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1.  Executive Summary 
 

 

1.1 This Whole Plan Viability and Deliverability Study has been produced by 

Adams Integra to support the Shoreham Harbour Joint Area Action Plan 

(JAAP). 

 

1.2 The report considers the viability of the key allocations in the JAAP, these 

being: 

 

Aldrington Basin 

South Portslade 

Southwick Waterfront 

Western Harbour Arm Waterfront 

 

1.3 The report considers the proposed JAAP policies for their impact upon 

viability. 

 

1.4 We carried out a number of residual land valuations for the four allocations 

and assessed these against assumed existing use values plus a premium, as 

the measure of viability. 

 

1.5 Our estimates of the existing use value derive from the assumptions of 

rental yield and value that have been researched locally, to arrive at a value 

of the existing use to the landowner. As is common in such exercises, we 

then added an incentive premium of 20%. The existing use value plus 

premium is then the threshold land value that needs to be exceeded for the 

site/development scenario to be viable. 

 

1.6 The report considers the contribution of “placemaking” in generating sales 

value and this is discussed further under the Values heading. 

 

1.7 We brought in specialist quantity surveying advice to cover such items as 

abnormal build costs. Allowances have been made for such costs in the 

appraisals. 

 

1.8 We have allowed for s106 infrastructure costs, based on figures provided by 

the Council. 
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1.9 The JAAP covers land within both Adur District Council and Brighton and 

Hove City Council, each of which has its own affordable housing 

requirements. We have assumed 30% affordable housing at Western 

Harbour Arm and 40% for the remaining sites. 

 

1.10 Viability outcomes are shown at Appendix 6 to the report, but are also 

reproduced in the table below. It will be seen that we are showing viability 

deficits at Aldrington Basin and Southwick Waterfront. Surpluses can be 

seen at South Portslade and Western Harbour Arm. 

 

1.11 Table of surpluses and deficits against threshold values 

Site Net land 

value 

Threshold 

value 

Surplus or 

(deficit) 

Aldrington  

Basin 

 

£263,746 £5,850,000 (£5,586,254) 

South Portslade 

 

£8,816,024 £8,069,000 £747,024 

Southwick 

Waterfront 

 

-£1,927,956 £3,149,645 (£5,077,601) 

Western Harbour 

Arm 

£31,781,092 £21,807,600 £9,973,492 

 

 

1.12 The report considers various options for accelerating the delivery of 

investment priorities identified within the JAAP. It also looks at various 

funding sources that might be available.  
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2.  Introduction 
 
 

2.1 Adams Integra has been instructed by Adur District Council (The Council) to 

provide a Whole Plan Viability and Deliverability Study, to support the 

Shoreham Harbour Joint Area Action Plan (JAAP).  

 

2.2 The brief from the Council said that the aims of the study are to: 

 

1. Provide a robust evidence base to assist the partnership in 

satisfying the viability and deliverability tests as set out in the 

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). 

 

2. To assess the viability and deliverability of development proposals 

in the Shoreham Harbour Regeneration Area, taking account of the 

policy requirements of the JAAP and local plan, including affordable 

housing and infrastructure requirements. 

 

3. To provide recommendations of potential funding and delivery 

mechanisms, ways to reduce viability gaps and the most suitable 

and relevant means of addressing the development viability issues 

and constraints identified. 

 

4. The viability assessment should test the viability of the key 

allocations in the emerging JAAP, these being: 

 

I. Aldrington Basin, assuming 90 residential units plus 

employment uses. Located within Brighton and Hove City 

Council. 

II. South Portslade, assuming 210 residential units plus 

employment uses. Located within Brighton and Hove City 

Council. 

III. Southwick Waterfront, assuming employment uses. Located 

within Adur District Council. 

IV. Western Harbour Arm Waterfront, assuming 970 residential 

units plus employment uses. Located within Adur District 

Council. 
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2.3 We have undertaken site visits of the four allocations themselves, along 

with assessments of the local areas in which they sit, in order to understand 

both the development constraints and any local impacts upon value. 

 

2.4 The structure of this report is as follows: 

 

 We identify the sections of NPPF that are particularly relevant to a 

study such as this, along with other guidance that is quoted in 

connection with viability assessments. 

 

 We highlight the further guidance that shapes the structure of 

viability reports. 

 

 We highlight the main JAAP policy areas that are likely to impact 

upon viability. 

 

 We highlight the basis of evaluation of the four proposed 

allocations. 

 

 We discuss the methodology for establishing the viability of the 

four allocations, both residential and non-residential, and follow 

this with the findings themselves.  

 

 We address the options for the accelerated delivery of development 

in the regeneration area 

 

2.5 The following appendices also accompany this report: 

 

1 Tables of residential accommodation and values 

2 BCIS extract showing assumed base build costs 

3 Table of assumed abnormal costs 

4 Sales research for Shoreham 

5 Sales research for Brighton and Brighton Marina 

6 Table of valuation outputs showing viability against existing use values 
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3.  Limitations of the report 

 

3.1 The methodology used in this report conforms to the standards of 

recognised guidance and best practice. We are not, however, providing 

formal valuation advice. 

 

3.2 Studies of this nature make many assumptions about valuation inputs. 

While these assumptions are based upon our own research and the best 

available evidence, we have not seen detailed plans, specifications or 

programmes for the assessed development sites. Changes to these items 

can have a bearing upon viability. 

 

 

4.  The Study Area 

 

4.1 The study area is limited to the area covered by the Joint Area Action Plan 

and is, more specifically, confined to the four sites that make up the 

regeneration area, as described above. 

 

 

5.  Viability Guidance 

 

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).  

 

5.1 In particular we have carried out the assessment in accordance with 

paragraphs 173 and 174. There are some particularly relevant points in 

NPPF that help to frame a study such as this. These would be: 

 

5.2 The costs of any development requirements should provide “competitive 

returns to a willing landowner and willing developer to enable the 

development to be deliverable.”  

 

5.3 Local authorities should assess the “cumulative impacts on developments in 

their area of all existing and proposed local standards…” 
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Financial Viability in Planning, RICS August 2012. 

 

5.4 This is a guidance note from the RICS and, as such, it provides 

recommendations for accepted good practice. The document defines 

financial viability, for planning purposes, as “an objective financial viability 

test of the ability of a development project to meet its costs, including the 

costs of planning obligations, while ensuring an appropriate Site Value for 

the landowner and a market risk adjusted return to the developer in 

delivering that project.”  

 

5.5 It is also relevant to note the RICS definition of Site Value being, in this 

context, the value that a landowner would need to receive, in order for his 

land to be brought forward. ”Site Value should equate to the market value  

subject to the following assumption: that the value has regard to development plan 

policies and all other material planning considerations and disregards that which is 

contrary to the development plan.” 

 

 

Viability Testing Local Plans, Sir John Harman June 2012.  

 

5.6 This report was produced by the Local Housing Delivery Group, in support of 

NPPF and outlines the importance of viability and deliverability in developing 

Local Plans. The viability principles are similar to those of the RICS, 

although it is worth noting the comments on the level of land value that 

might persuade a landowner to bring forward his land for development.  

 

5.7 Whereas the RICS provided a definition of Site Value, as above, this report 

refers to a Threshold Value as the required land value and recommends that 

the Threshold Value is based upon a premium over current use values. 

 

5.8 For the purpose of this study, we will assume a Threshold Value in the same 

way, to include a premium. We discuss this in more detail, later in the 

report. 
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6.  Policy Impact 

 

6.1 The Joint Area Action Plan includes proposed policies that will have a cost 

implication for development and we highlight these in the table below. The 

JAAP separates the policies into Area Wide Policies and Character Area 

Proposals. We shall refer to them in the same way. 

 

6.2 Area Wide Policies 

Policy  

reference 

 

Description Requirement 

SH1 Climate change, energy and 
sustainable building 

 

Achieve zero carbon 
 

Connect to a centralised 

communal wet heating system 
 

New homes should achieve 110 

litres of water per head per day 
 

SH3 Economy and Employment Development to contribute to 
improving highway network and 

public realm. 
 

SH5 Sustainable Travel Contributions in Shoreham 
Harbour Transport Strategy 

 

SH6 Flood risk Comply with Flood Risk 

Management Technical Guide 
2015 

 
Incorporate SUDS 

 
Structural surveys of wharf walls 
required. Specific requirements 

for pontoons and sheet piling 
 

SH7 Natural Environment 
Biodiversity and Green 

Infrastructure 

Deliver improved green 
infrastructure. See policy for 

details 

 
Contribute to Air Quality Action 

Plan 
 

Contamination Risk assessments 
required 

 

Include facilities for waste and 
recycling 

 

SH8 Recreation and Leisure High quality POS and waterfront 
 

SH9 Place making and design quality 
 

High standards of architecture and 
amenity 
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6.3 Character Area Proposals 

 

6.4 These include design, scale and infrastructure requirements. We shall 

highlight only those requirements that have a direct cost implication, aside 

from the base build cost. 

 

Policy 

reference 

Location Requirement 

SH11 Aldrington Basin Enhance key townscape junctions. 

Contributions in Transport Strategy 

 

Contribution to open space 

 

SH12 South Portslade Enhance key townscape junctions 

Contributions in Transport Strategy 

 

Contribution to open space 

 

SH14 Southwick Waterfront Enhance key townscape junctions 

Contributions in Transport Strategy 

 

SH16 Western Harbour 

Arm 

Enhance key townscape junctions 

Contributions in Transport Strategy 

 

Contribution to open space 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

7.  Basis of evaluation of the four allocations 

 
7.1 We are attaching as Appendix 1 a series of tables that illustrate the basis 

upon which we have evaluated the residential element of the four 

allocations. These tables include unit numbers and housetypes, floor areas 

and values, for both market and affordable housing. 

 

7.2 The unit numbers, housetypes and floor areas for the different allocations 

were agreed with the Council. These are summarised below for the three 

allocations that include housing and exclude, therefore, Southwick 

Waterfront. 

 



 11 

Housetype Area sqm Aldrington 

Basin 

South 

Portslade 

Western 

Harbour Arm 

 

Market housing     

1 bed flat  50 19 39 237 

2 bed flat 65 30 63 379 

3 bed flat 86 5 14 20 

2 bed house 75 0 6 28 

3 bed house 93 0 4 14 

Total market  54 126 678 

     

Affordable housing     

1 bed flat rent 50 6 14 77 

2 bed flat rent 65 9 24 132 

3 bed flat rent 86 5 15 12 

1 bed flat interm 50 5 10 25 

2 bed flat interm 65 7 15 43 

3 bed flat interm 86 4 6 3 

Total affordable  36 84 292 

Total per allocation  90 210 970 

 
7.3 In addition, we have assumed non-residential uses, in accordance with 

guidelines from the Council. These include employment generating 

floorspace allocated in the plan, as well as other non-residential uses. The 

assumed floor areas of the non-residential uses are as follows: 

 

Western Harbour Arm: 17,000sqm 

Southwick Waterside: 4,000sqm 

South Portslade:  7,532sqm 

Aldrington Basin:  9,265 sqm 

 

7.4 The four allocations are all brownfield sites, currently in various non-

residential uses.  

 

7.5 Aldrington Basin consists of a number of commercial sites fronting the 

harbour around Basin Road North and Basin Road South. It is assumed that 

these will be redeveloped. Land between Basin Road North and the A259 

would consist of residential above commercial uses. The residential would 

have harbour and sea views to the south. To the north it would look into the 

residential streets of this western part of Hove. 
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7.6 South Portslade comprises a number of existing commercial uses that would 

be redeveloped for both new commercial and residential uses. The sites are  

located on the north side of the A259 and in Station Road, in an area that 

consists predominantly of secondary commercial uses. Many of these would 

be replaced by new development. 

 

7.7 Southwick Waterfront currently comprises the Lady Bee Marina, a small unit 

industrial estate and overflow carpark. The site has been identified for 4,000 

sqm of new Class B2 (general industrial) and Class B8 (warehouse and 

distribution) uses only. This is the most suitable site for marina type 

development, as it is close to the lock gates. 

 

7.8 Western Harbour Arm consists of a long tract of existing commercial land, 

located on both sides of the A259, close to Shoreham town centre and the 

station. The opportunity here is for residential development to have 

southerly views across the harbour to Shoreham Beach. The attractiveness 

of this location would be enhanced by the provision of open space, 

waterfront route and cafes. 

 

 

8.  Methodology 

 

 

8.1 In this section we discuss the means by which we have sought to respond to 

the Council’s brief in testing viability across the four allocations. 

 

8.2 In order to assess the viability of the different sites, we use a valuation 

toolkit that carries out a residual land valuation, the result of which is then 

compared to either existing or alternative land values. The residual 

appraisal calculates a land value, attributable to a particular form of 

development, by deducting all anticipated costs of a project from the 

expected revenues to leave a “residue” that will be available for the land 

purchase. It needs to be remembered that this residue will include the costs 

of acquiring and financing the land, so it is the net land figure that is of 

interest, when comparing to other potential uses for viability purposes.  

 

8.3 We have evaluated the four allocations, using the Development Appraisal 

Toolkit of the Homes and Communities Agency. This is a recognised toolkit 
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within the industry, which allows for both residential and non-residential 

uses to be included in the calculation of residual land value.   

 

 

8.4 The residual land valuation relies upon a series of inputs. These inputs 

would set out: 

 

 The number, mix and floor area of the residential units to be built. 

 Affordable housing mixes, tenures and revenues. 

 The values attributable to these units, leading to a total sales 

revenue. 

 The build costs of the units, leading to a total build cost. 

 Abnormal costs arising from a particular use or location. 

 Costs arising from Council policies. 

 The professional fees and pre-start site investigations that would be 

required. 

 The finance costs. 

 The required profit. 

 The same information in respect of the non-residential uses. 

 

8.5 These inputs should relate to the same moment in time, since many of the 

values will vary with market conditions. 

 

8.6 Given the number of separate sites and proposed residential units in each of 

the four allocations, we have assumed that the sites would be the subject of 

individual land sales. We have not tried to anticipate future costs and 

values, so have not programmed site sales over the total development 

period. Instead, we have adopted today’s sales values and costs and have 

evaluated each site within the allocations, as if it were to be developed 

today. In the event that a number of land sales takes place over future 

years, it is possible that prevailing market conditions will vary the viability 

outcomes, compared to what we see today. 

 

8.7 The following headings set out the background to both assessing viability 

and creating the valuation inputs that result in the land values for each 

scenario. 
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9.  Viability and Viability Thresholds 

 
9.1 For the purpose of studies such as this, we are basing our assessment of 

viability on the residual land values that arise from the valuations of the 

different development scenarios. Each scenario will produce a different land 

value, based upon factors such as land uses, density, sales values and build 

costs. We then compare this land value to an existing use value, to assess 

viability. 

 

9.2 In this connection, we use the term “viability threshold” to describe the 

level of land value that needs to be exceeded before a development can be 

described as being viable. This threshold might be the level of existing use 

value plus an incentive premium that persuades a landowner to sell for 

development. This methodology of existing use plus premium is favoured by 

the Harman Report “Viability Testing Local Plans”. Alternatively, it could be 

the price at which the site might sell in the open market, when alternative, 

policy compliant, uses could be evaluated. This is the approach favoured by 

the RICS in its guidance “Financial Viability in Planning.” 

 

9.3 For this report, we have assessed the existing use value of the different 

sites within the allocations. 

 

9.4 As stated above recent guidance, specifically Viability Testing Local Plans 

June 2012, recommends that it is reasonable to apply a premium to existing 

use values, the purpose of which would be to, firstly, provide an incentive 

for a landowner to release a site for development and, secondly, to comply 

with the further guidance in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 

to provide a “competitive return” to a willing landowner. The amount of 

premium should be set locally and is usually within a range of between 10% 

and 30%. In our experience, it is usually set at around 20%. It should be 

borne in mind, however, that some sites might come forward for 

development, following a decision to sell, in which case it is likely that the 

price paid will reflect market conditions, with no premium paid. 

 

9.5 Our work on the existing use values of the four allocations has relied on the 

floor and site areas provided, along with various high level assumptions as 

to appropriate estimated rental values and investment yields for each of the 

properties. This recognised investment valuation methodology has produced 

the results, as set out in the table below: 
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9.6 Table of existing use values 

Sites Existing 

Use Value 

Totals Totals with 

20% premium 

Aldrington 

Basin 

   

AB1 £2,149,000   

AB2 £255,000   

AB3 £420,000   

AB4 £2,051,000   

Total  £4,875,000 £5,850,000 

    

S Portslade    

SP1 £474,000   

SP2 £232,000   

SP3 £775,000   

SP4 £1,346,000   

SP5 £548,000   

SP6 £2,674,000   

SP7 £675,000   

Total  £6,724,000 £8,069,000 

    

Southwick    

SW1 £700,000   

SW2 £0   

SW3 £1,520,000   

SW4 £404,000   

Total  £2,624,000 £3,149,000 

    

Western Harbour 

Arm 

   

WH1 £1,653,000   

WH2 £2,211,000   

WH3 £2,594,000   

WH4 £3,039,000   

WH5 £3,640,000   

WH6 £1,271,000   

WH7 £3,765,000   

Total  £18,173,000 £21,808,000 
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10.  Profit 

 
10.1 Since profit is, perhaps, most associated with anticipated sales risks, it is 

common to express it as a percentage of the anticipated sales revenue for a 

residential development and a percentage of build costs for commercial 

development.  

 

10.2 With regard to residential, sales risk is greater from the market housing 

than from the affordable housing. We adopt, therefore, different profit levels 

for each sector. Profit requirements will differ between one developer and 

another but, in the current market, we believe it reasonable to adopt 20% 

on market housing sales values and 6% on affordable housing values. We 

have included these profit levels in our appraisals. 

 

 

 

11.  Base Build Costs 
  

11.1 In order to assess relevant base build cost levels, we consulted the build 

cost index of the Build Cost Information Service (BCIS), being a common 

source of information for this type of study. The relevant extract is dated 

22nd July 2017 is enclosed as Appendix 2. 

 

11.2 The BCIS costs do not include external works, for which an allowance of 

10% has been made over and above the base cost. For this exercise, we 

have adopted the median cost level, as shown by the BCIS table. The 

resultant base costs, that have been assumed for this exercise, are: 

 

Houses:    £1,383 per sqm. 

Flats:    £1,635 per sqm. 

Non-residential uses:   £858 to £1,971 per sqm. 

 

 

11.3 In connection with the flats, the build cost has been applied to the unit 

areas plus 15%, being the assumed area of the common parts, such as 

corridors and stairs. 
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11.4 The basis of this assessment is the cumulative impact of the Council’s 

emerging policies, resulting from the JAAP. We have assumed that the cost 

implications of these policies will not be included in the BCIS costs and we 

have, therefore, made separate allowance for them in our appraisals, along 

with the relevant abnormal costs, such as demolition and ground conditions. 

These costs have been provided by an independent quantity surveyor.  

 

 

12.  Abnormal Build Costs 

 
12.1 Given the likely complexities of the abnormal costs, we have consulted with 

Shoreham Port Authority, Southern Housing Group and Hyde Housing 

Group, to whom we are grateful for the invaluable, open assistance and 

sharing of current cost information. 

 

12.2 In the following sections we explain the methodology and assumptions 

made for each of the abnormal or extra cost headings used as “Extra Over” 

the base BCIS costs in the appraisals.  The summary of these extra costs is 

attached as Appendix 3 and shows the overall average cost headings for 

each of the four wider sites that are analysed. 

 

12.3 Behind this summary are more detailed analyses of each individual site and 

the additional costs that pertain to that specific site. The overall averages of 

these breakdowns are shown in summary only.  This is firstly because the 

information and figures used are by their very nature at this stage, generic 

and approximate and not substantiated by detailed surveys, investigations 

or tests.  It would therefore, be inappropriate to be prescriptive about any 

specific cost on an individual site, within the wider sites appraised.  

Secondly, while the above mentioned organisations have been open in the 

information shared, the information provided is commercially sensitive and 

naturally varies between each of their sites and therefore, this data has 

been averaged and views taken on how it applies to the wider sites.   

 

12.4 The headings below attempt to cover each of the likely additional costs that 

would not be included in the base BCIS costs or in the standard 10% 

addition for external works and services.  These additional site specific costs 

include facilitating works, abnormal foundations, contamination and the site 

wide Joint Area Action Policies (JAAP) that currently would be assessed as 

extra to the general data included within BCIS.   
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12.5 It should be noted that in time, as with changes to the Building Regulations, 

some of the JAAP items may well be more universally adopted in planning 

policies and building regulations and therefore, eventually, some of the 

headings may be absorbed into the data provided by BCIS.  This review of 

additional costs is, therefore, current at the time of publication and note 

must be taken of any future regulation or policy changes that mean certain 

headings herein have by then become the “norm”. 

 

 

General Site Data 

 

12.6 Above each site’s costs is some general data on site areas assumed, 

waterfront length and number of residential units suggested in the 

appraisals.  This data is provided as background to the figures given, since 

costs such as flood defences and river walk are based solely on the length 

of waterfront present. 

 

 

Demolition 

 

12.7 No detailed survey or analysis of the exact current costs of demolition on 

each specific site has been undertaken, as indeed this may have changed by 

the time the individual sites are brought forward for development.  

Information on specific sites has been taken and averaged across the wider 

sites. 

 

12.8 Items considered on a site by site basis are general demolition, grubbing up 

of foundations and hard standings, asbestos removal and any party wall or 

support issues if the whole site is developed.  If small sections are done 

independently, this may give rise to additional costs not considered here, in 

the site wide redevelopment appraisals. 
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Contamination 

 

12.9 Due to the heavy industrial and petro-chemical uses on many areas of the 

Port, some of the sites are very heavily contaminated and there will have 

been leachate seepage on to some adjacent sites that otherwise would not 

themselves be subject to any contamination.  Regarding the South 

Portslade sites, while there could be potential for limited local contamination 

due to former uses, it is not considered likely to present the extensive and 

very costly remediation required on other areas within the Port. 

 

12.10 Without detailed investigation, testing and consideration of the various 

remediation strategies available, definitive costs cannot accurately be 

assessed.  We have therefore, on the basis of the limited information 

provided for specific sites made a general assessment of potential extra 

costs.  As with other site specific costs, a full and detailed appraisal will be 

required for individual sites. 

 

Abnormal foundations 

 

12.11 Generally a piled foundation will be required in most areas of the Port.  As 

most residential development will provide flatted accommodation of 

probably around four storeys as a minimum, this form of development 

usually includes piled foundations in the BCIS data.  The only addition for 

piled foundations has therefore been added to low rise development. 

 

 

Flood defence 

 

12.12 This has been based on an average rate from the current schemes and 

information on costs of other nearby sites.  The rate will vary dependent 

upon the precise nature and extent of the work and the current condition of 

any existing harbour wall. 
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River walk 

 

12.13 While inextricably linked to the flood defence work, this is an allowance for 

the extra finishes, railings and signage due to installing a public walkway. 

 

On site highways 

 

12.14 These will vary from site to site and without detailed layouts these cannot 

currently be priced.  It is standard practice within analyses such as these for 

a 10% addition to the BCIS base rates to be added to cover these items.  

The more intense the development the greater the sum produced by the 

10% addition, thereby allowing for a greater amount of utilities, external 

works, car parking etc. 

 

Off site highways s278 

 

12.15 Any such items will be site specific or be covered by s106 commuted sums.  

Many items are noted in the separate transport list for the s106 

contributions. 

 

Drainage, Utilities, landscaping etc. 

 

12.16 Any such items will be site specific or be covered by s106 commuted sums.  

Many items are noted in the separate transport list for the s106 

contributions. 

 

S106 contributions 

 
12.17 The Council has provided us with infrastructure contributions for the 

individual allocations and we have included the total sums below in our 

appraisals: 

 

 

Aldrington Basin   £1,473,000 

     

South Portslade    £2,387,000 
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Southwick Waterfront   £508,742 

 

Western Harbour Arm   £6,119,000  
 

12.18 These have been spread across the individual sites in an allocation, based 

upon their site areas. 

 

12.19 In respect of CIL, neither Brighton & Hove nor Adur have adopted a CIL 

charging scheme, as at the date of this report. Therefore we have not made 

any allowances for a CIL charge in our assessments of the potential 

development sites. It is likely that the s106 contributions that have been 

allowed for would be scaled back, once any CIL charge were adopted, to 

avoid double dipping.   

 

 

JAAP Policies 

 

12.20 Most of these policies are present in general development plans and are a 

consideration on any new development.  We therefore, comment below and 

have included additional costs only for those elements that appear different 

or enhanced from normal development proposals. 

 

12.21 SH1 (7) Centralised Boiler System 

For more intense higher rise developments of flats, it is likely that the 

provision of individual gas boilers would be uneconomic and cause issues 

with gas distribution. We have also heard anecdotal reports from 

developers, who maintain that a centralised system is cheaper to install 

than individual systems. We would anticipate that the majority of units at 

Shoreham Harbour would be flats and we have, therefore, allowed an extra 

cost of £1,000.00 per dwelling, for both flats and houses, towards the 

provision of centralised boiler systems.  It should also be noted that under 

the 10% addition to BCIS there is money allowed for utility connections 

including gas and, therefore, some contribution to the extra cost of 

centralised plant is made by that element of the costs. Furthermore, the 

adopted base BCIS costs will also include a sum for a heating system. 
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12.22 In light of the allowance of £1,000 per unit on top of the BCIS cost, it is 

possible that we have over costed the heating systems. Where there is a 

level of uncertainty, however, we prefer to present a more conservative 

viability position, in the knowledge that there could be a potential cost 

saving. 

 

12.23 SH1 (7) Cost of later adaption for District Heating System 

If centralised boiler systems are installed in the new development the cost 

of later adaption should be minimal. 

 

12.24 SH1 (8) Water re-cycling and Harvesting 

Generally at present the technology for grey water recycling is not proven, 

we have therefore only allowed for rainwater harvesting and use of 

rainwater for WC flushing external taps etc. 

 

12.25 The use of such in the commercial development will be limited, however, 

subject to the type and form of development, it is possible that some of the 

commercial development will provide large roof areas capable of harvesting 

large quantities of rainwater.  An allowance of £25.00/m² of Net Internal 

Floor area has been made for all residential development and £10.00/m² for 

all commercial floor space. 

 

12.26 SH1 (9) Reduced Water Usage 

This is an item already present in current building regulations and likely to 

tighten further in the coming years.  However at present, we felt that some 

additional monies should be allowed and have included £250.00 per 

dwelling for this. 

As with the recycling and harvesting, in general the water usage for most 

commercial premises will be limited. 

 

12.27 SH1 (10) Later District Recycled Water 

Again, we do not believe the current technology for this is proven.  Also, if a 

separate supply is installed to use rainwater harvest, then the subsequent 

linkage of that system to a district wide system should be of minimal cost. 
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12.28 SH5 Sustainable Travel Initiatives 

An allowance of £200.00 per dwelling has been made towards any extra 

costs of sustainable travel measures. 

Also, mentioned in this section of the policies are the installation of 

pontoons and moorings to make greater use of the River.  As the 

installation of these will be completely site specific and their location will be 

governed by the Port Authority, we have not made any general allowance 

for the extra cost of these.  It should also be noted that while there is a 

significant cost to the installation of pontoons and moorings there should 

also be a commensurate value that will mitigate the capital costs. 

 

12.29 SH7 Biodiversity 

A difficult policy to precisely cost and much of this is now generally 

enshrined in planning across the Country.  However, a small allowance of 

£325,000.00 has been included and spread across the four separate 

development sites, based on site area, as follows: 

Western Harbour Arm   £200,000 

Southwick    £  50,000 

South Portslade    £  50,000 

Aldrington Basin   £  25,000 

 

 

 

13. Other Valuation Inputs 

 

13.1 Other valuation inputs used: 

 

Percentage build cost for professional fees:    10% 

Percentage of sales revenue for sales and marketing costs: 3% 

Finance rate:        6.00% 

Build cost contingency:      5% 

Profit on market housing      20% 

Profit on affordable housing       6% 

Profit on cost for non residential uses    20%* 

 

13.2 *For the purpose of the appraisals this has been adjusted to 16% of the 

gross development value to be consistent with the approach used for the 

residential elements. 
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14.  Affordable Housing 

 
14.1 We have seen above that Aldrington Basin and South Portslade are located 

within the area of Brighton and Hove City Council, where the affordable 

housing requirement is 40%. Western Harbour Arm is located in Adur 

District Council, where the requirement is 30%. The Council provided us 

with unit numbers and mixes, which are reflected in the accommodation 

schedules at Appendix 1. 

 

14.2 We have assumed that the affordable units will consist of both shared 

ownership and affordable rent tenures. For Aldrington and South Portslade 

the proportion of rented units is 55%, while at Western Harbour Arm, the 

proportion of rented units is 75%. 

 

14.3 We are assuming that the affordable housing units will be built by a 

developer and sold to a registered provider upon completion, at a pre-

agreed price. This price might vary between providers and can depend upon 

a company’s internal requirements and efficiencies. The valuation toolkit 

that we have used allows us to input information relating to affordable 

housing, from which the price is calculated, that might be payable to a 

developer. This input information includes levels of market rent, 

management costs and capitalisation rates of the rental income. We also 

check affordable housing revenue, by expressing it as a percentage of the 

open market value of the affordable units. The resultant percentages for the 

three allocations that include residential uses are: 

 

Western Harbour Arm 

Affordable rent:   42 to 48% 

Shared ownership:   62% 

 

Aldrington Basin 

Affordable rent:   50% to 52% 

Shared ownership:   62% 

 

South Portslade 

Affordable rent:   42 to 48% 

Shared ownership:   62% 
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15. Values 

 

15.1 Sales values for residential units have been derived from our own research 

and are shown as part of the accommodation schedules at Appendix 1.  

 

15.2 The research sought evidence of asking prices for comparable units of all 

proposed flat and house-types. These asking prices were then discounted by 

3% to reflect a negotiating margin. In addition, we noted the prices of 

actual sales and the sales dates. This research is shown at Appendix 4. 

 

15.3 We do need to bear in mind, however, that we are evaluating a 

regeneration area, as opposed to individual development sites within the 

existing surroundings. We believe, therefore, that we need to consider the 

value as if the regeneration area was being developed today and apply 

today’s sales values accordingly. Without taking into account the 

regeneration aspect, it would be easy to undervalue the residential units, 

with the consequent impact upon viability. To this end, we have looked at 

evidence from Brighton Marina, to see if this provides evidence of higher 

values at the marina, compared to the value of similar properties inland. In 

addition, we have considered the findings of a Savills report, titled 

“Development: the value of placemaking” 2016. 

 

15.4 With regard to Brighton Marina, we carried out high level research of asking 

prices for apartments, both inland and at the marina itself. We have set out 

these prices at Appendix 5. That evidence showed that prices at the marina 

were some 5% higher than elsewhere in Brighton. 

 

15.5 The Savills work was based on locations such as Poundbury in Dorset and 

Milton Keynes. It emphasises the benefits of incorporating infrastructure 

and communal facilities at an early stage, in order to maximise value. Its 

land value model suggested that sales values might rise by 20% on this 

basis. In connection with Shoreham harbour, we do not have the evidence 

to show this level of price growth, but we do believe that it is appropriate to 

reflect placemaking in the values of the four allocations. We have, 

therefore, added 5% to the values that would have applied without this 

“placemaking”. 
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15.6 As a result, we have applied the following sales values to the market units 

across the regeneration area: 

 

1 bed flat  50 sqm £250,000 plus 5% = £262,500 

2 bed flat  65 sqm £320,000 plus 5% = £336,000 

3 bed flat  86 sqm £360,000 plus 5% = £378,000 

2 bed house  75 sqm £350,000 plus 5% = £367,500 

3 bed house  93 sqm £380,000 plus 5% = £399,000 

 

15.7 We have not added any extra value to the affordable units. 

 

15.8 With regard to non-residential uses, we have again researched the local 

area for appropriate rents, yields and build costs, to assess the contribution 

to land value. Examples of the figures used are shown in the table below: 

 

Use Western 

Harbour 

Arm 

Southwick 

Waterfront 

South 

Portslade 

Aldrington 

Basin 

B class uses     

Rent per sqm £90 £90 £90 £150 

Yield % 7.5 7.5 7.5 7.25 

Base build cost 

Per sqm 

£858 £858 £858 £1509 

Profit% of  

value 

16 16 16 16 

     

Food retail     

Rent per sqm £150    

Yield % 5.75    

Base build cost 

Per sqm 

£1971    

Profit% of  

value 

16    

     

Non-food retail     

Rent per sqm £135    

Yield % 6.5    

Base build cost 

Per sqm 

£1207    

Profit% of  

value 

16    

     

Other A class 

uses 

    

Rent per sqm    £150 
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Yield %    7 

Base build cost 

Per sqm 

   £1098 

Profit% of  

value 

   16 

     

Retained uses     

Rent per sqm    £80 

Yield %    8.5 

Base build cost 

Per sqm 

   0 

Profit% of  

value 

   16 

     

Sui generis uses     

Rent per sqm    £80 

Yield %    7.5 

Base build cost 

Per sqm 

   £1034 

Profit% of  

value 

   16 

 

 

16.  Outcomes 

 
16.1 The table below shows the surplus or deficit produced by each appraisal, 

depending on whether the net land value is higher or lower than the 

threshold land value. The threshold is the existing use value plus the 20% 

premium, as discussed above. These figures are taken from the tables of 

viability outcomes, attached as Appendix 6. 

 

16.2 Table of surpluses and deficits against threshold values 

Site Net land 

value 

Threshold 

value 

Surplus or 

(deficit) 

Aldrington  

Basin 

 

£263,746 £5,850,000 (£5,586,254) 

South Portslade 

 

£8,816,024 £8,069,000 £747,024 

Southwick 

Waterfront 

 

-£1,927,956 £3,149,645 (£5,077,601) 

Western Harbour 

Arm 

£31,781,092 £21,807,600 £9,973,492 
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16.3 If we consider the inputs into the valuations that produce these results, 

then we would make the following comments: 

 

1. The costs attributable to the proposed policies, as set out under the 

heading Policy Impact above, are not high in relation to other 

abnormal and s106 costs. 

 

2. It would appear that the inclusion of non-residential uses is having 

an adverse impact upon the viability of the four allocations. 

 

3. The base build costs for residential uses are approximately 45% of 

the residential value, whereas the base build costs of the non-

residential uses are some 80% of non-residential value. 

 

4. At Western Harbour Arm and South Portslade, there is a relatively 

high proportion of residential use, whereas at Aldrington Basin, 

there is a high proportion of non-residential use. 

 

5. The total assumed floor area per hectare is similar for the three 

allocations that include residential, at between 7,500 and 7,800 

square metres. 

 

6. If we look at individual sites within the allocations, we see further 

the way in which the non-residential uses impact upon viability. For 

example, site WH7 at Western Harbour Arm, which shows a lack of 

viability, includes 43% of the total floor area in non-residential 

uses. Site WH5, which demonstrates viability, includes 21% of the 

floor area in non-residential uses.  

 

 

17.  Options for accelerating delivery 

 

Intervention options 

 

17.1 This section presents a number of potential options that could be available 

to the Shoreham Harbour Regeneration Partnership (SHRP) to accelerate 

the delivery of the investment priorities identified within the emerging JAAP.  
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17.2 This Strategy has identified a number of key development constraints, some 

of which are site specific and others of which apply more generally to all of 

the Harbour sites as a whole.  

 

17.3 The SHRP would need to ensure that any intervention was delivered in 

accordance with EU State Aid legislation until such time as Brexit 

negotiations determine whether this control will continue.  

 

 

Simplified planning 

 

17.4 With the agreement of Adur District Council and Brighton & Hove City 

Council, the SHRP could seek to streamline the planning process to 

accelerate development within the defined geographical area. The creation 

of a Local Development Order (LDO) is a mechanism which can grant 

planning permission or extend permitted development rights for specific 

types of development within a defined area. They can create certainty and 

save time and money for those involved in the planning process.  

 

17.5 It is recognised that there is a suite of planning guidance documents 

already in place such as the 2011 Shoreham Harbour Interim Planning 

Guidance document and the Flood Risk Management Guide Supplementary 

Planning Document (SPD 13) and the Area Wide Policies Document. 

However there is the opportunity to bring these altogether into a simplified 

LDO process. 

 

17.6 The advantages are that it can make sites increasingly attractive to 

developers through removing some of the ‘red tape’ and could accelerate 

the planning and development process.  

 

17.7 All Local Planning Authorities have the ability to create LDOs and they are 

supported within the NPPF. The Councils could seek to create an LDO for the 

harbour as a whole or alternatively for specific sites. Either way, this could 

be a good mechanism to provide certainty to the market to potentially 

accelerate development activity at a relatively low cost to the two Councils, 

whilst ensuring that its development objectives for the sites are maintained.  
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17.8 LDOs would be most suited to the more ‘oven ready’ sites that do not have 

major development constraints/abnormal costs but where there is a need 

for intervention to accelerate development prospects and timescales to 

address constraints more of a market nature. This approach could be 

applied to all of the sites with the JAAP boundary. 

 

Detailed site planning 

 

17.9 We would assume that the work to draw up schemes for some of the sites 

within the allocations is more advanced than in other cases. There could, 

therefore, be an opportunity to consider the proportions of different uses, 

for example at Aldrington Basin, that might generate a greater level of 

viability. 

 

 

Investment in off-site infrastructure 

 

17.10 The delivery of a number of the schemes will be reliant on enhancements in 

the capacity of off-site highways or other types of infrastructure (e.g. 

utilities) (through s106/278 agreements) with an onus upon the developer 

to make a financial contribution to such works. This could make schemes 

unviable as above.  

 

17.11 The SHRP could, therefore, invest in the required off site infrastructure 

works to strip this ‘abnormal’ cost from the development scheme to enable 

delivery. Off-site infrastructure should benefit more than one site.  

 

17.12 Details have already been established of what infrastructure improvements 

are needed. Financial costs have been identified. Therefore, the SHRP has 

the opportunity to find alternative funding sources to instigate these 

improvements themselves.. This may be through Regional or national 

infrastructure funds or LEP grant funding for items such as Education and 

training or highways improvements.   
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Investment in off-site ‘place-making’ 

 

17.13 In a similar vein to the above, the SHRP could invest in off-site ‘place-

making’ to accelerate scheme delivery. An example of this is the proposed 

green corridor. Areas of Public Open Space have been identified as part of 

the JAAP and these will also help the ‘place-making’ if they are early enough 

in the stages of the plan.   

 

17.14 This further investment in the public realm is required in some locations to 

enhance the market attractiveness, values and delivery prospects of the 

adjacent development sites. This is likely to be particularly relevant to the 

Harbour sites where place-making is an integral component of the wider 

Harbour regeneration. 

 

 

Direct investment to address site development costs 

 

17.15 The SHRP could invest directly in on-site development costs. This could 

include investment in land assembly, remediation, infrastructure, 

earthworks, site access and other ‘abnormal’ costs of development to 

enhance scheme viability. 

 

17.16 Here Compulsory Purchase Orders could be used to accelerate the assembly 

of sites in fragmented ownership. This may be a useful tool where the site 

owners are not coming forward tin a timely manner to assist achieving the 

development  plan.  

 

17.17 This investment in enabling works or ‘pump priming’ could be suited to the 

more challenging sites where viability issues are more prevalent and the 

investment could unlock/accelerate development.  

 

17.18 State Aid is a key consideration for this option and it could take the form of 

direct Council investment or grant/loan to developers. 
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Direct investment in property 

 

17.19 Given that a number of the sites are already ‘oven ready’, the only means 

of accelerating the development process is through direct investment in 

development projects. This can take a number of forms as below: 

 

• Conventional ‘gap funding’ in accordance with State Aid provisions 

to plug viability gaps. 

 

• An alternative way of securing delivery is to take a more 

comprehensive stake in the development process through either 

acting as a forward investor by agreeing to forward purchase a 

building or taking a head-lease. Under the latter, the Councils could 

take a 35-40-year head-lease on a building with a commitment to 

annual rental uplifts for inflation. With this long-term commitment, 

the yield is compressed to a level which enables the rent to be 

priced at a low level – typically below market value – with the 

prospect that the Councils could then sub-let at market value and 

make a profit rent.  

 

• The Council could also explore a ‘put option’ where it enters into an 

agreement to purchase the completed property as a last resort at a 

predetermined price thus giving certainty to the developer to 

enable them to commence development. This could offer the 

Council the potential to generate a return on its investment either 

via a subsequent sale of the building or through retaining the 

ongoing income stream from tenants. 

 

17.20 This latter approach may be more suitable for the commercial/non-

residential elements of the plan. Usually residential developers will factor in 

the speculative nature of the residential sales market.  

 

17.21 State Aid is a key consideration in all of the above but there are potential 

routes through the GBER (General Block Exemption Regulation). 
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Utilising public sector assets 

 

17.22 Where there are sites in Council/public sector ownership, the offer of a 

deferred land payment (where the payments for land are deferred to the 

back of the development programme) or geared ground rents (where land is 

sold on a long lease with the rent linked to the rental value of property 

delivered) reduces the upfront expenditure requirements for a developer, 

thus enhancing viability.  

 

17.23 This could be worth exploring where the members of the SHRP have land 

assets that are being proposed for development given the lack of any 

upfront cost to the particular site owner. 

 

 

18.  Funding sources/mechanisms 

 

18.1 This section presents a list of potential funding sources that could be 

suitable/available for supporting the acceleration of the JAAP schemes. This 

is based upon our knowledge and understanding of what is currently 

available and there may be additional funding sources specific to the locality 

or use type that are also worthy of exploration.  

 

 

Coast 2 Capital LEP 

 

18.2 The Coast to Capital Local Enterprise Partnership administers several grant 

and funding allocations. These include: 

 

18.3 Local Growth Funding - Coast to Capital have launched a new call for 

growth projects that will be funded from unallocated Growth Deal 1 and 2 

funds. They are looking for high impact projects that will make a real 

difference within the region. 

 

18.4 European Structural Investment Funds – (Coast to Capital secured £52m 

of ESIF funding for the period 2014-2020. 

*£27m European Regional Development Fund (ERDF); 

*£25m European Social Fund (ESF). 
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18.5 Growing Places Investment Fund - Coast to Capital is seeking projects 

that have been stalled, due to the lack of investment, to come forward. 

The Board is calling both public and private sectors to take this 

opportunity to consider the schemes they may have on their books. The 

Board is looking for projects that will be ready to implement in the short 

term and will create or unlock job creation. The Fund is designed to be a 

revolving fund, so the process of receiving and evaluating projects will be 

an ongoing one. 

 

 

New Homes Bonus (NHB) 

 

18.6 The New Homes Bonus is a grant paid by central government to local 

councils to reflect and incentivise housing growth in their areas. 

 

18.7 The New Homes Bonus is currently paid each year for 6 years. It is based 

on the amount of extra Council Tax revenue raised for new-build homes, 

conversions and long-term empty homes brought back into use. There is 

also an extra payment for providing affordable homes.  

 

18.8 Councils can decide how to spend the New Homes Bonus. 

 

 

Business rate retention 

 

18.9 In December 2011, following a lengthy consultation period, proposals to 

enable local authorities to retain locally generated business rate income 

were published and incorporated into the Local Government Finance Bill.  

 

18.10 The Government introduced the business rate retention scheme from April 

2013. This is expected to allow local authorities to retain up to 100% of 

business rates from 2019/2020, enabling this income to be used for 

investing in infrastructure. The mechanism includes provision for tariffs and 

top ups to allow for a ‘safety net’, to ensure that local authorities in low 

demand areas are compensated by the redistribution of income from high 

demand areas.  
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18.11 There is a significant case nationally for utilising business rate income for 

infrastructure funding and delivery, particularly where infrastructure can 

help unlock economic development and commercial property opportunities 

as local authorities have the potential opportunity to borrow against future 

uplifts in business rates to provide upfront infrastructure funding, for 

example. 

 

18.12 The 2015 Spending Review announced the intention that local authorities 

could retain 100% of business rates by the end of the parliament – 

therefore this provides a potentially valuable source of revenue to be 

reinvested into enabling / pump priming works. 

 

 

Proceeds from the disposal of assets 

 

18.13 Proceeds from the disposal of surplus Council and other public sector owned 

assets form a further source of funding that can potentially be used to pay 

for infrastructure works. 

 

18.14 A land ownership audit may reveal that members of the SHRP owns land, 

some of which it might be available for release for development over the 

period of the development plan.  

 

18.15 However, it should be recognised that the utilisation of capital receipts for 

infrastructure investment purposes will be subject to internal assessment in 

the same way as any other investment proposal and that there will need to 

be strong business case in respect of contributing to the members corporate 

objectives and priorities. 

 

18.16 There is also potential for utilisation of other public sector assets such as 

the Homes and Communities Agency (HCA) and other Government 

Departments. The HCA is taking a stewardship role in the disposal of 

surplus Government assets, in order to ensure that assets are used to 

deliver housing development and regeneration. 
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Council tax increase 

 

18.17 Hypothecation of Council Tax has been considered and implemented by a 

number of local authorities based on a limited increase in Council Tax 

specifically to help fund new infrastructure development.  

 

18.18 Effectively, the increase in council tax revenue could be ringfenced 

specifically for infrastructure in the area – potentially even specifying the 

infrastructure item for which the council tax supplement is required. This is 

set as an increase for a defined period, therefore demonstrating a long-term 

commitment to the delivery of enhanced infrastructure. This income stream 

can then be used either for direct delivery or to be securitised to borrow 

prudentially to fund the additional provision.  

 

18.19 Whilst increasing council tax represents a potentially politically sensitive 

option, it offers an effective and direct means of increasing revenue for 

infrastructure projects. 

 

 

Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) 

 

18.20 CIL is a levy which allows local authorities to raise funds from owners or 

developers of land who are undertaking new building projects in the local 

area. It is based upon a set charge per square metre of new floorspace by 

use type and is a non-negotiable levy. 

 

18.21 The CIL charges are substantiated by appropriate viability based evidence 

which supports the proposed CIL charging schedule. Once this Schedule has 

been through public consultation and Examination, it can then be adopted.  

 

18.22 This would provide a mechanism for the Council to secure guaranteed 

financial contributions from developers on all new floorspace developed 

within each District. 

 

18.23 We understand that Brighton and Hove City Council are moving towards 

adopting CIL, although this is not the case in Adur. 
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Prudential borrowing 

 

18.24 Councils can borrow from a number of sources, most commonly from the 

Public Works Loan Board (PWLB). The cost of prudential borrowing is 

particularly low and typically ranges from 3-4.5%, well below typical private 

sector debt or equity costs.  

 

18.25 However, whilst PWLB borrowing is cheap the local authority needs revenue 

headroom to ensure debt repayments through the term of the borrowing – 

taking into consideration the risks of delivery of CIL revenue. The use of 

prudential borrowing is clearly a valuable source of funding to assist with 

cashflow, but as it is debt it will not plug any funding gaps. 

 

 

Institutional investment 

 

18.26 There is currently a drive across Central Government to increase the level of 

investment from institutions for infrastructure projects, particularly from 

pension funds. Local Government and LEPs are also exploring ways of 

securing institutional investment in revolving funds, following Greater 

Manchester’s example of using the local authority pension scheme in the 

‘Evergreen’ model.  

 

18.27 Clearly, the availability of investment from pension funds and other 

institutions will depend to a considerable extent on the level of return and 

the guarantees that can offered in infrastructure projects. Indications from 

elsewhere are that scale and critical mass are also important.  

 

18.28 However, as with prudential borrowing, this form of funding is equity and 

must be repaid with interest. Therefore, it will not fill funding gaps, but 

could be a means of assisting with forward funding and cashflow generally. 

 

 

Joint ventures 

 

18.29 The use of a partnership approach to develop a pipeline of sites across an 

area is a popular potential route that is being pursued by a number of local 

authorities at present. Such partnerships can include the public-sector 
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vesting land and/or equity alongside an equivalent commitment by a 

commercial partner to deliver a development or regeneration scheme. The 

site is developed together through the vehicle by leveraging development 

capital using the public-sector assets - the profits are then shared between 

the two parties or reinvested in further schemes. 

 

18.30 The development of an infrastructure based JV has potential where the 

public sector owns development land and is able to use that land to attract 

private sector investment to deliver infrastructure. In this case, the private 

sector would put equity into the JV to pay for infrastructure works, then 

development takes place on the Council’s land, the receipts from which are 

shared between the parties. 

 

18.31 The potential for such mechanisms should be explored.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

End of Report 

Adams Integra 

January 2018 





 

 

 





Appendix 1A

Shoreham Harbour

Accommodation Schedule

Aldrington Basin

Gross site area (ha) 1.75

Proposed dwellings 90

Market housing

Housetype 1 bed flat 2 bed flat 3 bed flat

Floor area sqm 50 65 86

Number 19 30 5

Unit value £250,000 £320,000 £360,000

5% for placemaking £262,500 £336,000 £378,000

Unit value per sqm £5,250 £5,169 £4,395

Total unit value £4,750,000 £9,600,000 £1,800,000

Affordable housing

Intermediate 45% Affordable rent 55%

Housetype 1 bed flat 2 bed flat 3 bed flat 1 bed flat 2 bed flat 3 bed flat

Floor area sqm 50 65 86 50 65 86

Number 5 7 4 6 9 5

Unit value* £162,000 £207,000 £233,000 £132,000 £160,000 £195,000

Unit value per sqm £3,240 £3,185 £2,709 £2,640 £2,462 £2,267

Total unit value £810,000 £1,449,000 £932,000 £792,000 £1,440,000 £975,000

*Assumes intermediate at 62% OMV and affordable rent at 50-52% OMV .



Appendix 1B

South Portslade

Accommodation Schedule

SP1 Prestwich House

Gross site area (ha) 0.057

Proposed dwellings 15

Market housing 60% 9

Type Proportion Number Floor area sqm Unit value Unit value per sqm Total value

1 bed flat 35% 3 50 £262,500 £5,250 £787,500

2 bed flat 55% 5 65 £336,000 £5,169 £1,680,000

3 bed flat 10% 1 86 £378,000 £4,395 £378,000

9 £2,845,500

Affordable housing 40% 6

Type Proportion Number Floor area sqm Unit value Unit value per sqm Total value

1 bed flat 30% 2 Affordable rent 1 50 £112,000 £2,240 £112,000

Intermediate 1 50 £161,000 £3,220 £161,000

2 bed flat 45% 3 Affordable rent 2 65 £140,000 £2,154 £280,000

Intermediate 1 65 £207,000 £3,185 £207,000

3 bed flat 25% 1 Affordable rent 1 86 £181,000 £2,105 £181,000

Intermediate 0 86 £0 £0 £0

6 £941,000

£3,786,500

Assumes % of OMV:

Intermediate 62%

Affordable rent 42-48%



South Portslade

Accommodation Schedule

SP2 Former Belgrave Centre

Gross site area (ha) 0.23

Proposed dwellings 45

Market housing 60% 27

Type Proportion Number Floor area sqm Unit value Unit value per sqm Total value

1 bed flat 35% 9 50 £262,500 £5,250 £2,362,500

2 bed flat 55% 15 65 £336,000 £5,169 £5,040,000

3 bed flat 10% 3 86 £378,000 £4,395 £1,134,000

27 £8,536,500

Affordable housing 40% 18

Type Proportion Number Floor area sqm Unit value Unit value per sqm Total value

1 bed flat 30% 5 Affordable rent 3 50 £112,000 £2,240 £336,000

Intermediate 2 50 £161,000 £3,220 £322,000

2 bed flat 45% 8 Affordable rent 5 65 £140,000 £2,154 £700,000

Intermediate 3 65 £207,000 £3,185 £621,000

3 bed flat 25% 5 Affordable rent 3 86 £181,000 £2,105 £543,000

Intermediate 2 86 £233,000 £2,709 £466,000

18 £2,988,000

£11,524,500

Assumes % of OMV:

Intermediate 62%

Affordable rent 42-48%



South Portslade

Accommodation Schedule

SP3 Wellington House Assume harbour views

Gross site area (ha) 0.087

Proposed dwellings 20

Market housing 60% 12

Type Proportion Number Floor area sqm Unit value Unit value per sqm Total value

1 bed flat 35% 4 50 £262,500 £5,250 £1,050,000

2 bed flat 55% 7 65 £336,000 £5,169 £2,352,000

3 bed flat 10% 1 86 £378,000 £4,395 £378,000

12 £3,780,000

Affordable housing 40% 8

Type Proportion Number Floor area sqm Unit value Unit value per sqm Total value

1 bed flat 30% 2 Affordable rent 1 50 £112,000 £2,240 £112,000

Intermediate 1 50 £161,000 £3,220 £161,000

2 bed flat 45% 4 Affordable rent 2 65 £140,000 £2,154 £280,000

Intermediate 2 65 £207,000 £3,185 £414,000

3 bed flat 25% 2 Affordable rent 2 86 £181,000 £2,105 £362,000

Intermediate 0 86 £233,000 £2,709 £0

8 £1,329,000

£5,109,000

Assumes % of OMV:

Intermediate 62%

Affordable rent 42-48%



South Portslade

Accommodation Schedule

SP4 Regency House

Gross site area (ha) 0.176

Proposed dwellings 45

Market housing 60% 27

Type Proportion Number Floor area sqm Unit value Unit value per sqm Total value

1 bed flat 35% 9 50 £262,500 £5,250 £2,362,500

2 bed flat 55% 15 65 £336,000 £5,169 £5,040,000

3 bed flat 10% 3 86 £378,000 £4,395 £1,134,000

27 £8,536,500

Affordable housing 40% 18

Type Proportion Number Floor area sqm Unit value Unit value per sqm Total value

1 bed flat 30% 5 Affordable rent 3 50 £112,000 £2,240 £336,000

Intermediate 2 50 £161,000 £3,220 £322,000

2 bed flat 45% 8 Affordable rent 5 65 £140,000 £2,154 £700,000

Intermediate 3 65 £207,000 £3,185 £621,000

3 bed flat 25% 5 Affordable rent 3 86 £181,000 £2,105 £543,000

Intermediate 2 86 £233,000 £2,709 £466,000

18 £2,988,000

£11,524,500

Assumes % of OMV:

Intermediate 62%

Affordable rent 42-48%



South Portslade

Accommodation Schedule

SP5 Former Flexer Sacks Assume harbour views

Gross site area (ha) 0.459

Proposed dwellings 45

Market housing 60% 27

Type Proportion Number Floor area sqm Unit value Unit value per sqm Total value

1 bed flat 35% 9 50 £262,500 £5,250 £2,362,500

2 bed flat 55% 15 65 £336,000 £5,169 £5,040,000

3 bed flat 10% 3 86 £378,000 £4,395 £1,134,000

27 £8,536,500

Affordable housing 40% 18

Type Proportion Number Floor area sqm Unit value Unit value per sqm Total value

1 bed flat 30% 5 Affordable rent 3 50 £112,000 £2,240 £336,000

Intermediate 2 50 £161,000 £3,220 £322,000

2 bed flat 45% 8 Affordable rent 5 65 £140,000 £2,154 £700,000

Intermediate 3 65 £207,000 £3,185 £621,000

3 bed flat 25% 5 Affordable rent 3 86 £181,000 £2,105 £543,000

Intermediate 2 86 £233,000 £2,709 £466,000

18 £2,988,000

£11,524,500

Assumes % of OMV:

Intermediate 62%

Affordable rent 42-48%



South Portslade

Accommodation Schedule

SP6 St Peters

Gross site area (ha) 0.763

Proposed dwellings 25

Market housing 60% 15

Type Proportion Number Floor area sqm Unit value Unit value per sqm Total value

1 bed flat 25% 4 50 £262,500 £5,250 £1,050,000

2 bed flat 35% 4 65 £336,000 £5,169 £1,344,000

3 bed flat 10% 2 86 £378,000 £4,395 £756,000

2 bed house 15% 3 75 £367,500 £4,900 £1,102,500

3 bed house 15% 2 93 £399,000 £4,290 £798,000

15 £5,050,500

Affordable housing 40% 10

Type Proportion Number Floor area sqm Unit value Unit value per sqm Total value

1 bed flat 30% 3 Affordable rent 2 50 £112,000 £2,240 £224,000

Intermediate 1 50 £161,000 £3,220 £161,000

2 bed flat 45% 5 Affordable rent 3 65 £140,000 £2,154 £420,000

Intermediate 2 65 £207,000 £3,185 £414,000

3 bed flat 25% 2 Affordable rent 2 86 £181,000 £2,105 £362,000

Intermediate 0 86 £233,000 £2,709 £0

10 £1,581,000

£6,631,500

Assumes % of OMV:

Intermediate 62%

Affordable rent 42-48%



South Portslade

Accommodation Schedule

SP7 Station Road

Gross site area (ha) 0.185

Proposed dwellings 15

Market housing 60% 9

Type Proportion Number Floor area sqm Unit value Unit value per sqm Total value

1 bed flat 11% 1 50 £262,500 £5,250 £262,500

2 bed flat 22% 2 65 £336,000 £5,169 £672,000

3 bed flat 11% 1 86 £378,000 £4,395 £378,000

2 bed house 34% 3 75 £367,500 £4,900 £1,102,500

3 bed house 22% 2 93 £399,000 £4,290 £798,000

9 £3,213,000

Affordable housing 40% 6

Type Proportion Number Floor area sqm Unit value Unit value per sqm Total value

1 bed flat 30% 2 Affordable rent 1 50 £112,000 £2,240 £112,000

Intermediate 1 50 £161,000 £3,220 £161,000

2 bed flat 45% 3 Affordable rent 2 65 £140,000 £2,154 £280,000

Intermediate 1 65 £207,000 £3,185 £207,000

3 bed flat 25% 1 Affordable rent 1 86 £181,000 £2,105 £181,000

Intermediate 0 86 £233,000 £2,709 £0

6 £941,000

£4,154,000

Assumes % of OMV:

Intermediate 62%

Affordable rent 42-48%



Appendix 1

South Portslade

Accommodation Schedule

Summary of accommodation assumed in SP1 to SP7.

Gross site area (ha) 1.957

Proposed dwellings 210

Market housing 60% 126

Type Number

1 bed flat 39

2 bed flat 63

3 bed flat 14

2 bed house 6

3 bed house 4

126

Affordable housing 40% 84

Type Number

1 bed flat 25

2 bed flat 38

3 bed flat 20

83

Assumes % of OMV:

Intermediate 62%

Affordable rent 42-48%

Assume the following: 1 bed mkt flat 2 bed mkt flat 3 bed mkt flat 2 bed mkt house 3 bed mkt house 1 bed interm. 2 bed interm. 3 bed interm. 1 bed rent 2 bed rent 3 bed rent Per block

SP1 Prestwich House 3 5 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 2 1 15

SP2 Belgrave Centre 9 15 3 0 0 2 3 2 3 5 3 45

SP3 Wellington House 4 7 1 0 0 1 2 0 1 2 2 20

SP4 Regency House 9 15 3 0 0 2 3 2 3 5 3 45

SP5 Flexer Sacks 9 15 3 0 0 2 3 2 3 5 3 45

SP6 St Peters etc 4 4 2 3 2 1 2 0 2 3 2 25

SP7 Station Road 1 2 1 3 2 1 1 0 1 2 1 15

Totals 39 63 14 6 4 10 15 6 14 24 15 210



Appendix 1c

Western Harbour Arm

Accommodation Schedule

WH1 5 Brighton Road

Gross site area (ha) 0.502

Proposed dwellings 49

Market housing 70% 34

Type Proportion Number Floor area sqm Unit value Unit value per sqm Total value

1 bed flat 35% 12 50 £262,500 £5,250 £3,151,313

2 bed flat 60% 20 65 £336,000 £5,169 £6,720,000

3 bed flat 5% 2 86 £378,000 £4,395 £756,000

34 £10,627,313

Affordable housing 30% 15

Type Proportion Number Floor area sqm Unit value* Unit value per sqm Total value

1 bed flat 35% 5 Affordable rent 4 50 £112,000 £2,240 £448,000

Intermediate 1 50 £162,000 £3,240 £162,000

2 bed flat 60% 9 Affordable rent 7 65 £140,000 £2,154 £980,000

Intermediate 2 65 £207,000 £3,185 £414,000

3 bed flat 5% 1 Affordable rent 1 86 £181,000 £2,105 £181,000

Intermediate 0 86 £2,185,000

15 15 Total Revenue £12,812,313

*Assumes % of OMV: Intermediate 62%

Affordable rent 42-48%



Western Harbour Arm

Accommodation Schedule

WH2 Kingston Wharf

Gross site area (ha) 1.57

Proposed dwellings 153

Market housing 70% 107

Type Proportion Number Floor area sqm Unit value Unit value per sqm Total value

1 bed flat 35.0% 37 50 £262,500 £5,250 £9,839,813

2 bed flat 55.0% 59 65 £336,000 £5,169 £19,792,080

3 bed flat 2.5% 3 86 £378,000 £4,395 £1,012,095

2 bed house 5.0% 5 75 £367,500 £4,900 £1,967,963

3 bed house 2.5% 3 93 £399,000 £4,290 £1,068,323

100% 107 £33,680,273

Affordable housing 30% 46

Type Proportion Number Floor area sqm Unit value* Unit value per sqm Total value

1 bed flat 35% 16 Affordable rent 12 50 £112,000 £2,240 £1,344,000

Intermediate 4 50 £162,000 £3,240 £648,000

2 bed flat 60% 28 Affordable rent 21 65 £140,000 £2,154 £2,940,000

Intermediate 7 65 £207,000 £3,185 £1,449,000

3 bed flat 5% 2 Affordable rent 2 86 £181,000 £2,105 £362,000

Intermediate 0 86

46 46 £6,743,000

Assumes % of OMV: Total revenue £40,423,273

Intermediate 62%

Affordable rent 42-48%



Western Harbour Arm

Accommodation Schedule

WH3 Egypt Wharf

Gross site area (ha) 1.84

Proposed dwellings 180

Market housing 70% 126

Type Proportion Number Floor area sqm Unit value Unit value per sqm Total value

1 bed flat 35.0% 44 50 £262,500 £5,250 £11,576,250

2 bed flat 55.0% 69 65 £336,000 £5,169 £23,284,800

3 bed flat 2.5% 3 86 £378,000 £4,395 £1,190,700

2 bed house 5.0% 6 75 £367,500 £4,900 £2,315,250

3 bed house 2.5% 3 93 £399,000 £4,290 £1,197,000

100% 126 £39,564,000

Affordable housing 30% 54

Type Proportion Number Floor area sqm Unit value Unit value per sqm Total value

1 bed flat 35% 19 Affordable rent 14 50 £112,000 £2,240 £1,568,000

Intermediate 5 50 £162,000 £3,240 £810,000

2 bed flat 60% 32 Affordable rent 24 65 £140,000 £2,154 £3,360,000

Intermediate 8 65 £207,000 £3,185 £1,656,000

3 bed flat 5% 3 Affordable rent 2 86 £181,000 £2,105 £362,000

Intermediate 1 86 £233,000 £2,709 £233,000

54 54 £7,989,000

Assumes % of OMV: Total revenue £47,553,000

Intermediate 62%

Affordable rent 42-48%



Western Harbour Arm

Accommodation Schedule

WH4 Lennards etc wharves

Gross site area (ha) 2.15

Proposed dwellings 211

Market housing 70% 148

Type Proportion Number Floor area sqm Unit value Unit value per sqm Total value

1 bed flat 35.0% 52 50 £262,500 £5,250 £13,569,938

2 bed flat 55.0% 81 65 £336,000 £5,169 £27,294,960

3 bed flat 2.5% 4 86 £378,000 £4,395 £1,395,765

2 bed house 5.0% 7 75 £367,500 £4,900 £2,713,988

3 bed house 2.5% 4 93 £399,000 £4,290 £1,596,000

100% 148 £46,570,650

Affordable housing 30% 63

Type Proportion Number Floor area sqm Unit value Unit value per sqm Total value

1 bed flat 35% 22 Affordable rent 17 50 £112,000 £2,240 £1,904,000

Intermediate 5 50 £162,000 £3,240 £810,000

2 bed flat 60% 38 Affordable rent 29 65 £140,000 £2,154 £4,060,000

Intermediate 9 65 £207,000 £3,185 £1,863,000

3 bed flat 5% 3 Affordable rent 2 86 £181,000 £2,105 £362,000

Intermediate 1 86 £233,000 £2,709 £233,000

63 63 £9,232,000

Assumes % of OMV: Total revenue £55,802,650

Intermediate 62%

Affordable rent 42-48%



Western Harbour Arm

Accommodation Schedule

WH5 Free Wharf

Gross site area (ha) 2.58

Proposed dwellings 253

Market housing 70% 177

Type Proportion Number Floor area sqm Unit value Unit value per sqm Total value

1 bed flat 35.0% 62 50 £262,500 £5,250 £16,271,063

2 bed flat 55.0% 97 65 £336,000 £5,169 £32,728,080

3 bed flat 2.5% 4 86 £378,000 £4,395 £1,673,595

2 bed house 5.0% 9 75 £367,500 £4,900 £3,254,213

3 bed house 2.5% 4 93 £399,000 £4,290 £1,596,000

100% 177 £55,522,950

Affordable housing 30% 76

Type Proportion Number Floor area sqm Unit value Unit value per sqm Total value

1 bed flat 35% 27 Affordable rent 20 50 £112,000 £2,240 £2,240,000

Intermediate 7 50 £162,000 £3,240 £1,134,000

2 bed flat 60% 46 Affordable rent 34 65 £140,000 £2,154 £4,760,000

Intermediate 12 65 £207,000 £3,185 £2,484,000

3 bed flat 5% 4 Affordable rent 3 86 £181,000 £2,105 £543,000

Intermediate 1 86 £233,000 £2,709 £233,000

76 77 £11,394,000

Assumes % of OMV: Total revenue £66,916,950

Intermediate 62%

Affordable rent 42-48%



Western Harbour Arm

Accommodation Schedule

WH6 37-41 Brighton Road

Gross site area (ha) 0.42

Proposed dwellings 41

Market housing 70% 29

Type Proportion Number Floor area sqm Unit value Unit value per sqm Total value

1 bed flat 35.0% 10 50 £262,500 £5,250 £2,636,813

2 bed flat 60.0% 17 65 £336,000 £5,169 £5,785,920

3 bed flat 5.0% 1 86 £378,000 £4,395 £542,430

2 bed house 0.0% 0 75 £367,500 £4,900 £0

3 bed house 0.0% 0 93 £399,000 £4,290 £0

100% 29 £8,965,163

Affordable housing 30% 12

Type Proportion Number Floor area sqm Unit value Unit value per sqm Total value

1 bed flat 35% 4 Affordable rent 3 50 £112,000 £2,240 £336,000

Intermediate 1 50 £162,000 £3,240 £162,000

2 bed flat 60% 7 Affordable rent 5 65 £140,000 £2,154 £700,000

Intermediate 2 65 £207,000 £3,185 £414,000

3 bed flat 5% 1 Affordable rent 1 86 £181,000 £2,105 £181,000

Intermediate 0 86

12 12 £1,793,000

Assumes % of OMV: Total revenue £10,758,163

Intermediate 62%

Affordable rent 42-48%



Appendix 1C

Western Harbour Arm

Accommodation Schedule

WH7 63-77 Brighton Road

Gross site area (ha) 0.84

Proposed dwellings 82

Market housing 70% 57

Type Proportion Number Floor area sqm Unit value Unit value per sqm Total value

1 bed flat 35.0% 20 50 £262,500 £5,250 £5,273,625

2 bed flat 60.0% 34 65 £336,000 £5,169 £11,571,840

3 bed flat 5.0% 3 86 £378,000 £4,395 £1,084,860

2 bed house 0.0% 0 75 £367,500 £4,900 £0

3 bed house 0.0% 0 93 £399,000 £4,290 £0

100% 57 £17,930,325

Affordable housing 30% 25

Type Proportion Number Floor area sqm Unit value Unit value per sqm Total value

1 bed flat 35% 9 Affordable rent 7 50 £112,000 £2,240 £784,000

Intermediate 2 50 £162,000 £3,240 £324,000

2 bed flat 60% 15 Affordable rent 12 65 £140,000 £2,154 £1,680,000

Intermediate 3 65 £207,000 £3,185 £621,000

3 bed flat 5% 1 Affordable rent 1 86 £181,000 £2,105 £181,000

Intermediate 0 86

25 25 £3,590,000

Assumes % of OMV: Total revenue £21,520,325

Intermediate 62%

Affordable rent 42-48%



Appendix 1

Western Harbour Arm

Accommodation Schedule

Summary of accommodation assumed in WH1 to WH7.

Gross site area (ha) 9.902

Proposed dwellings 969

Market housing 70% 678

Type Number Floor area sqm Unit value Unit value per sqm Total value

1 bed flat 237 50 £262,500 £5,250 £62,318,813

2 bed flat 379 65 £336,000 £5,169 £127,177,680

3 bed flat 20 86 £378,000 £4,395 £7,655,445

2 bed house 28 75 £367,500 £4,900 £10,251,413

3 bed house 14 93 £399,000 £4,290 £5,457,323

678

Market revenue £212,860,673

Affordable housing 30% 291

Type Number Floor area sqm Unit value Unit value per sqm Total value

1 bed flat 102 Affordable rent 77 50 £112,000 £2,240 £8,624,000

Intermediate 25 50 £162,000 £3,240 £4,050,000

2 bed flat 174 Affordable rent 132 65 £140,000 £2,154 £18,480,000

Intermediate 43 65 £207,000 £3,185 £8,901,000

3 bed flat 15 Affordable rent 12 86 £181,000 £2,105 £2,172,000

Intermediate 3 86 £233,000 £2,709 £699,000

291 292

Assumes % of OMV: Affordable revenue £42,926,000

Intermediate 62% £255,786,673

Affordable rent 42-48%

Assume the following: 1 bed mkt flat 2 bed mkt flat 3 bed mkt flat 2 bed mkt house 3 bed mkt house 1 bed interm. 2 bed interm. 3 bed interm. 1 bed rent 2 bed rent 3 bed rent Per site

WH1 5 Brighton Road 12 20 2 0 0 1 2 0 4 7 1 49

WH2 Kingston Wharf 37 59 3 5 3 4 7 0 12 21 2 153

WH3 Egypt Wharf 44 70 3 6 3 5 8 1 14 24 2 180

WH4 Lennards 52 81 4 7 4 5 9 1 17 29 2 211

WH5 Free Wharf 62 97 4 9 4 7 12 1 20 34 3 253

WH6 37-41 Brighton Rd 10 18 1 0 0 1 2 0 3 5 1 41

WH7 63-77 Brighton Road 20 34 3 0 0 2 3 0 7 12 1 82

Totals 237 379 20 27 14 25 43 3 77 132 12 969

Affordable% 30%





 

 

 





Description: Rate per m2 gross internal floor area for the building Cost including prelims.   
Last updated: 22Jul2017 12:20

 Rebased to Adur   

£/m2 study

Maximum age of results: 5 years

Building function 
(Maximum age of projects)

£/m² gross internal floor area
Sample

Mean Lowest Lower quartiles Median Upper quartiles Highest

New build

810.   Housing, mixed
developments (5)

1,331 841 1,176 1,291 1,459 2,997 460

810.1   Estate housing

Generally (5) 1,297 817 1,121 1,257 1,399 4,154 604

Single storey (5) 1,467 988 1,255 1,447 1,645 2,287 88

2storey (5) 1,255 817 1,105 1,230 1,355 2,516 485

3storey (5) 1,342 889 1,173 1,338 1,473 1,899 29

4storey or above (5) 3,284 2,414    4,154 2

810.11   Estate housing
detached (5)

1,701 989 1,409 1,672 2,127 2,414 9

810.12   Estate housing
semi detached

Generally (5) 1,292 817 1,123 1,276 1,403 2,187 161

Single storey (5) 1,482 1,014 1,307 1,498 1,645 2,072 28

2storey (5) 1,249 817 1,105 1,236 1,354 2,187 127

3storey (5) 1,332 992 1,202 1,289 1,335 1,899 6

810.13   Estate housing
terraced

Generally (5) 1,320 889 1,133 1,257 1,400 4,154 120

Single storey (5) 1,449 1,062 1,193 1,497 1,688 1,824 7

2storey (5) 1,284 898 1,125 1,253 1,385 2,516 100

3storey (5) 1,309 889 1,168 1,319 1,402 1,840 12

4storey or above (5) 4,154      1

816.   Flats (apartments)

Generally (5) 1,584 840 1,312 1,494 1,800 5,212 279

12 storey (5) 1,524 927 1,304 1,438 1,675 2,422 62

35 storey (5) 1,541 840 1,307 1,486 1,756 2,805 189

6+ storey (5) 2,003 1,202 1,645 1,921 2,026 5,212 28

818.   Housing with shops,
offices, workshops or the
like (5)

1,991 1,003 1,585 1,834 2,444 3,408 34

27Jul2017 08:19 © RICS 2017 Page 1 of 1





 

 

 





Appendix 3

SHOREHAM HARBOUR - Viability & Deliverability Study
Extra & Abnormal Build Costs v1.3

Aldrington South Southwick Western

Basin Portslade Waterfront Harbour Arm

Area 19,111              19,751              9,450                98,959                  

Waterfront length 267 Nil 289 1232

Allocated Resi units 90 210 Nil 970

Proposed Resi units 740

1.0          Demolition 498,345.00      740,662.50      209,000.00      3,998,970.00       

2.0          Contamination 782,220.00      197,510.00      189,000.00      3,962,680.00       

3.0          Abnormal Foundations 250,000.00      -                     -                     500,000.00          

4.0          Flood Defence 1,354,665.00   -                     433,500.00      14,900,565.00    

5.0          River Walk 200,250.00      -                     -                     1,625,500.00       

6.0          On site Highways -                     -                     -                     -                        

7.0          Off site Highways s278 -                     -                     -                     -                        

8.0          Surface Water drainage inc SUDS -                     -                     -                     -                        

9.0          Foul Water Drainage -                     -                     -                     -                        

10.0        Utilities -                     -                     -                     -                        

11.0        Ecological Mitigation -                     -                     -                     -                        

12.0        Landscaping -                     -                     -                     -                        

13.0        s106 Contributions -                     -                     -                     -                        

14.0        JAAP Policies 369,975.00      741,975.00      90,000.00         3,250,900.00       

3,455,455.00   1,680,147.50   921,500.00      28,238,615.00    

Grand Total 34,295,717.50    





 

 

 





Appendix 4 

Shoreham Harbour

Table of sold prices

Address Type Floor area Date sold Price sold Price sold 
sqm per sqm

Western Harbour Arm

Flat 3 King Charles Place 2 bed flat 65.00 14.6.17 £210,000 £3,231

Emerald Quay estimate

Flat 33 Garland Point 1 bed flat 55.00 13.6.17 £210,000 £3,818

estimate

Flat 4 Marline Court, Ropetackle 2 bed flat 70.00 26.5.17 £335,000 £4,786

estimate

6 Riverside House, High Street 2 bed flat 56.15 17.5.17 £235,000 £4,185

Shoreham

Flat 10 Sorlings Reach 1 bed flat 57.00 12.5.17 £200,950 £3,525

Sussex Wharf

13 Waters Edge, Anchor Close 2 bed flat 58.66 8.5.17 £240,000 £4,091

Shoreham Beach

Flat 1 Dunwich, Sussex Wharf 2 bed flat 28.4.17 £243,000

Shoreham Beach

Flat 32 Marline Court, Ropetackle 1 bed flat 23.1.17 £250,000

Flat 32 Sorlings Reach 2 bed flat 66.60 18.1.17 £250,000 £3,754

Sussex Wharf

Flat 19 Bonaventure 2 bed flat 28.10.16 £274,995

Sussex Wharf

23 Harbour Way, Shoreham Beach 3 bed townhouse 29.9.16 £385,000

Flat 23 Waters Edge 2 bed flat 20.9.16 £240,000

Shoreham Beach

15 Coral Close 3 bed end terrace 84.80 16.9.16 £367,500 £4,334

(Inland, no water views)

Portslade

18 The Parks 3 bed link det 77.00 8.6.17 £343,000 £4,455

44 Langridge Drive 3 bed semi 69.00 27.3.17 £325,000 £4,710

45 Sheppard Way 3 bed semi 77.50 18.1.17 £325,000 £4,194

9 Blackthorn Close 3 bed semi 67.10 16.9.16 £315,000 £4,694

Aldrington

36 Hove Manor, Hove St. 2 bed flat over shops 93.00 24.2.17 £385,000 £4,140

Adams Integra from Rightmove 09.17



Appendix 4

Western Harbour Arm Asking Prices

Address Type Floor area Asking price Assumed value Assumed value Comment

sqm per sqm

Oyster Quay 4 bed townhouse 178.40 £900,000 £873,000 £4,893 Waterfront. 4 floors

Broad Reach, Ropetackle 4 bed townhouse £699,950 £678,952 3 floors

St Nicholas Lane 4 bed detached £600,000 £582,000 No water views

Mariner's Point 3 bed apartment 92.60 £550,000 £533,500 £5,761 Excludes parking

20 Anchor Close, Shoreham Beach 4 bed townhouse 123.10 £475,000 £460,750 £3,743

Upper Shoreham Road 4 bed semi 118.00 £450,000 £436,500 £3,699 No water views

Broad Reach 2 bed apartment 73.50 £450,000 £436,500 £5,939

Anchor Close, Shoreham Beach 3 bed townhouse 111.00 £440,000 £426,800 £3,845

Shoreham Crescent, Taylor Wimpey 3 bed semi Storrington 94.40 £435,000 £427,000 £4,523 No water views. 2 floors

Shoreham Crescent, Taylor Wimpey 3 bed semi Arundel 114.40 £425,000 £417,000 £3,645 No water views. 3 floors

Coventina Close 4 bed terrace 133.00 £425,000 £412,250 £3,100 No water views

Providence Way, Shoreham Beach 4 bed townhouse 128.50 £418,000 £405,460 £3,155

Hancock Way 3 bed townhouse 120.00 £400,000 £388,000 £3,233

Seaspray Avenue, Shoreham Beach 3 bed townhouse 104.50 £399,950 £387,952 £3,712

Amber Close 3 bed terrace 85.50 £375,000 £363,750 £4,254 2 storey. No water views.

Seaspray Avenue, Shoreham Beach 3 bed townhouse 98.00 £375,000 £363,750 £3,712

Adams Integra from Rightmove 07.17



Appendix 4 

Western Harbour Arm Asking Prices

Address Type Floor area Asking price Assumed value Assumed value Comment

sqm per sqm

Rainbow Square 3 bed terrace 85.50 £370,000 £358,900 £4,198 No water views

Sussex Wharf Shoreham Beach 3 bed terrace 85.60 £369,950 £358,852 £4,192

Shoreham Crescent, Taylor Wimpey 2 bed terrace Lancing 79.60 £365,000 £358,000 £4,497 No water views

Brighton Road 2 bed apartment 74.50 £360,000 £349,200 £4,687 Newbuild

Marlina Ct, Ropetackle 2 bed apartment 75.60 £350,000 £339,500 £4,491

Seaford Way, Shoreham Beach 2 bed semi 66.00 £344,000 £333,680 £5,056

Anchor Close, Shoreham Beach 3 bed terrace 72.20 £340,000 £329,800 £4,568

Ropetackle development 2 bed apartment 72.00 £325,000 £315,250 £4,378

Emerald Quay 2 bed flat 66.30 £319,950 £310,352 £4,681

Carrick Walk, Ropetackle 2 bed flat 78.00 £315,000 £305,550 £3,917 Downland views

Rainbow Square 2 bed terrace 70.60 £310,000 £300,700 £4,259 No water views

Harbour Way Shoreham Beach 2 bed flat 75.00 £279,950 £271,552 £3,621 Ground floor

Shoreham Crescent, Taylor Wimpey 2 bed flat plot 75 62.70 £270,000 £264,000 £4,211 No water views

Brighton Road 1 bed flat 51.00 £252,500 £244,925 £4,802 New build

Sussex Wharf Shoreham Beach 2 bed flat 70.00 £244,950 £237,602 £3,394

Shoreham Crescent, Taylor Wimpey 1 bed flat plot 80 52.00 £234,000 £226,980 £4,365 No water views

Adams Integra from Rightmove 07.17

Average 1 bed flat 51.5 £235,953 £4,584

Average 2 bed flat 71.8 £299,126 £4,173

Conclusion on values 1 bed flat £250,000

5% for placemaking £12,500

Total £262,500 50 £5,250

2 bed flat £320,000

5% for placemaking £16,000

Total £336,000 65 £5,169

3 bed flat £360,000

5% for placemaking £18,000

Total £378,000 86 £4,395

2 bed house £350,000

5% for placemaking £17,500

Total £367,500 75 £4,900

3 bed house £380,000

5% for placemaking £19,000

Total £399,000 93 £4,290



Appendix 4 

Portslade Asking Prices

Address Type Floor area Asking price Assumed value Assumed value Comment

sqm per sqm

Portslade Mews. North of A270 4 bed terrace. 126.10 £549,950 £533,452 £4,230 3 floors. Built c.2000

Portslade Mews. North of A270 3 bed terrace 108.50 £485,000 £470,450 £4,336 3 floors. Parking space

Deacons Drive 3 bed terrace newbuild 107.60 £415,000 £402,550 £3,741 2 floors. Parking space

Village Close 3 bed townhouse 106.00 £395,000 £383,150 £3,615 3 floors. Integ. Garage

Rothbury Court, Symbister Road 3 bed flat 85.80 £350,000 £339,500 £3,957 Terrace. Modern block.

Rothbury Court, Symbister Road 2 bed flat 62.90 £335,000 £324,950 £5,166 Ground floor.

The Parks 3 bed end terrace 77.90 £330,000 £320,100 £4,109 2 floors. 1980s. Garage

Sheppard Way 3 bed semi 74.50 £325,000 £315,250 £4,232 2 floors. Garage.

Rothbury Court, Symbister Road 2 bed flat 62.30 £320,000 £310,400 £4,982 Balcony. 1st floor.

Langridge Drive 2 bed terrace 64.10 £295,000 £286,150 £4,464 Space. Modern dev.

Langridge Drive 2 bed terrace 55.80 £285,000 £276,450 £4,954 2 floors.

9 Tophill Close 2 bed terrace 61.30 £279,950 £271,552 £4,430 2 floors. Pylons nearby.

Vale Road 2 bed flat 54.61 £250,000 £242,500 £4,441 Modern. Shops. Space.

Rothbury Court, Symbister Road 1 bed flat 50.00 £235,000 £227,950 £4,559 Balcony. First floor.

Gardner Road 2 bed flat 64.00 £230,000 £223,100 £3,486 Ground floor. Modern.

estimate Balcony. Space.

Harbour Lodge, Kingsway 1 bed flat 42.00 £227,500 £220,675 £5,254 Harbour views

Ronuk House, Carlton Terrace 1 bed flat 45.00 £224,950 £218,202 £4,849 1st floor over commercial

Adams Integra from Rightmove 09.17

Conclusion on values 1 bed flat £250,000

5% for placemaking £12,500

Total £262,500 50 £5,250

2 bed flat £320,000

5% for placemaking £16,000

Total £336,000 65 £5,169

3 bed flat £360,000

5% for placemaking £18,000

Total £378,000 86 £4,395

2 bed house £350,000

5% for placemaking £17,500

Total £367,500 75 £4,900

3 bed house £380,000

5% for placemaking £19,000

Total £399,000 93 £4,290



Appendix 4 

Aldrington Asking Prices

Address Type Floor area Asking price Assumed value Assumed value Comment

sqm per sqm

Dorset Court, Kingsway 1 bed flat 48.30 £250,000 £242,500 £5,021 2nd floor. Closer to Hove

Barriedale House, Kingsway 2 bed flat 56.00 £274,995 £266,745 £4,763 1st floor. 1960s

Braemore Court, Kingsway 2 bed flat 76.20 £399,950 £387,952 £5,091 Balcony.

Channings, Kingsway 3 bed flat 94.90 £375,000 £363,750 £3,833 Balcony. Garage.

Langdale Court 1 bed flat 49.00 £250,000 £242,500 £4,949 Downs views. 5th floor

Channings, Kingsway 2 bed flat 82.90 £359,950 £349,152 £4,212 Balcony. Garage.

Adams Integra from Rightmove 09.17

Conclusion on values 1 bed flat £250,000

5% for placemaking £12,500

Total £262,500 50 £5,250

2 bed flat £320,000

5% for placemaking £16,000

Total £336,000 65 £5,169

3 bed flat £360,000

5% for placemaking £18,000

Total £378,000 86 £4,395



New Wave Development

Newtown Road

Aldrington

Hove

Off plan release prices from Oakley selling Agents as at 21.7.17

Plot Beds Area sqm Parking Asking Price Assumed Assumed Est rental value

Value less 3% Value per sqm per month

Apartments

10 2 73 1 £400,000 £388,000 £5,315 £1,400

15 2 73 1 £400,000 £388,000 £5,315 £1,400

20 2 72 1 £390,000 £378,300 £5,254 £1,350

21 2 73 1 £410,000 £397,700 £5,448 £1,400

26 2 73 1 £410,000 £397,700 £5,448 £1,400

28 2 71 1 £415,000 £402,550 £5,670 £1,450

29 2 71 1 £400,000 £388,000 £5,465 £1,400

35 1 48 0 £305,000 £295,850 £6,164 £1,050

45 1 48 0 £310,000 £300,700 £6,265 £1,050

46 1 48 0 £310,000 £300,700 £6,265 £1,050

Houses

70B 3 110 2 £575,000 £557,750 £5,070 £1,800

70C 3 110 2 £575,000 £557,750 £5,070 £1,800

70D 3 110 2 £575,000 £557,750 £5,070 £1,800

70E 3 110 2 £575,000 £557,750 £5,070 £1,800

Note

All apartments have a balcony.

The location is predominantly employment uses.







 

 

 





Appendix 5

Comparing Brighton Marina with other Brighton flats

Flats in Brighton and Hove with no sea views, based on asking prices.

Address Bedrooms Type Price (£) GIFA (m²)
Sales value 

(£/m²)

New Church Road, Hove, 

East Sussex, BN3 2 New conversion £399,950 69.0 £5,796

New Church Road, Hove, 

East Sussex, BN3 2 New conversion £510,000 79.6 £6,407

New Church Road, Hove, 

East Sussex, BN3 2 New conversion £499,950 74.2 £6,738

New Church Road, Hove, 

East Sussex, BN3 2 New conversion £499,950 80.0 £6,249

Medina Villas, Hove 2 New conversion £450,000 76.0 £5,921

Marlborough Place, Central 

Brighton 2 New conversion £325,000 50.0 £6,500

Clarence Square, Brighton 2 new build flat £359,950 44.4 £8,107

One Nizells Avenue, Hove, 

East Sussex, BN3 2 new build flat £620,000 67.4 £9,199 New block. Good location.

ParQ, Preston Road, 

Brighton, East Sussex 2

new build 

apartment £425,000 70.0 £6,071 New block. Good location.

ICon, Montefiore Road, 

Hove, , BN3 2 new build flat £399,950 76.5 £5,228 New block

One Nizells Avenue, Hove, 

East Sussex, BN3 2 new build flat £640,000 87.4 £7,323 New block

One Nizells Avenue, Hove, 

East Sussex, BN3 2 new build flat £630,000 90.1 £6,992 New block

Second Floor Apartment at 

Artisan, Davigdor Road, 

Hove, BN3 3

new build 

apartment £679,950 104.4 £6,513 Crest Nicholson newbuild.

First Floor Apartment at 

Artisan, Davigdor Road, 

Hove, BN3 1

new build 

apartment £369,950 59.5 £6,218 Crest Nicholson newbuild.

Ground Floor Apartment at 

Artisan, Davigdor Road, 

Hove, BN3 1

new build 

ground floor 

apartment £349,950 58.4 £5,992 Crest Nicholson newbuild.

First Floor Apartment at 

Artisan, Davigdor Road, 

Hove, BN3 1

new build 

apartment £344,950 52.2 £6,608 Crest Nicholson newbuild.

Second Floor Apartment at 

Artisan, Davigdor Road, 

Hove, BN3 2

new build 

apartment £474,950 78.3 £6,066 Crest Nicholson newbuild.

First Floor Apartment at 

Artisan, Davigdor Road, 

Hove, BN3 2

new build 

apartment £459,950 75.0 £6,133 Crest Nicholson newbuild.

ICon, Montefiore Road, 

Hove, , BN3 2 new build flat £399,950 76.5 £5,228 New block

Goldstone Crescent, Hove 2 new build flat £475,000 68.0 £6,985 Newbuild

Reigate House, Reigate Road, 

Brighton, East Sussex. BN1 2 new build flat £375,000 76.9 £4,876 Newbuild but boring.

Reigate House, Reigate Road, 

Brighton, BN1 1 new build flat £325,000 43.0 £7,558 Newbuild but boring.

Reigate House, Reigate Road, 

Brighton, BN1 1 new build flat £299,950 48.6 £6,172 Newbuild but boring.

Marlborough Place, Central 

Brighton 2 new conversion £325,000 50.0 £6,500

Marlborough Place, Brighton 1 new conversion £275,000 32.0 £8,594

Average 1 bed £327,467 49.0 £6,690

Average 2 bed £459,422 71.6 £6,414

Newbuild average 1 bed £337,960 52.3 £6,457

Newbuild average 2 bed £489,980 76.6 £6,396



Appendix 5

Brighton marina asking prices

Address Bedrooms Type Price (£) GIFA (m²)
Sales value 

(£/m²)

ORION, THE BOARDWALK, 

BRIGHTON MARINA VILLAGE, 

BN2 2

purpose built 

apartment £487,000 73.3 £6,644

The Boardwalk, Brighton 

Marina Village, Brighton, 

BN2 5ZE 3

purpose built 

apartment £775,000 128.2 £6,045

The Boardwalk, Brighton 

Marina Village, Brighton, 

BN2 5ZE 3

purpose built 

apartment £669,950 97.3 £6,885

Orion at The Boardwalk, 

Brighton Marina Village, 

Brighton, BN2 5ZE 2

purpose built 

apartment £572,500 76.6 £7,474

The Boardwalk, Brighton 

Marina Village, Brighton, 

BN2 5ZE 2

purpose built 

apartment £550,000 78.3 £7,024

21 at The Boardwalk, 

Brighton Marina Village, 

Brighton, BN2 5ZE 2

purpose built 

apartment £485,000 78.6 £6,170

Sirius, The Boardwalk, 

Marina Village 2

purpose built 

apartment £495,000 72.0 £6,875

Orion, The Boardwalk, 

Marina Village 2

purpose built 

apartment £487,000 73.3 £6,644

Average 2 bed £512,750 75.4 £6,805







 

 

 





Appendix 6

Outcomes from DAT appraisals

Western Harbour Arm

Updated 12.10.17

WH1 WH2 WH3 WH4 WH5 WH6 WH7 Totals

Site Area (hectares) 0.5 1.57 1.84 2.15 2.58 0.42 0.84 9.9

Number of residential units 49 153 180 211 253 41 82 969

Residential floor area sqm 2993 9389 11025 12934 15480 2497 4979 59297

Average floor area per unit sqm 61 61 61 61 61 61 61 61

Non residential floor area sqm 600 2000 2000 3000 4000 1700 3700 17000

Total floor area per hectare 7186 7254 7079 7411 7550 9993 10332 7707

Total residential value £13,011,394 £41,031,201 £48,284,625 £56,585,404 £67,637,038 £11,015,509 £21,733,570 £259,298,741

Average value per unit £265,539 £268,178 £268,248 £268,177 £267,340 £268,671 £265,044 £267,594

Total non-residential value £674,157 £3,333,906 £3,333,906 £4,457,501 £5,581,097 £2,453,470 £4,700,661 £24,534,698

Residential build cost £5,757,124 £17,706,511 £20,812,866 £24,394,075 £29,210,301 £4,803,053 £9,577,253 £112,261,183

Non-residential build cost £540,540 £2,569,350 £2,569,350 £3,470,250 £4,371,150 £1,915,305 £3,717,105 £19,153,050

Assumed build period (months) 18 24 24 24 30 12 18

Abnormals

Demolition £202,776 £634,180 £743,243 £868,463 £1,042,156 £169,653 £339,307 £3,999,778

Decontamination £200,936 £628,425 £736,498 £860,582 £1,032,698 £168,114 £336,227 £3,963,480

Flood defense £755,564 £2,363,019 £2,769,398 £3,235,981 £3,883,178 £632,145 £1,264,290 £14,903,575

River walk £82,424 £257,781 £302,113 £353,013 £423,615 £68,961 £137,921 £1,625,828

Abnormal foundations £25,354 £79,293 £92,929 £108,586 £130,303 £21,212

S106 costs £310,277 £970,387 £1,137,269 £1,328,874 £1,594,648 £259,594 £519,188 £6,120,237

JAAP policy costs £164,844 £515,547 £604,208 £706,004 £847,204 £137,917 £275,834 £3,251,558

Finance costs £297,908 £1,367,427 £1,565,683 £1,867,198 £2,617,568 £333,745 £1,157,709 £9,207,238

Residual land valuation £1,603,909 £5,211,933 £6,262,944 £7,251,257 £8,244,521 £1,295,799 £1,910,729 £31,781,092

Existing Use Value (EUV) £1,983,600 £2,653,200 £3,112,800 £3,646,800 £4,368,000 £1,525,200 £4,518,000 £21,807,600

EUV per hectare £3,967,200 £1,689,936 £1,691,739 £1,696,186 £1,693,023 £3,631,429 £5,378,571 £2,202,788

Surplus/(Deficit) against EUV -£379,691 £2,558,733 £3,150,144 £3,604,457 £3,876,521 -£229,401 -£2,607,271 £9,973,492



Appendix 6

Outcomes from DAT appraisals

Southwick Waterfront

Updated 12.10.17

Site Area (hectares) 0.95

Number of residential units 0

Residential floor area sqm 0

Non residential floor area sqm 4000

Total floor area per hectare 4211

Total residential value £0

Total non-residential value £4,494,382

Residential build cost £0

Non-residential build cost £3,603,600

Assumed build period (months) 12

Abnormals

Demolition £209,000

Decontamination £189,000

Flood defense £433,500

River walk

Abnormal foundations

S106 costs £508,742

JAAP policy costs £90,000

Finance costs £209,655

Residual land valuation -£1,927,956

Existing Use Value (EUV) £3,149,645

EUV per hectare £3,315,416

Surplus/(Deficit) against EUV -£5,077,601



Appendix 6

Outcomes from DAT appraisals

South Portslade

Updated 12.10.17

SP1 SP2 SP3 SP4 SP5 SP6 SP7 Totals

Site Area (hectares) 0.06 0.23 0.09 0.18 0.44 0.78 0.21 1.99

Number of residential units 15 45 20 45 45 25 15 210

Residential floor area sqm 942 2883 1273 2883 2883 1690 1058 13612

Average floor area per unit sqm 63 64 64 64 64 68 71 65

Non residential floor area sqm 250 0 0 950 3852 2000 480 7532

Total floor area per hectare 19867 12535 14144 21294 15307 4731 7324 10625

Total residential value £3,840,614 £11,686,607 £5,181,447 £11,686,607 £11,686,607 £6,691,230 £4,178,114 £54,951,226

Average value per unit £256,041 £259,702 £259,072 £259,702 £259,702 £267,649 £278,541 £261,673

Total non-residential value £280,899 £0 £0 £1,067,416 £4,842,428 £2,285,714 £975,238 £9,451,695

Residential build cost £1,811,965 £5,545,535 £2,448,653 £5,545,535 £5,545,535 £3,028,607 £1,812,937 £25,738,767

Non-residential build cost £225,225 £0 £0 £855,855 £3,243,828 £1,801,800 £553,392 £6,680,100

Assumed build period (months) 9 16 12 18 18 12 12

Abnormals

Demolition £22,444 £86,785 £34,789 £60,974 £165,714 £290,280 £78,181 £739,167

Decontamination £5,985 £23,143 £9,277 £16,260 £44,190 £77,408 £20,848 £197,111

Flood defense £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0

River walk £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0

Abnormal foundations

S106 costs £72,333 £279,689 £112,117 £196,506 £534,061 £935,511 £251,961 £2,382,178

JAAP policy costs £22,484 £86,938 £34,850 £61,082 £166,008 £290,794 £78,320 £740,476

Finance costs £70,358 £363,304 £96,005 £483,541 £697,441 £0 £128,766 £1,839,415

Residual land valuation £772,140 £2,197,159 £1,055,443 £2,145,932 £1,808,224 -£21,242 £858,368 £8,816,024

Existing Use Value (EUV) £569,000 £278,000 £930,000 £1,615,000 £658,000 £3,209,000 £810,000 £8,069,000

EUV per hectare £9,483,333 £1,208,696 £10,333,333 £8,972,222 £1,495,455 £4,114,103 £3,857,143 £4,054,774

Surplus/(Deficit) against EUV £203,140 £1,919,159 £125,443 £530,932 £1,150,224 -£3,230,242 £48,368 £747,024



Appendix 6

Outcomes from DAT appraisals

Aldrington Basin

Updated 12.10.17

Site Area (hectares) 1.91

Number of residential units 90

Residential floor area sqm 5694

Non residential floor area sqm 9265

Total floor area per hectare 7832

Total residential value £23,355,660

Average value per unit £259,507

Total non-residential value £16,854,426

Residential build cost £10,952,576

Non-residential build cost £11,956,949

Assumed build period (months) 24

Abnormals

Demolition £498,345

Decontamination £782,220

Flood defense £1,354,665

River walk £200,250

Abnormal foundations £250,000

S106 costs £1,473,000

JAAP policy costs £369,975

Finance costs £1,895,111

Residual land valuation £263,746

Existing Use Value (EUV) £5,850,000

EUV per hectare £3,062,827

Surplus/(Deficit) against EUV -£5,586,254





 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Adams Integra 
St John’s House 

St John’s Street 
Chichester 

West Sussex 
PO19 1UU 

 
T: 01243 771304 

E: enquiries@adamsintegra.co.uk 

W: www.adamsintegra.co.uk 
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