000-£            

Per gross hectare -£                   -£                   252,000£          150,000£          48,000£            60,000-£            

Edge of urban

Urban, 50k per net ha opening up costs

Residual value

Affordable housing
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Case Study 14 

 
 
 

South West of Exeter 
 
Case Study 1 

 

Case study 14

Location - zone or named place Dawlish

Dwellings 460

Site size - gross 17.2

Site size - net 12.04

Notional density 40

Current/previous use

Notes

CIL  - £s per sq m

25% AH - 

DCF 30% AH- DCF

25% AH - 

DCF - 30% 

SR/70% 

NBHB 

30% AH- DCF 

- 30% 

SR/70% 

NBHB

£50 Scheme total 4,224,000£   2,780,000£   -£               6,298,000£   5,282,000£   -£               

Per net hectare 351,000£      231,000£      -£               523,000£      439,000£      -£               

Per gross hectare 246,000£      162,000£      -£               366,000£      307,000£      -£               

£75 Scheme total 3,409,000£   1,975,000£   -£               5,496,000£   4,532,000£   -£               

Per net hectare 283,000£      164,000£      -£               456,000£      376,000£      -£               

Per gross hectare 198,000£      115,000£      -£               320,000£      264,000£      -£               

£100 Scheme total 2,589,000£   1,237,000£   -£               4,684,000£   3,769,000£   -£               

Per net hectare 215,000£      103,000£      -£               389,000£      313,000£      -£               

Per gross hectare 151,000£      72,000£         -£               272,000£      219,000£      -£               

£125 Scheme total 1,755,000£   448,000£      -£               3,866,000£   3,006,000£   -£               

Per net hectare 146,000£      37,000£         -£               321,000£      250,000£      -£               

Per gross hectare 102,000£      26,000£         -£               225,000£      175,000£      -£               

Edge of urban, greenfield

Edge of urban, greenfield, 175k per net ha opening up costs in year 1, 6 months to 

open up, 5.5 years to build out, CIL yr 1

Residual value

Affordable housing

Case study 1

Location - zone or named place SW Exeter

Dwellings 1

Site size - gross 0.03

Site size - net 0.03

Notional density 40

Current/previous use

Notes

CIL  - £s per sq m 0% 25% 30% 35% 40%

£50 Scheme total 68,000£               -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     

Per net hectare 2,267,000£         -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     

Per gross hectare 2,267,000£         -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     

£75 Scheme total 65,000£               -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     

Per net hectare 2,167,000£         -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     

Per gross hectare 2,167,000£         -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     

£100 Scheme total 62,000£               -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     

Per net hectare 2,067,000£         -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     

Per gross hectare 2,067,000£         -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     

£125 Scheme total 59,000£               -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     

Per net hectare 1,967,000£         -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     

Per gross hectare 1,967,000£         -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     

Notional site

One 4 bed detached - 10% inc bld costs

Residual value

Affordable housing
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Rural Teignbridge 
 
Case Study 1 

 
 
 
Case Study 2 

 
 
 
 

Case study 1

Location - zone or named place Rural

Dwellings 1

Site size - gross 0.03

Site size - net 0.03

Notional density 40

Current/previous use

Notes

CIL  - £s per sq m 0% 0% 25% 30% 35% 40%

£125 Scheme total 67,000£               -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     

Per net hectare 2,233,000£         -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     

Per gross hectare 2,233,000£         -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     

£150 Scheme total 64,000£               -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     

Per net hectare 2,133,000£         -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     

Per gross hectare 2,133,000£         -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     

£175 Scheme total 61,000£               -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     

Per net hectare 2,033,000£         -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     

Per gross hectare 2,033,000£         -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     

£200 Scheme total 57,000£               -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     

Per net hectare 1,900,000£         -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     

Per gross hectare 1,900,000£         -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     -£                     

Notional site

One 4 bed detached - 10% inc bld costs

Residual value

Affordable housing

Case study 2

Location - zone or named place Rural

Dwellings 3

Site size - gross 0.06

Site size - net 0.06

Notional density 50

Current/previous use

Notes

CIL  - £s per sq m 0% 0% 25% AH 30% AH 35% AH 40% AH

£125 Scheme total -£                 -£                 108,000£        94,000£          80,000£          68,000£          

Per net hectare -£                 -£                 1,796,000£    1,568,000£    1,340,000£    1,127,000£    

Per gross hectare -£                 -£                 1,796,000£    1,568,000£    1,340,000£    1,127,000£    

£150 Scheme total -£                 -£                 104,000£        90,000£          76,000£          64,000£          

Per net hectare -£                 -£                 1,732,000£    1,502,000£    1,274,000£    1,061,000£    

Per gross hectare -£                 -£                 1,732,000£    1,502,000£    1,274,000£    1,061,000£    

£175 Scheme total -£                 -£                 99,000£          86,000£          73,000£          61,000£          

Per net hectare -£                 -£                 1,649,000£    1,438,000£    1,208,000£    1,012,000£    

Per gross hectare -£                 -£                 1,649,000£    1,438,000£    1,208,000£    1,012,000£    

£200 Scheme total -£                 -£                 95,000£          82,000£          69,000£          57,000£          

Per net hectare -£                 -£                 1,585,000£    1,372,000£    1,144,000£    948,000£        

Per gross hectare -£                 -£                 1,585,000£    1,372,000£    1,144,000£    948,000£        

Notional site

3 x 3 bed terrace

Residual value

Affordable housing
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Case Study 4 

 
 
Case Study 8 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Case study 4

Location - zone or named place Rural

Dwellings 10

Site size - gross 0.25

Site size - net 0.25

Notional density 40

Current/previous use

Notes

CIL  - £s per sq m 0% 0% 25% AH 30% AH 35% AH 40% AH

£125 Scheme total -£                    -£                    398,000£           354,000£           313,000£           270,000£           

Per net hectare -£                    -£                    1,592,000£        1,417,000£        1,250,000£        1,079,000£        

Per gross hectare -£                    -£                    1,592,000£        1,417,000£        1,250,000£        1,079,000£        

£150 Scheme total -£                    -£                    382,000£           339,000£           298,000£           257,000£           

Per net hectare -£                    -£                    1,528,000£        1,357,000£        1,193,000£        1,026,000£        

Per gross hectare -£                    -£                    1,528,000£        1,357,000£        1,193,000£        1,026,000£        

£175 Scheme total -£                    -£                    366,000£           324,000£           284,000£           243,000£           

Per net hectare -£                    -£                    1,463,000£        1,296,000£        1,136,000£        973,000£           

Per gross hectare -£                    -£                    1,463,000£        1,296,000£        1,136,000£        973,000£           

£200 Scheme total -£                    -£                    350,000£           309,000£           270,000£           230,000£           

Per net hectare -£                    -£                    1,398,000£        1,235,000£        1,079,000£        920,000£           

Per gross hectare -£                    -£                    1,398,000£        1,235,000£        1,079,000£        920,000£           

Notional

2x2bf, 2x3bt,2x3bs,2x4bt,2x4bd

Residual value

Affordable housing

Case study 8

Location - zone or named place Rural

Dwellings 50

Site size - gross 1.39

Site size - net 1.25

Notional density 40

Current/previous use

Notes

CIL  - £s per sq m 25% AH - DCF 30% AH- DCF 35% AH - DCF 40% AH - DCF

£50 Scheme total -£          -£        1,819,000£       1,609,000£       1,400,000£       1,191,000£       

Per net hectare -£          -£        1,455,000£       1,287,000£       1,120,000£       952,000£           

Per gross hectare -£          -£        1,309,000£       1,157,000£       1,007,000£       856,000£           

£75 Scheme total -£          -£        1,744,000£       1,540,000£       1,335,000£       1,131,000£       

Per net hectare -£          -£        1,395,000£       1,232,000£       1,068,000£       905,000£           

Per gross hectare -£          -£        1,255,000£       1,108,000£       960,000£           814,000£           

£100 Scheme total -£          -£        1,670,000£       1,471,000£       1,271,000£       1,071,000£       

Per net hectare -£          -£        1,336,000£       1,177,000£       1,017,000£       857,000£           

Per gross hectare -£          -£        1,202,000£       1,058,000£       915,000£           771,000£           

£125 Scheme total -£          -£        1,596,000£       1,402,000£       1,207,000£       1,012,000£       

Per net hectare -£          -£        1,277,000£       1,122,000£       965,000£           810,000£           

Per gross hectare -£          -£        1,148,000£       1,009,000£       868,000£           728,000£           

£150 Scheme total -£          -£        1,522,000£       1,333,000£       1,143,000£       953,000£           

Per net hectare -£          -£        1,218,000£       1,066,000£       914,000£           762,000£           

Per gross hectare -£          -£        1,095,000£       959,000£           822,000£           686,000£           

£175 Scheme total -£          -£        1,448,000£       1,263,000£       1,078,000£       894,000£           

Per net hectare -£          -£        1,159,000£       1,011,000£       863,000£           715,000£           

Per gross hectare -£          -£        1,042,000£       909,000£           776,000£           643,000£           

£200 Scheme total -£          -£        1,374,000£       1,194,000£       1,014,000£       835,000£           

Per net hectare -£          -£        1,099,000£       955,000£           812,000£           668,000£           

Per gross hectare -£          -£        988,000£           859,000£           730,000£           601,000£           

Urban, 50k per net ha opening up costs in year 1, build out in 2 years, CIL Year 1

Residual value

Affordable housing

Urban infill
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Case Study 9 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Case study 9

Location - zone or named place Rural

Dwellings 62

Site size - gross 1.82

Site size - net 1.55

Notional density 40

Current/previous use

Notes

CIL  - £s per sq m 25% AH - DCF 30% AH- DCF 35% AH - DCF 40% AH - DCF

£50 Scheme total -£           -£           3,269,000£     2,951,000£     2,633,000£     2,316,000£     

Per net hectare -£           -£           2,109,000£     1,904,000£     1,699,000£     1,494,000£     

Per gross hectare -£           -£           1,796,000£     1,622,000£     1,447,000£     1,272,000£     

£75 Scheme total -£           -£           3,156,000£     2,845,000£     2,535,000£     2,225,000£     

Per net hectare -£           -£           2,036,000£     1,836,000£     1,636,000£     1,435,000£     

Per gross hectare -£           -£           1,734,000£     1,563,000£     1,393,000£     1,222,000£     

£100 Scheme total -£           -£           3,043,000£     2,740,000£     2,437,000£     2,134,000£     

Per net hectare -£           -£           1,963,000£     1,768,000£     1,572,000£     1,377,000£     

Per gross hectare -£           -£           1,672,000£     1,505,000£     1,339,000£     1,173,000£     

£125 Scheme total -£           -£           2,929,000£     2,633,000£     2,338,000£     2,043,000£     

Per net hectare -£           -£           1,890,000£     1,699,000£     1,509,000£     1,318,000£     

Per gross hectare -£           -£           1,610,000£     1,447,000£     1,285,000£     1,123,000£     

£150 Scheme total -£           -£           2,815,000£     2,528,000£     2,240,000£     1,953,000£     

Per net hectare -£           -£           1,816,000£     1,631,000£     1,445,000£     1,260,000£     

Per gross hectare -£           -£           1,547,000£     1,389,000£     1,231,000£     1,073,000£     

£175 Scheme total -£           -£           2,702,000£     2,422,000£     2,142,000£     1,862,000£     

Per net hectare -£           -£           1,743,000£     1,562,000£     1,382,000£     1,201,000£     

Per gross hectare -£           -£           1,485,000£     1,331,000£     1,177,000£     1,023,000£     

£200 Scheme total -£           -£           2,589,000£     2,316,000£     2,044,000£     1,771,000£     

Per net hectare -£           -£           1,670,000£     1,494,000£     1,319,000£     1,143,000£     

Per gross hectare -£           -£           1,423,000£     1,273,000£     1,123,000£     973,000£        

Urban infill

Urban, 75k per net ha opening up costs in year 1, build out in 2 years. CIL yr 1

Residual value

Affordable housing
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Case study 12

Location - zone or named place Rural

Dwellings 150

Site size - gross 5.36

Site size - net 3.75

Notional density 40

Current/previous use

Notes

CIL  - £s per sq m 0% 0% 25% AH - DCF 30% AH- DCF 35% AH- DCF 40% AH- DCF

£50 Scheme total -£                    -£                    6,262,000£        5,590,000£        4,918,000£        4,245,000£        

Per net hectare -£                    -£                    1,670,000£        1,491,000£        1,311,000£        1,132,000£        

Per gross hectare -£                    -£                    1,168,000£        1,043,000£        917,000£           792,000£           

£75 Scheme total -£                    -£                    6,022,000£        5,366,000£        4,709,000£        4,053,000£        

Per net hectare -£                    -£                    1,606,000£        1,431,000£        1,256,000£        1,081,000£        

Per gross hectare -£                    -£                    1,123,000£        1,001,000£        879,000£           756,000£           

£100 Scheme total -£                    -£                    5,781,000£        5,141,000£        4,500,000£        3,860,000£        

Per net hectare -£                    -£                    1,542,000£        1,371,000£        1,200,000£        1,029,000£        

Per gross hectare -£                    -£                    1,079,000£        959,000£           840,000£           720,000£           

£125 Scheme total -£                    -£                    5,540,000£        4,916,000£        4,291,000£        3,667,000£        

Per net hectare -£                    -£                    1,477,000£        1,311,000£        1,144,000£        978,000£           

Per gross hectare -£                    -£                    1,034,000£        917,000£           801,000£           684,000£           

£150 Scheme total -£                    -£                    5,300,000£        4,692,000£        4,082,000£        3,474,000£        

Per net hectare -£                    -£                    1,413,000£        1,251,000£        1,089,000£        926,000£           

Per gross hectare -£                    -£                    989,000£           875,000£           762,000£           648,000£           

£175 Scheme total -£                    -£                    5,058,000£        4,466,000£        3,874,000£        3,282,000£        

Per net hectare -£                    -£                    1,349,000£        1,191,000£        1,033,000£        875,000£           

Per gross hectare -£                    -£                    944,000£           833,000£           723,000£           612,000£           

£200 Scheme total -£                    -£                    4,818,000£        4,241,000£        3,664,000£        3,087,000£        

Per net hectare -£                    -£                    1,285,000£        1,131,000£        977,000£           823,000£           

Per gross hectare -£                    -£                    899,000£           791,000£           684,000£           576,000£           

Edge of urban, greenfield, 100k per net ha opening up costs in year 1, build out in 3 years

Residual value

Affordable housing

Edge of urban, greenfield
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Appendix F - Non Residential Appraisals 



Teignbridge - Residual Land Valuation

Retail - 3,500 sq. m Superstore
Quantum/Value Unit Rate Unit Total 

1. Development Value

Floorspace 3,500 GFA sqm @ 95.0%

Rental value 3,325 GIFA sqm @ £220 per sqm

Investment yield £731,500 p.a. @ 5.1%

Gross Development Value £14,343,137

Expresssed as GDV/sqm £4,098

Less buyers' costs £14,343,137 @ -5.8% -£826,165

Net Receipts £13,516,973

Expresssed as net receipts/sqm £3,862

2. Development  Costs

Building costs estimate (including contractors' prelims, OHs & profit) 3,500 sqm @ £1,145 per sqm £4,007,500

External works (% of build cost) £4,007,500 @ 10.0% £400,750

Project/design team fees (% of all construction) £4,408,250 @ 12.0% £528,990

BREEAM costs £4,007,500 @ 0.0% £0

Developer contributions (non-CIL) 3,500 sqm @ £250 per sqm £875,000

CIL contributions 3,500 sqm @ £0 £0

Marketing & sales (% of GDV) £14,343,137 @ 4.0% £573,725

Development costs finance (on half build costs) 1.00 years @ 8.5% £271,404

Void finance (on total development costs) 0.00 years @ 8.5% £0

Developers' profit (% of GDV) £14,343,137 @ 22.5% £3,227,206

Development Costs £9,884,575

Land value realised at sale £3,632,398

Less acquisition fees @ 10.0% £363,240

Less land tax £3,632,398 @ 4.0% £145,296

Total Costs £10,393,111

Expresssed as total cost/sqm £2,969

Residual Land Value for Site £3,123,862

Number of floors 1

Building footprint 3,500

Development site coverage 40%

Balance of site without direct development value 60%

Expressed as site area without direct development value 5,250 sqm

Total site land take 8,750 sqm 0.88 ha

Residual Land Value per Hectare £3,570,128

Assumed existing use value plus uplift per hectare £1,300,000

Site cost 0.88 ha £1,137,500

Total development cost and site costs £11,530,611

Expresssed as total cost and site costs/sqm £3,294

Net residual value of development £1,986,362

Net residual value per sqm of development £568



Teignbridge - Residual Land Valuation

Supermarket 1,100 sqm
Quantum Unit Rate Unit Total 

1. Development Value
Floorspace 1,100 GFA sqm @ 95.0%

Rental value 1,045 GIFA sqm @ £190 per sqm

Investment yield £198,550 p.a. @ 5.8%

Gross Development Value £3,423,276

Expresssed as GDV/sqm £3,112

Less buyers' costs £3,423,276 @ -5.8% -£197,181

Net Receipts £3,226,095

Expresssed as net receipts/sqm £2,933

2. Development  Costs
Building costs estimate (including contractors' prelims, OHs & profit) 1,100 sqm @ £1,145 per sqm £1,259,500

External works (% of build cost) £1,259,500 @ 10.0% £125,950

Project/design team fees (% of all construction) £1,385,450 @ 12.0% £166,254

BREEAM costs £1,259,500 @ 0.0% £0

Developer contributions (non-CIL) 1,100 sqm @ £100 per sqm £110,000

CIL contributions 1,100 sqm @ £0 £0

Marketing & sales (% of GDV) £3,423,276 @ 4.0% £136,931

Development costs finance (on half build costs) 1.00 years @ 8.5% £76,442

Void finance (on total development costs) 0.00 years @ 8.5% £0

Developers' profit (% of GDV) £3,423,276 @ 22.5% £770,237

Development Costs £2,645,314

Land value realised at sale £580,781

Less acquisition fees @ 10.0% £58,078

Less land tax £580,781 @ 4.0% £23,231

Total Costs £2,726,623

Expresssed as total cost/sqm £2,479

Residual Land Value for Site £499,472
Number of floors 1

Building footprint 1,100

Development site coverage 40%

Balance of site without direct development value 60%

Expressed as site area without direct development value 1,650 sqm

Total site land take 2,750 sqm 0.28 ha

Residual Land Value per Hectare £1,816,261
Assumed existing use value plus uplift per hectare £1,000,000

Site cost 0.28 ha £275,000

Total development cost and site costs £3,001,623

Expresssed as total cost and site costs/sqm £2,729

Net residual value of development £224,472

Net residual value per sqm of development £204



Teignbridge - Residual Land Valuation

Local  Retail - 280 sq. m 
Quantum Unit Rate Unit Total 

1. Development Value
Floorspace 280 GFA sqm @ 95.0%

Rental value 266 GIFA sqm @ £160 per sqm

Investment yield £42,560 p.a. @ 7.4%

Gross Development Value £575,135

Expresssed as GDV/sqm £2,054

Less buyers' costs £575,135 @ -5.8% -£33,128

Net Receipts £542,007

Expresssed as net receipts/sqm £1,936

2. Development  Costs
Building costs estimate (including contractors' prelims, OHs & profit) 280 sqm @ £800 per sqm £224,000

External works (% of build cost) £224,000 @ 10.0% £22,400

Project/design team fees (% of all construction) £246,400 @ 12.0% £29,568

BREEAM costs £224,000 @ 0.0% £0

Developer contributions (non-CIL) 280 sqm @ £50 per sqm £14,000

CIL contributions 280 sqm @ £0 £0

Marketing & sales (% of GDV) £575,135 @ 4.0% £23,005

Development costs finance (on half build costs) 1.00 years @ 8.5% £13,301

Void finance (on total development costs) 0.00 years @ 8.5% £0

Developers' profit (% of GDV) £575,135 @ 22.5% £129,405

Development Costs £455,680

Land value realised at sale £86,327

Less acquisition fees @ 10.0% £8,633

Less land tax £86,327 @ 4.0% £3,453

Total Costs £467,766

Expresssed as total cost/sqm £1,671

Residual Land Value for Site £74,241
Number of floors 1

Building footprint 280

Development site coverage 80%

Balance of site without direct development value 20%

Expressed as site area without direct development value 70 sqm

Total site land take 350 sqm 0.04 ha

Residual Land Value per Hectare £2,121,182
Assumed existing use value plus uplift per hectare £800,000

Site cost 0.04 ha £28,000

Total development cost and site costs £495,766

Expresssed as total cost and site costs/sqm £1,771

Net residual value of development £46,241

Net residual value per sqm of development £165



Teignbridge - Residual Land Valuation

Retail - 10,000 sq. m Retail Warehouses - Scheme of 6 Units
Quantum Unit Rate Unit Total 

1. Development Value
Floorspace 10,000 GFA sqm @ 95.0%

Rental value 9,500 GIFA sqm @ £205 per sqm

Investment yield £1,947,500 p.a. @ 7.3%

Gross Development Value £26,678,082

Expresssed as GDV/sqm £2,668

Less buyers' costs £26,678,082 @ -5.8% -£1,536,658

Net Receipts £25,141,425

Expresssed as net receipts/sqm £2,514

2. Development  Costs
Building costs estimate (including contractors' prelims, OHs & profit) 10,000 sqm @ £700 per sqm £7,000,000

External works (% of build cost) £7,000,000 @ 10.0% £700,000

Project/design team fees (% of all construction) £7,700,000 @ 12.0% £924,000

BREEAM costs £7,000,000 @ 0.0% £0

Developer contributions (non-CIL) 10,000 sqm @ £100 per sqm £1,000,000

CIL contributions 10,000 sqm @ £0 £0

Marketing & sales (% of GDV) £26,678,082 @ 4.0% £1,067,123

Development costs finance (on half build costs) 1.00 years @ 8.5% £454,373

Void finance (on total development costs) 0.00 years @ 8.5% £0

Developers' profit (% of GDV) £26,678,082 @ 22.5% £6,002,568

Development Costs £17,148,065

Land value realised at sale £7,993,360

Less acquisition fees @ 10.0% £799,336

Less land tax £7,993,360 @ 4.0% £319,734

Total Costs £18,267,135

Expresssed as total cost/sqm £1,827

Residual Land Value for Site £6,874,290
Number of floors 1

Building footprint 10,000

Development site coverage 40%

Balance of site without direct development value 60%

Expressed as site area without direct development value 15,000 sqm

Total site land take 25,000 sqm 2.50 ha

Residual Land Value per Hectare £2,749,716
Assumed existing use value plus uplift per hectare £500,000

Site cost 2.50 ha £1,250,000

Total development cost and site costs £19,517,135

Expresssed as total cost and site costs/sqm £1,952

Net residual value of development £5,624,290

Net residual value per sqm of development £562



Teignbridge - Residual Land Valuation

Retail - 1000 sq. m Town Centre
Quantum Unit Rate Unit Total 

1. Development Value
Floorspace 1,000 GFA sqm @ 95.0%

Rental value 950 GIFA sqm @ £190 per sqm

Investment yield £180,500 p.a. @ 8.2%

Gross Development Value £2,201,220

Expresssed as GDV/sqm £2,201

Less buyers' costs £2,201,220 @ -5.8% -£126,790

Net Receipts £2,074,429

Expresssed as net receipts/sqm £2,074

2. Development  Costs
Building costs estimate (including contractors' prelims, OHs & profit) 1,000 sqm @ £1,100 per sqm £1,100,000

External works (% of build cost) £1,100,000 @ 10.0% £110,000

Project/design team fees (% of all construction) £1,210,000 @ 12.0% £145,200

BREEAM costs £1,100,000 @ 0.0% £0

Developer contributions (non-CIL) 1,000 sqm @ £0 per sqm £0

CIL contributions 1,000 sqm @ £0 £0

Marketing & sales (% of GDV) £2,201,220 @ 4.0% £88,049

Development costs finance (on half build costs) 1.00 years @ 8.5% £61,338

Void finance (on total development costs) 0.00 years @ 8.5% £0

Developers' profit (% of GDV) £2,201,220 @ 22.5% £495,274

Development Costs £1,999,861

Land value realised at sale £74,568

Less acquisition fees @ 10.0% £12,500

Less land tax £74,568 @ 4.0% £5,000

Total Costs £2,017,361

Expresssed as total cost/sqm £2,017

Residual Land Value for Site £57,068
Number of floors 1

Building footprint 1,000

Development site coverage 80%

Balance of site without direct development value 20%

Expressed as site area without direct development value 250 sqm

Total site land take 1,250 sqm 0.13 ha

Residual Land Value per Hectare £456,544
Assumed existing use value plus uplift per hectare £1,000,000

Site cost 0.13 ha £125,000

Total development cost and site costs £2,142,361

Expresssed as total cost and site costs/sqm £2,142

Net residual value of development -£67,932

Net residual value per sqm of development -£68



Teignbridge - Residual Land Valuation

Office - 800 sqm Town Centre B1
Quantum Unit Rate Unit Total 

1. Development Value
Floorspace 800 GFA sqm @ 95.0%

Rental value 760 GIFA sqm @ £107 per sqm

Investment yield £81,320 p.a. @ 7.0%

Gross Development Value £1,161,714

Expresssed as GDV/sqm £1,452

Less buyers' costs £1,161,714 @ -5.8% -£66,915

Net Receipts £1,094,800

Expresssed as net receipts/sqm £1,368

2. Development  Costs
Building costs estimate (including contractors' prelims, OHs & profit) 800 sqm @ £1,300 per sqm £1,040,000

External works (% of build cost) £1,040,000 @ 10.0% £104,000

Project/design team fees (% of all construction) £1,144,000 @ 12.0% £137,280

BREEAM costs £1,040,000 @ 0.0% £0

Developer contributions (non-CIL) 800 sqm @ £0 per sqm £0

CIL contributions 800 sqm @ £0 £0

Marketing & sales (% of GDV) £1,161,714 @ 4.0% £46,469

Development costs finance (on half build costs) 1.00 years @ 8.5% £56,429

Void finance (on total development costs) 0.00 years @ 8.5% £0

Developers' profit (% of GDV) £1,161,714 @ 22.5% £261,386

Development Costs £1,645,564

Land value realised at sale -£550,764

Less acquisition fees @ 10.0% £1,833

Less land tax -£550,764 @ 4.0% £733

Total Costs £1,648,130

Expresssed as total cost/sqm £2,060

Residual Land Value for Site -£553,331
Number of floors 3

Building footprint 267

Development site coverage 80%

Balance of site without direct development value 20%

Expressed as site area without direct development value 67 sqm

Total site land take 333 sqm 0.03 ha

Residual Land Value per Hectare -£16,599,922
Assumed existing use value plus uplift per hectare £550,000

Site cost 0.03 ha £18,333

Total development cost and site costs £1,666,464

Expresssed as total cost and site costs/sqm £2,083

Net residual value of development -£571,664

Net residual value per sqm of development -£715



Teignbridge - Residual Land Valuation

Office - 2000 sq. m Business Park B1
Quantum Unit Rate Unit Total 

1. Development Value
Floorspace 2,000 GFA sqm @ 95.0%

Rental value 1,900 GIFA sqm @ £107 per sqm

Investment yield £203,300 p.a. @ 7.0%

Gross Development Value £2,904,286

Expresssed as GDV/sqm £1,452

Less buyers' costs £2,904,286 @ -5.8% -£167,287

Net Receipts £2,736,999

Expresssed as net receipts/sqm £1,368

2. Development  Costs
Building costs estimate (including contractors' prelims, OHs & profit) 2,000 sqm @ £1,250 per sqm £2,500,000

External works (% of build cost) £2,500,000 @ 10.0% £250,000

Project/design team fees (% of all construction) £2,750,000 @ 12.0% £330,000

BREEAM costs £2,500,000 @ 0.0% £0

Developer contributions (non-CIL) 2,000 sqm @ £50 per sqm £100,000

CIL contributions 2,000 sqm @ £0 £0

Marketing & sales (% of GDV) £2,904,286 @ 4.0% £116,171

Development costs finance (on half build costs) 1.00 years @ 8.5% £140,087

Void finance (on total development costs) 0.00 years @ 8.5% £0

Developers' profit (% of GDV) £2,904,286 @ 22.5% £653,464

Development Costs £4,089,723

Land value realised at sale -£1,352,724

Less acquisition fees @ 10.0% £10,750

Less land tax -£1,352,724 @ 4.0% £4,300

Total Costs £4,104,773

Expresssed as total cost/sqm £2,052

Residual Land Value for Site -£1,367,774
Number of floors 2

Building footprint 1,000

Development site coverage 40%

Balance of site without direct development value 60%

Expressed as site area without direct development value 1,500 sqm

Total site land take 2,500 sqm 0.25 ha

Residual Land Value per Hectare -£5,471,097
Assumed existing use value plus uplift per hectare £430,000

Site cost 0.25 ha £107,500

Total development cost and site costs £4,212,273

Expresssed as total cost and site costs/sqm £2,106

Net residual value of development -£1,475,274

Net residual value per sqm of development -£738



Teignbridge - Residual Land Valuation

Industrial - 1500 sq. m B2 - Edge of Town
Quantum Unit Rate Unit Total 

1. Development Value
Floorspace 1,500 GFA sqm @ 95.0%

Rental value 1,425 GIFA sqm @ £70 per sqm

Investment yield £99,750 p.a. @ 8.5%

Gross Development Value £1,173,529

Expresssed as GDV/sqm £782

Less buyers' costs £1,173,529 @ -5.8% -£67,595

Net Receipts £1,105,934

Expresssed as net receipts/sqm £737

2. Development  Costs
Building costs estimate (including contractors' prelims, OHs & profit) 1,500 sqm @ £700 per sqm £1,050,000

External works (% of build cost) £1,050,000 @ 10.0% £105,000

Project/design team fees (% of all construction) £1,155,000 @ 12.0% £138,600

BREEAM costs £1,050,000 @ 0.0% £0

Developer contributions (non-CIL) 1,500 sqm @ £50 per sqm £75,000

CIL contributions 1,500 sqm @ £0 £0

Marketing & sales (% of GDV) £1,173,529 @ 4.0% £46,941

Development costs finance (on half build costs) 1.00 years @ 8.5% £60,161

Void finance (on total development costs) 0.00 years @ 8.5% £0

Developers' profit (% of GDV) £1,173,529 @ 22.5% £264,044

Development Costs £1,739,746

Land value realised at sale -£633,812

Less acquisition fees @ 10.0% £16,125

Less land tax -£633,812 @ 4.0% £6,450

Total Costs £1,762,321

Expresssed as total cost/sqm £1,175

Residual Land Value for Site -£656,387
Number of floors 1

Building footprint 1,500

Development site coverage 40%

Balance of site without direct development value 60%

Expressed as site area without direct development value 2,250 sqm

Total site land take 3,750 sqm 0.38 ha

Residual Land Value per Hectare -£1,750,364
Assumed existing use value plus uplift per hectare £430,000

Site cost 0.38 ha £161,250

Total development cost and site costs £1,923,571

Expresssed as total cost and site costs/sqm £1,282

Net residual value of development -£817,637

Net residual value per sqm of development -£545



Teignbridge - Residual Land Valuation

Industrial - 5,000 sq. m B2 - Edge of Town
Quantum Unit Rate Unit Total 

1. Development Value
Floorspace 5,000 GFA sqm @ 95.0%

Rental value 4,750 GIFA sqm @ £65 per sqm

Investment yield £308,750 p.a. @ 8.5%

Gross Development Value £3,632,353

Expresssed as GDV/sqm £726

Less buyers' costs £3,632,353 @ -5.8% -£209,224

Net Receipts £3,423,129

Expresssed as net receipts/sqm £685

2. Development  Costs
Building costs estimate (including contractors' prelims, OHs & profit) 5,000 sqm @ £670 per sqm £3,350,000

External works (% of build cost) £3,350,000 @ 10.0% £335,000

Project/design team fees (% of all construction) £3,685,000 @ 12.0% £442,200

BREEAM costs £3,350,000 @ 0.0% £0

Developer contributions (non-CIL) 5,000 sqm @ £50 per sqm £250,000

CIL contributions 5,000 sqm @ £0 £0

Marketing & sales (% of GDV) £3,632,353 @ 4.0% £145,294

Development costs finance (on half build costs) 1.00 years @ 8.5% £192,206

Void finance (on total development costs) 0.00 years @ 8.5% £0

Developers' profit (% of GDV) £3,632,353 @ 22.5% £817,279

Development Costs £5,531,980

Land value realised at sale -£2,108,850

Less acquisition fees @ 10.0% £53,750

Less land tax -£2,108,850 @ 4.0% £21,500

Total Costs £5,607,230

Expresssed as total cost/sqm £1,121

Residual Land Value for Site -£2,184,100
Number of floors 1

Building footprint 5,000

Development site coverage 40%

Balance of site without direct development value 60%

Expressed as site area without direct development value 7,500 sqm

Total site land take 12,500 sqm 1.25 ha

Residual Land Value per Hectare -£1,747,280
Assumed existing use value plus uplift per hectare £430,000

Site cost 1.25 ha £537,500

Total development cost and site costs £6,144,730

Expresssed as total cost and site costs/sqm £1,229

Net residual value of development -£2,721,600

Net residual value per sqm of development -£544



Teignbridge - Residual Land Valuation

Industrial - 5,000 sq. m B8 Storage/Distribution - Edge of Town
Quantum Unit Rate Unit Total 

1. Development Value
Floorspace 5,000 GFA sqm @ 95.0%

Rental value 4,750 GIFA sqm @ £65 per sqm

Investment yield £308,750 p.a. @ 8.5%

Gross Development Value £3,632,353

Expresssed as GDV/sqm £726

Less buyers' costs £3,632,353 @ -5.8% -£209,224

Net Receipts £3,423,129

Expresssed as net receipts/sqm £685

2. Development  Costs
Building costs estimate (including contractors' prelims, OHs & profit) 5,000 sqm @ £570 per sqm £2,850,000

External works (% of build cost) £2,850,000 @ 10.0% £285,000

Project/design team fees (% of all construction) £3,135,000 @ 12.0% £376,200

BREEAM costs £2,850,000 @ 0.0% £0

Developer contributions (non-CIL) 5,000 sqm @ £50 per sqm £250,000

CIL contributions 5,000 sqm @ £0 £0

Marketing & sales (% of GDV) £3,632,353 @ 4.0% £145,294

Development costs finance (on half build costs) 1.00 years @ 8.5% £166,026

Void finance (on total development costs) 0.00 years @ 8.5% £0

Developers' profit (% of GDV) £3,632,353 @ 22.5% £817,279

Development Costs £4,889,800

Land value realised at sale -£1,466,670

Less acquisition fees @ 10.0% £53,750

Less land tax -£1,466,670 @ 4.0% £21,500

Total Costs £4,965,050

Expresssed as total cost/sqm £993

Residual Land Value for Site -£1,541,920
Number of floors 1

Building footprint 5,000

Development site coverage 40%

Balance of site without direct development value 60%

Expressed as site area without direct development value 7,500 sqm

Total site land take 12,500 sqm 1.25 ha

Residual Land Value per Hectare -£1,233,536
Assumed existing use value plus uplift per hectare £430,000

Site cost 1.25 ha £537,500

Total development cost and site costs £5,502,550

Expresssed as total cost and site costs/sqm £1,101

Net residual value of development -£2,079,420

Net residual value per sqm of development -£416



Teignbridge - Residual Land Valuation

Budget Hotel - 2000 sqm (60 bedrooms) - Edge of town
Quantum Unit Rate Unit Total 

1. Development Value
Floorspace 2,000 GFA sqm @ 95.0%

Rental value 1,900 GIFA sqm @ £103 per sqm

Investment yield £195,700 p.a. @ 6.1%

Gross Development Value £3,208,197

Expresssed as GDV/sqm £1,604

Less buyers' costs £3,208,197 @ -5.8% -£184,792

Net Receipts £3,023,405

Expresssed as net receipts/sqm £1,512

2. Development  Costs
Building costs estimate (including contractors' prelims, OHs & profit) 2,000 sqm @ £1,100 per sqm £2,200,000

External works (% of build cost) £2,200,000 @ 10.0% £220,000

Project/design team fees (% of all construction) £2,420,000 @ 12.0% £290,400

BREEAM costs £2,200,000 @ 0.0% £0

Developer contributions (non-CIL) 2,000 sqm @ £50 per sqm £100,000

CIL contributions 2,000 sqm @ £0 £0

Marketing & sales (% of GDV) £3,208,197 @ 4.0% £128,328

Development costs finance (on half build costs) 1.00 years @ 8.5% £124,896

Void finance (on total development costs) 0.00 years @ 8.5% £0

Developers' profit (% of GDV) £3,208,197 @ 22.5% £721,844

Development Costs £3,785,468

Land value realised at sale -£762,063

Less acquisition fees @ 10.0% £5,733

Less land tax -£762,063 @ 4.0% £2,293

Total Costs £3,793,495

Expresssed as total cost/sqm £1,897

Residual Land Value for Site -£770,090
Number of floors 3

Building footprint 667

Development site coverage 50%

Balance of site without direct development value 50%

Expressed as site area without direct development value 667 sqm

Total site land take 1,333 sqm 0.13 ha

Residual Land Value per Hectare -£5,775,676
Assumed existing use value plus uplift per hectare £430,000

Site cost 0.13 ha £57,333

Total development cost and site costs £3,850,828

Expresssed as total cost and site costs/sqm £1,925

Net residual value of development -£827,423

Net residual value per sqm of development -£414



Teignbridge - Residual Land Valuation

Mixed Leisure Scheme 8,000 sqm - cinema/bowling
Quantum Unit Rate Unit Total 

1. Development Value
Floorspace 8,000 GFA sqm @ 95.0%

Rental value 7,600 GIFA sqm @ £149 per sqm

Investment yield £1,132,400 p.a. @ 8.0%

Gross Development Value £14,155,000

Expresssed as GDV/sqm £1,769

Less buyers' costs £14,155,000 @ -5.8% -£815,328

Net Receipts £13,339,672

Expresssed as net receipts/sqm £1,667

2. Development  Costs
Building costs estimate (including contractors' prelims, OHs & profit) 8,000 sqm @ £1,440 per sqm £11,520,000

External works (% of build cost) £11,520,000 @ 10.0% £1,152,000

Project/design team fees (% of all construction) £12,672,000 @ 12.0% £1,520,640

BREEAM costs £11,520,000 @ 0.0% £0

Developer contributions (non-CIL) 8,000 sqm @ £50 per sqm £400,000

CIL contributions 8,000 sqm @ £0 £0

Marketing & sales (% of GDV) £14,155,000 @ 4.0% £566,200

Development costs finance (on half build costs) 1.00 years @ 8.5% £644,251

Void finance (on total development costs) 0.00 years @ 8.5% £0

Developers' profit (% of GDV) £14,155,000 @ 22.5% £3,184,875

Development Costs £18,987,966

Land value realised at sale -£5,648,294

Less acquisition fees @ 10.0% £34,400

Less land tax -£5,648,294 @ 4.0% £13,760

Total Costs £19,036,126

Expresssed as total cost/sqm £2,380

Residual Land Value for Site -£5,696,454
Number of floors 2

Building footprint 4,000

Development site coverage 50%

Balance of site without direct development value 50%

Expressed as site area without direct development value 4,000 sqm

Total site land take 8,000 sqm 0.80 ha

Residual Land Value per Hectare -£7,120,567
Assumed existing use value plus uplift per hectare £430,000

Site cost 0.80 ha £344,000

Total development cost and site costs £19,380,126

Expresssed as total cost and site costs/sqm £2,423

Net residual value of development -£6,040,454

Net residual value per sqm of development -£755



Teignbridge - Residual Land Valuation

Care Homes - 1,900 sqm (40 bedrooms) - Edge of town
Quantum Unit Rate Unit Total 

1. Development Value
Floorspace 1,900 GFA sqm @ 95.0%

Rental value 1,805 GIFA sqm @ £128 per sqm

Investment yield £230,462 p.a. @ 6.1%

Gross Development Value £3,990,000

Expresssed as GDV/sqm £2,100

Less buyers' costs £3,990,000 @ -5.8% -£229,824

Net Receipts £3,760,176

Expresssed as net receipts/sqm £1,979

2. Development  Costs
Building costs estimate (including contractors' prelims, OHs & profit) 1,900 sqm @ £1,316 per sqm £2,500,400

External works (% of build cost) £2,500,400 @ 10.0% £250,040

Project/design team fees (% of all construction) £2,750,440 @ 12.0% £330,053

BREEAM costs £2,500,400 @ 0.0% £0

Developer contributions (non-CIL) 1,900 sqm @ £50 per sqm £95,000

CIL contributions 1,900 sqm @ £0 £0

Marketing & sales (% of GDV) £3,990,000 @ 4.0% £159,600

Development costs finance (on half build costs) 1.00 years @ 8.5% £141,741

Void finance (on total development costs) 0.00 years @ 8.5% £0

Developers' profit (% of GDV) £3,990,000 @ 22.5% £897,750

Development Costs £4,374,584

Land value realised at sale -£614,408

Less acquisition fees @ 10.0% £8,170

Less land tax -£614,408 @ 4.0% £3,268

Total Costs £4,386,022

Expresssed as total cost/sqm £2,308

Residual Land Value for Site -£625,846
Number of floors 2

Building footprint 950

Development site coverage 50%

Balance of site without direct development value 50%

Expressed as site area without direct development value 950 sqm

Total site land take 1,900 sqm 0.19 ha

Residual Land Value per Hectare -£3,293,928
Assumed existing use value plus uplift per hectare £430,000

Site cost 0.19 ha £81,700

Total development cost and site costs £4,467,722

Expresssed as total cost and site costs/sqm £2,351

Net residual value of development -£707,546

Net residual value per sqm of development -£372



Teignbridge - Residual Land Valuation

Health & Fitness - 4,000 sqm edge of town
Quantum Unit Rate Unit Total 

1. Development Value
Floorspace 4,000 GFA sqm @ 95.0%

Rental value 3,800 GIFA sqm @ £105 per sqm

Investment yield £399,000 p.a. @ 7.0%

Gross Development Value £5,700,000

Expresssed as GDV/sqm £1,425

Less buyers' costs £5,700,000 @ -5.8% -£328,320

Net Receipts £5,371,680

Expresssed as net receipts/sqm £1,343

2. Development  Costs
Building costs estimate (including contractors' prelims, OHs & profit) 4,000 sqm @ £1,141 per sqm £4,564,000

External works (% of build cost) £4,564,000 @ 10.0% £456,400

Project/design team fees (% of all construction) £5,020,400 @ 12.0% £602,448

BREEAM costs £4,564,000 @ 0.0% £0

Developer contributions (non-CIL) 4,000 sqm @ £50 per sqm £200,000

CIL contributions 4,000 sqm @ £0 £0

Marketing & sales (% of GDV) £5,700,000 @ 4.0% £228,000

Development costs finance (on half build costs) 1.00 years @ 8.5% £257,161

Void finance (on total development costs) 0.00 years @ 8.5% £0

Developers' profit (% of GDV) £5,700,000 @ 22.5% £1,282,500

Development Costs £7,590,509

Land value realised at sale -£2,218,829

Less acquisition fees @ 10.0% £0

Less land tax -£2,218,829 @ 4.0% £0

Total Costs £7,590,509

Expresssed as total cost/sqm £1,898

Residual Land Value for Site -£2,218,829
Number of floors 1

Building footprint 4,000

Development site coverage 80%

Balance of site without direct development value 20%

Expressed as site area without direct development value 1,000 sqm

Total site land take 5,000 sqm 0.50 ha

Residual Land Value per Hectare -£4,437,658
Assumed existing use value plus uplift per hectare £430,000

Site cost 0.50 ha £215,000

Total development cost and site costs £7,805,509

Expresssed as total cost and site costs/sqm £1,951

Net residual value of development -£2,433,829

Net residual value per sqm of development -£608


