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Oxford City Council,  
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Oxford  
OX1 1DS 
 
Submitted via Consultation Portal 
 
 
 
 
 
Dear Sirs, 
 
Oxford City Council Draft Charging Schedule Consultation Representation submitted on behalf of a 
Consortium of landowners 
 
This representation has been prepared by Savills (UK) Limited (hereafter “Savills”) on behalf of a Consortium 

of landowners comprises Christ Church, Magdalen College and St John’s College (hereafter ‘‘the Consortium’’). 

It is made in respect of the Oxford City Council (hereafter ‘‘OCC’) proposed  Community Infrastructure Levy 

(CIL) Draft Charging Schedule (DCS) and its viability evidence base document prepared by GVA1 for OCC. 

The Council are consulting on their DCS between 1st November and 13th December 2018 and follows the 

consultation on the Preliminary Draft Charging Schedule which was undertaken between 2nd October to 30th 

October 2018. 

 
Background 
 
1.1 This representation has been prepared by Savills on behalf of the Consortium, who are major 

landowners in Oxford City. 

 

1.2 This consultation proposes revised and increased CIL rates for development in Oxford City, based on 

the viability evidence as produced by GVA, published alongside the DCS and also the Draft Local Plan 

consultation, which is running simultaneously with this consultation, albeit has a later closing date.   

 

1.3 CIL has been adopted in Oxford City since 21st October 2013.  Since the date of adoption, the base CIL 

rates are increased with indexation yearly.  OCC are now consulting on the proposed increased rates 

for all property types.  The table below shows the proposed rate within the DCS, the adopted base CIL 

rate, the current chargeable rate once indexed. 

 
 

                                                      
1 Economic Viability Assessment to inform the Oxford Local Plan 2036 and the Review of the Community Infrastructure Charging 
Schedule, GVA (September 2018) 
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Table 1 – Proposed CIL Charging rates, compared to the adopted rates 

Development Type Proposed  
PDCS Rates 

(£psm) 

Adopted 
Rates 
(£psm) 

Indexed Rates 
for 20182 
(£psm) 

A1 Shops 

£200 £100 £125.93 

A2 Financial and professional services 

A3 Restaurants and cafes 

A4 Drinking establishments 

A5 Hot food takeaways 

B1 Business 

£50 £20 £25.18 

B2 General industrial 

B8 Storage and distribution 

C1 Hotels 

C2 and C2A Residential institutions and Secure 
Residential Institution 

C3 Dwellinghouses* 

£200 £100 £125.93 C4 Houses in Multiple Occupation 

Student Accommodation 

D1 Non -residential institutions 
£50 £20 £25.18 

D2 Assembly and leisure 

All development types unless otherwise stated  
in this table 

£50 £20 £25.18 

C3 includes self-contained sheltered 
accommodation and self-contained graduate 
accommodation.  

   

 

 
1.4 As major landowners within the City, the Consortium’s interests relate to the proposed rates for all 

property uses. 

 
Purpose 

 
1.5 The purpose of this representation is to set out the Consortium’s concerns in regards to the proposed 

rates for OCC alongside requesting that further evidence be provided in regards to the approach to the 

viability testing and proposed rates.  

 

1.6 The desirability of funding from CIL is a key test of the Regulations. The purpose of CIL is to facilitate 

the delivery of development, including new housing to meet the key National Planning Policy 

Framework (NPPF)3 objective to significantly boost the supply of housing. The NPPF provides 

perspective on how desirable CIL funding may or may not be, in relation to the range of legal and 

planning mechanisms available to secure infrastructure delivery.  

 

                                                      
 
3 Communities and Local Government, Revised National Planning Policy Framework, July 2018 
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1.7 The Consortium would like to highlight that they are supportive of the principle of CIL. The objective of 

this representation is therefore not to oppose CIL; it merely seeks to ensure a reasonable rate, based 

on the evidence, and a collective interest to deliver well planned, viable and feasible development 

across Oxford City.  

 
1.8 In submitting this representation, the Consortium is only commenting on particular key areas of the 

viability issues.  The lack of reference to other parts of the evidence base cannot be taken as agreement 

with them and the Consortium reserves the right to make further comments upon the evidence base. 

 

1.9 Section 211 (7a) of the Planning Act (as amended), requires Councils to use “appropriate available 

evidence” to inform their Charging Schedules. In the case of the DCS, we have assumed the Council 

has relied upon the Economic Viability Assessment4 produced by GVA as their “appropriate available 

evidence”. We have critically examined the report as part of this representation to determine if the DCS 

CIL Charging Schedule has sufficiently met the requirements of Section 211 (7a) in preparing the 

proposed rates. 

 

Legislation 

 

1.10 It should be noted that this representation is made in the context of the Community Infrastructure Levy 

Regulations 2010 (as amended) (“the Regulations”) and relevant statutory guidance5. The most recent 

amendments to the Regulations and associated guidance came in to force on 9th February 2018. The 

CIL consultation will therefore be subject to the requirements of these latest set of Regulations and 

Guidance.   

 

Overview  

 

1.11 Savills has been asked on behalf the Consortium to review the available evidence, the approach to 

viability testing and the DCS Charging Schedule. The objective is therefore to ensure a reasonable rate 

of CIL is proposed, which allows for the policy requirements for sustainability and affordable housing, 

and anticipated residual Section 106/ 278 and other site specific infrastructure across all planning uses. 

 

1.12 We have split our response in to the following Sections: 

 Part 1 - Planning Overview; 

 Part 2 - Approach to Viability; 

                                                      
4 Economic Viability Assessment to inform the Oxford Local Plan 2036 and the Review of the Community Infrastructure Charging 

Schedule, GVA (September 2018) 

5 April 2014 (as amended) 
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 Part 3 - Interpretation of Results; 

 Conclusions - Overview of key concerns and proposed CIL rates. 

 
Part 1 – Oxford City Council Planning Overview  

 
The Development Plan 

 

1.13 The currently adopted Development Plan for Oxford City Council consists of the Oxford Core Strategy 

2026 (updated 14 March 2011), the Sites and Housing Plan (adopted February 2013) and the saved 

Policies of the Oxford Local Plan 2001 – 2016 (adopted 11 November 2005). 

 

1.14 It is also necessary to consider the emerging Local Plan position.  The Proposed Submission Draft of 

the Oxford Local Plan 2036 is currently out for public consultation until Friday 28 December 2018  

 

Housing 

 

1.15 Paragraph 3.4.5 confirms that the Core Strategy seeks to deliver 8,000 homes in Oxford, a target 

derived from the now revoked South East Plan, which, at the time, provided the most up to date 

information of housing need in the City.  Across the Plan period, this equates to an annual requirement 

of 400 dwellings a year. 

 

1.16 The emerging Local Plan provides the more up to date and relevant guidance on housing need in 

Oxford and confirms that “prioritising the delivery of housing” has been a key driver behind the policies 

within the draft Local Plan.  Paragraph 3.4 of the draft Local Plan reads, “The constrained housing 

supply and increasing unaffordability of homes in Oxford have significant sustainability impacts for those 

living and working in the City. Housing provision is a key determinant in attracting and retaining people 

to support the economy of the city, and the wider region. The current shortage of housing in Oxford 

also has environmental and social impacts” 

 

1.17 The evidence base for housing need in Oxford is the Oxfordshire Strategic Housing Market Assessment 

(2014) (SHMA) that has provided detailed calculations on housing need for all five Oxfordshire planning 

authorities and has underpinned work on the associated Development Plans.  As the SHMA covers the 

period up to 2031, the City Council have used the same methodology and up to date housing and 

economic growth data to calculate housing need up to 2036.  It is noted that the City Council have not 

used the Government’s Standard Methodology. 

 

1.18 The City Council has calculated that the city require an annual housing rate of 1,356 dwellings per 

annum.  However, the Oxfordshire Housing and Growth Deal commits all Oxfordshire authorities to 
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working together to deliver 100,000 new homes in the County up to 2031.  This would require 1,400 

houses per year in Oxford.  Such housing delivery also has a role to play in meeting the housing 

requirements associated with the Oxford-Milton Keynes-Cambridge corridor. 

 

1.19 Paragraph 3.8 of the draft Plan outlines, “…there are very significant constraints on the capacity of the 

city – physically with the city’s tight administrative boundary and Green Belt, and environmentally with 

large areas of national or international biodiversity interest and areas within flood zone 3b functional 

flood plain, as well as heritage and townscape considerations.”  

 

1.20 This has led to the City Council concluding that, once these capacity constraints are taken into 

consideration, the new Local Plan will aim to deliver 8,620 new homes in the city by 2036.  At least 

13,100 further houses will be provided as “Unmet Need” in the neighbouring authorities via their Local 

Plans, prior to 2031. 

 

1.21 Policy H1 of the emerging Local Plan confirms that to deliver the capacity reduced target of 8,620 

homes across the Plan period, the City Council will need to deliver 431 homes per annum through site 

allocations and the efficient reuse of developed sites. 

 
Employment 
 

1.22 Paragraph 8.16 of the Core Strategy reads, “The Employment Land Study concludes that under a 

‘business as usual’ scenario (i.e. a continuation of past economic and employment trends) there would 

be a net additional requirement for employment land of at least 13.5ha and with some flexibility this 

would be up to 36.5ha. The net additional land requirement for a ‘higher growth’ scenario would be in 

the range 20.5 ha – 47.5ha.” 

 

1.23 The Sites and Housing Plan, adopted subsequently to the Core Strategy, allocates 51.17 hectares of 

B use class employment land.  Further allocations in the West End and the Northern Gateway site 

provide a further 14.90 hectares of employment land (unspecified use class) and a further 173.99 

hectares of existing employment sites exist.  The 2016/17 AMR confirms that there is 240.06 hectares 

of employment land within the city. 

 
1.24 The emerging Local Plan has been supported by a new Employment Land Assessment.  Paragraph 

2.1 of the draft Plan confirms that the Assessment has concluded that a further 135,004 square metres 

of additional employment floorspace will be needed in the City across the Plan period up to 2036, the 

majority of which will need to be B1 floorspace to meet anticipated demand. 
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1.25 The emerging Local Plan makes a number of new allocations that will, at least in part, provide new 

employment floorspace whilst Policy E1 outlines the approach to existing employment sites, confirming 

they will largely be protected from a change of use to non-employment uses.  

 
Housing Delivery 

 

1.26 Information on housing delivery in Oxford is provided within the Council’s Annual Monitoring Report 

(AMR).  Since the Core Strategy was adopted in 2011, the AMR confirms the following net housing 

completions in the City: 

 

 

 2011/12 – 228 dwellings – A shortfall of 172 dwellings against target 

 2012/13 – 213 dwellings – A shortfall of 187 dwellings against target 

 2013/14 – 215 dwellings – A shortfall of 185 dwellings against target 

 2014/15 – 332 dwellings – A shortfall of 68 dwellings against target 

 2015/16 – 383 dwellings – A shortfall of 17 dwellings against target 

 2016/17 – 373 dwellings – A shortfall of 27 dwellings against target 

 2017/18 – No AMR published 

 

1.27 Whilst noting that the housing delivery trend has improved in Oxford over the period since the Core 

Strategy was adopted, it remains the case that there is no one year where delivery has met the current 

400 dwellings per year target.  The total shortfall from 2011/12 to 2016/17 is 656 dwellings. 

 

1.28 That target will now increase as part of the new Local Plan and no information has been published since 

early 2017 to indicate if housing delivery rates have improved. 

 
1.29 The Core Strategy includes a ramped delivery target for affordable housing.  By 2011/12, the City 

Council envisioned at least 200 affordable dwellings per year.  Policy CS24 requires 50% of housing 

on qualifying sites to be provided as affordable, thereby tallying with the 400 dwellings per annum 

requirement. 

 

1.30 The provision of affordable housing has also been poor in recent years within the city, as follows: 

 

 2011/12 – 18 dwellings 

 2012/13 – 90 dwellings  

 2013/14 – 0 dwellings 

 2014/15 – 17 dwellings 

 2015/16 – 164 dwellings 
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 2016/17 – 20 dwellings 

 2017/18 – 45 dwellings (taken from Corporate Plan Annual Statement as no AMR produced) 

 

Whilst acknowledging that recent planning permissions such as Barton Park will improve affordable 

housing delivery, the overall shortfall is significant. 

 

Employment Delivery 

 

1.31 The Corporate Plan 2016-2020 seeks to permit 15,000 square metres of additional employment 

floorspace each year.  The AMR 2016/17 only provides information on B1 floorspace permissions, as 

follows: 

 
 2014/15 – 1,879 square metres 

 2015/16 – 48,971 square metres 

 2016/17 – 20,773 square metres 

 

1.32 The AMR 2016/17 identifies that the Corporate Plan target was exceeded in the first year but also 

highlights that most of the new floorspace came from a single building permitted at The Oxford Science 

Park. 

 

Regulation 123 List and Infrastructure Delivery 

 

1.33 The Planning Act 2008 (as amended)  defines infrastructure as: 

“(a) roads and other transport facilities,  

 (b) flood defences,  

   (c) schools and other educational facilities,  

 (d) medical facilities,  

 (e) sporting and recreational facilities, and 

 (f) open space.” 

 

1.34 The Consortium consider it is vital that the evidence supporting the revised CIL Charging Schedule: 

 

 Clearly outlines the key infrastructure projects required to support development (this being a key 

test of the Regulations); and 

 Produces an up to date, consistent and well informed evidence base of economic viability in order 

to test various development typologies against CIL rates. 
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1.35 As noted in Section 2 of this response, the Consortium consider that the assumptions made in terms of 

residential development for the Economic Viability Assessment undertaken by GVA underpinning the 

revised CIL charging schedule are flawed.  This is simply because the evidence used is taken from 

existing residential developments of a relatively small scale.  The emerging Local Plan seeks to allocate 

many more residential sites than in the existing Development Plan and a number of those allocations 

seek a much greater number of dwellings than the sites used in the Economic Viability Assessment.  

Therefore the Assessment does not reflect the City Council’s own emerging development proposals 

and it is not clear if the increased cost of the implementation of  these polices have been taken into 

account (e.g. environmental constraints etc.). This results in an inaccurate review of the development 

pipeline which will be the subject of the revised CIL rates. 

 

1.36 Furthermore, the Economic Viability Assessment does not reference other payments that may be 

required in addition to CIL. This is common for larger sites that would both contribute to strategic 

initiatives listed on the CIL Regulation 123 List, but also have a requirement for S106 contributions for 

specific infrastructure required in the locality of the site to enable development or mitigate impacts. In 

the context of the viability of large scale development this is a major impact on the viability of sites and 

its omission from the Viability Study severely limits its applicability to this scale of development. 

 

1.37 It is clear that the City Council are attempting to deliver a significantly greater number of houses in the 

new Plan period than previously.  As outlined in Section 2, the Consortium consider that the 

assumptions made on Sales Values to be inaccurate and that these values are not being achieved 

currently.  This discrepancy is only likely to increase once the new Local Plan allocations start to deliver 

early in the Plan period.  There is also a need to consider how the provision of substantial levels of 

housing on the outskirts of Oxford in neighbouring authorities to meet the city’s unmet need may affect 

sales values within the city itself, particularly considering developments at Begbroke and Kidlington. 

 
1.38 In terms of employment, Section 2 outlines a number of criticisms of the lack of a robust methodology 

and justification that allow the Economic Viability Assessment to conclude that a £50 per sqm is suitable 

for B-use class floorspace in the City. 

 

1.39 In addition, the Consortium note that the emerging Local Plan includes the Cowley Branch Line as an 

Area of Change.  The Local Plan states, “The area surrounding the Cowley branch line is a major 

employment hub with the large employers of BMW Group, Unipart, Oxford Science Park and Oxford 

Business Park. The area consists of large scale, low density, modern commercial developments, many 

of which are visually prominent…The opening up of passenger services along Oxford’s Cowley Branch 

Line would provide an alternative public transport solution to opening up the Eastern Arc to the city 
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centre…The proposal would include potential stations at Oxford Science Park and Oxford Business 

Park.”  The Consortium endorse this proposal in principle. 

 

1.40 The Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) of October 2018 underpinning the Local Plan confirms that 

achieving the Branch Line as outlined above would cost approximately £450 million.  At the time of 

publication, the IDP6 confirms only £500,000 of this funding had been secured.  Despite this, the 

Regulation 123 list does not include the Branch Line which indicates that the City Council would expect 

Section 106 receipts to fill a significant proportion of the £449.5 million funding gap.  Given this Branch 

Line is designed to support commuting, it is highly unlikely that proportionate Section 106 contributions 

that could reasonably be secured by the City Council from employment development would come 

anywhere close to bridging the existing funding gap.  Rather, such an approach would likely dissuade 

new employment floorspace being provided at key locations such as Oxford Science Park, leading to 

the City Council failing to meet the emerging Local Plan target for employment generation.  It is also 

noted that the anticipated costs for the Branch Line as included within the IDP is significantly above 

earlier indications from Chiltern Rail (c. 2014 / 15) further highlighting the potential that this project is 

planned to provide wider upgrades and improvements in and around Oxford.  

 
1.41 The benefits of the Cowley Branch Line would apply to the entire city, given the associated easing of 

congestion on local roads that meaningful rail travel would allow.  Therefore, the Consortium consider 

it is essential that the Cowley Branch Line project is added to the Regulation 123 list so that CIL receipts 

from development across the city can be pooled to fund this exciting project. 

 
Summary 

 
1.42 There is always a three way trade off with regard to CIL, Section 106 and affordable housing provision. 

If CIL is set too high and site specific infrastructure is necessary to bring a development forward, this 

will results in an adverse impact on affordable housing provision.  

 
1.43 In light of the severe historic under delivery of all types of housing against the City’s objectively 

assessed need, the erratic and low rates of affordable housing delivery and the ambitious growth 

agenda for both housing and employment, the City Council cannot risk an additional burden that will 

frustrate further development across the city.  As outlined in this response, the Consortium are 

concerned the proposed increase in CIL rates could well represent that burden.    

 
Part 2 – Approach to Viability 
 
1.44 We have reviewed the Economic Viability Assessment undertaken by GVA and have a number of 

concerns regarding the approach adopted.  We note that the current adopted Charging Schedule was 

                                                      
6 Oxford City Council Infrastructure Delivery Plan (October 2018)  
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adopted with evidence supported by consultants Jones Lang Lasalle (JLL).  Whilst the Consortium 

appreciate that broadly the same approach has been taken which was previously endorsed at 

Examination, there are some fundamental concerns in relation to ensuring the proposed development 

pipeline is not unduly hindered by the increased rates as proposed within the DCS.  

 

1.45 We summarise below our main concerns in regards to some of the assumptions adopted: 

 

 Residential Typologies – the typologies adopted within the Economic Viability Assessment 

largely reflect sites which have achieved a planning consent historically and therefore do not reflect 

the planned development pipeline for the City.  Further the largest residential site which has been 

tested is site 7, which is Littlemore Park for 270 residential dwellings.  The other larger site is St 

Frideswide Farm (site ref 21) which is assessed for 178 units.  This is not fully reflective of supply 

identified in the draft Local Plan.  

 

 Commercial Typologies – Having reviewed the viability assessment there is no assessment of 

the viability of B1 uses.  The Employment Land Assessment for the City forecasts that between 

2016 and 2036 there is a need for 135,004m2 of additional floorspace, comprising a mixture of 

B1A/B/C space of 113,535m2 and projected demand of 21,470m2 of B2/B8 space7.  This is a 

significant supply of development and vital to ensuring Oxford economic competiveness in an 

increasingly national and international employment market.  Whilst there is an emphasis on 

retention of employment sites, there is also a drive for ‘existing employment sites which are not 

performing well or which make inefficient use of land will be encouraged to modernise, to better 

utilise the space’8.  This is further supported by Policy E1 which allows for the intensification of 

employment sites.  As such, there are a number of proposed site allocations within the draft Local 

Plan which are restricted to B1/B2 employment use and identified as Category 1 / 2 employment 

sites where it is likely that development will come forward during the plan period.  We strongly 

recommend the Viability Assessment is revised and employment uses (B1A/B/C and B2) sites are 

assessed.  Further, a number of Category 1 employment sites will see development which falls 

outside of the B1 use class particularly developments which may be undertaken by the Collegiate 

University, which are developed under a D1 use class but the end user is more akin to Research 

and Development and an employment use.  On this basis, we also comment there has been no 

assessment of D1 uses, for academic buildings and R&D buildings associated with academia, 

where the potential rental values are often restricted due to the restrictions on the permitted user.     

 

                                                      
7 Proposed Submission Document of the Oxford Local Plan 2036; para 2.1.   
8 Proposed Submission Document of the Oxford Local Plan 2036; para 2.5 
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When providing commercial residual appraisals, the Consortium wishes to highlight a number of 

concerns regarding the market commentary for the office market as provided within the Economic 

Viability Assessment, including: 

o Rental Evidence - the Economic Viability Assessment quotes office rents in the City are 

achieving over £30 per sq ft.  Whilst we acknowledge a limited number rental of 

transactions have achieved headline rents of £30 per sq ft in terms of main space only, 

this headline rent is not applied across all of the net internal area, with second floors and 

inferior space being rentalised at discounted levels.  In addition, these lettings are subject 

to rent free periods, therefore when analysed on a net effective rent, the overall rate falls 

below £30 per sq ft.  We also stress that there is not an established office market in Oxford 

where rents at £30 per sq ft are constantly being achieved therefore caution needs to be 

applied when relying on this evidence and it is more accurate to take an overall tone of the 

market, to ensure viability of office development in secondary locations such as 

Summertown, Cowley and Botley is not hindered.  We also highlight that it is industry 

practice to only equate a rental value to the net internal area (NIA) of an office building.  

o Yields – the quoted yields in the Economic Viability Assessment are simply too low and 

not reflective of the general tone of the investment market.  Residual appraisals are very 

sensitive to small changes in yields and thus we strongly recommend that evidence is 

obtained to ensure the adopted yield is reflective of the market and the general perception 

of risk across the market.  

o Floor Areas – We highlight the importance of adopting well evidenced gross to net ratios 

for commercial developments, particularly as rental values are applied to the net area and 

build costs to the gross area.  We also note the difference between floor areas and building 

mass between standard office buildings and R&D buildings.  

o Car Parking – Car parking is heavily restricted in Oxford through planning policy and 

therefore any rental values assumed must be clear what assumptions to car parking have 

been made to ensure the transactional evidence is adjusted to reflecting a potential lack 

of car parking.  

o Build Costs – We strongly recommend using BCIS build costs and that different sites are 

assessed as standard offices and others as R&D buildings.  

 

 Mixed Use Typologies – further to the comments above, the draft Local Plan is reliant on a large 

number of mixed use sites coming forward in the local plan, where proposed uses can include 

residential (open market, affordable, employer – linked or student housing), employment and 

research & development.  No mixed use sites have been assessed and we strongly recommend 

that the Economic Viability Assessment is updated with mixed use typologies reflecting the 
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potential development at a number of significant sites within the draft Local Plan (Churchill Hospital, 

Osney Mead Industrial Estate, Oxpens, etc). 

 

 Previously Developed Sites – further to the comments above regarding the typologies assessed 

not reflecting the development pipeline, it is also important to note that due to the restriction of 

supply of land in Oxford, a large amount of development is planned on sites which have been 

previously developed.  The costs associated with redeveloping sites vary when compared to 

greenfield sites, a number of additional costs are more likely to occur including contamination and 

demolition.  This comment is developed further below, however it should be highlighted on 

previously developed sites costs for abnormal works are likely to be at the top of the proposed 

ranges.   

 

 Residential Sales Values: The Viability Assessment assumes high average sales prices.  The 

Consortium has a number of fundamental concerns regarding residential sales values which are 

listed below: 

 
o Evidence Base – Savills was instructed as the marketing agents in Mill Stream and 

Beaumont Gate and continue to be the sales agents at Barton Park.  It is our opinion the 

sales values presented in the Viability Assessment are overstated.  The table below shows 

the sales figures quoted in the Viability Assessment compared to the true net sales prices. 

 

Table 2 – Assumed Sales Values against net sales values 

Site Viability Assessment 
Quote Sales Values 

Achieved Net Sales Prices 

Mill Stream £786 per sq ft £711 per sq ft 

Barton Park £490 per sq ft £469 per sq ft 

Beaumont Gate Achieving £1.3 million 
£614 per sq ft 

Average achieved £1.17 million  
£553 per sq ft 

 

When assessing residential sales values it is imperative to review the net sale prices, and 

not the asking prices.  Most housebuilders offer incentives and discounts which impact on 

the true net value and whilst sales offices may quote asking prices, in the current market 

they are often underpinned by incentives such as contributions to stamp duty, specification 

upgrades, part exchanges packages and help to buy.  Thus once analysed correctly, the 

net sales prices are significantly below asking prices.  

 

In addition, evidence quoted on residential sales values is based on the highest possible 

asking price, and not reflective of a mix of units and the requirements for housebuilders to 
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meet sales rates and therefore offer incentives and discounts on other units, therefore 

evidence needs to reviewed in the context of the achieved values across the wider site 

and not by cherry picking the a single high value unit.    

 

o Pricing – The Viability Assessment has applied an average price per sq m to assumed 

unit types in each value area.  When pricing housetypes it is typical that the price per sq ft 

diminishes the larger the housetype, i.e. a 4 bedroom house will have a lower price per 

sqm than a 2 bedroom house, this is due to the diminishing rate of return.  The Consortium 

are concerned that this does not appear to be reflected in the pricing for the residential 

typologies.  For example, the pricing for zone 4 is shown below.  Where the price per sq ft 

for a 4 bedroom house is above all other unit sizes.  In our opinion this is fundamentally 

incorrect.  

 

Table 3 – Example of Inaccurate Pricing  

Zone 1 Bed Flat 2 Bed Flat 3 Bed Flat 2 Bed 
House 

3 Bed 
House 

4 Bed 
House 

4 £9,214psm £7,384psm £6,671psm £7,233psm £10,118psm £10,947psm 

 £856psf £686psf £620psf £672psf £940psf £1,017psf 

 

Further, based on the evidence produced above, we strongly advise that the pricing for 

the larger properties, cannot be evidenced by transactional evidence.  Within Zone 4 the 

Viability Assessment is indicating that a four bedroom house on average achieves £1.325 

million (based on the assumed floor area of 121 sqm9).  The Consortium would request 

that evidence to substantiate this is provided.   

 

Savills have taken a high level view of pricing in Botley / Osney and Wolvercote which 

both fall within Zone 4 and arrive at the following observations: 

 

 No houses have sold in Wolvercote in the past year over £775,000, even when 

applying a 15% premium for a new build house (as assumed within the Viability 

Assessment, but not supported by Savills), this arrives at a price of £891,250 for a 

new build 4 bedroom house. Further it is Savills’ opinion that new build properties in 

Wolvercote (Wolvercote Paper Mill) will be marketed significantly below the 

£1.325million for properties which are considerably larger than 121 sqm, therefore 

demonstrating that the pricing is over inflated.  

                                                      
9 Economic Viability Assessment by GVA; page 26 Dwelling Assumptions para 7.7 Dwelling size mix 
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 Within Botley it is clear from land registry data that there has been limited 

transactional evidence within this area of Oxford.  The best evidence is Beaumont 

Gate, and as stated above the net sales values achieved at this scheme are 

overstated.  The sales evidence for this scheme is provided below: 

 

Table 4 – Net Sales Prices from Beaumont Gate, Abbey Road, Oxford  

Plot  Type Beds Sq. Ft Prices £ Per sq. 
Ft 

Date Sold 

7 end terr 4 2,103 £1,050,000 £499 Jun-18 

8 mid terr 3 2,132 £1,265,000 £593 May-18 

9 end terr 4 2,115 £1,285,000 £608 Feb-18 

10 end terr 4 2,103 £1,050,000 £499 Jun-18 

11 mid terr 3 2,132 £1,275,000 £598 Apr-18 

12 end terr 4 2,115 £1,100,000 £520 Jun-18 

Total      12,700 £7,025,000 £553   

 

It is worth noting that the achieved sales prices are considerably below the average 

assumed value of £1.325million for a four bedroom house in Zone 4 and in addition 

the comparables provide over 74 sqm (800 sq ft) more accommodation.  Therefore the 

average price achieved at Beaumont Gate is £5,952 per sq m (£553 per sq ft) 

compared to £10,947 per sq m assumed in the Viability Assessment.  Further 

demonstrating the assumed sales values are fundamentally unable to be supported 

by evidence.  

 

o Market Uncertainty – the Consortium also draws your attention to the current market 

uncertainty within the residential housing markets.  Housebuilders across the region, including 

in Oxford, are experiencing lower footfall and transaction levels, impacting on sales rates.  Any 

optimistic pricing is now undergoing adjustments, with asking prices being reduced by c. 10% 

across multiple sites in and around Oxford.  House prices have experienced minimal annual 

growth (1% nationwide; 1.7% ONS) and Savills house price forecasts for the south east 

anticipate 0% house price growth in 2019.  Further to the macro-market conditions, it is widely 

acknowledged that prices in Oxford have been inflated due to low levels of supply.  There is 

now significant planned and under construction housing around the City’s boundaries which 

will reduce the level of house price inflation as supply increases.  This further supports that 

assumes to sales values must be based on transactional net evidence and not asking prices.  

 

 Build Costs – the build costs within the Viability Assessment are based upon BCIS average build 

prices rebased to Oxford.  We have reviewed the build costs provided against the current average 
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build costs, last updated 1st September 2018 rebased to Oxford.  The evidence provided below 

shows that the build costs are underestimated by c.10 to 15% dependant on the figures adopted.   

 

 

Figure 5 – Updated BCIS Build Costs 

 Viability 
Assessment Build 

Cost  

BCIS Build Costs 
as at 1st Sept 2018 

Percentage 
Difference 

Flats £1,412 -£1,486  
£131 -£138 

£1,569 - £1,644 
£146 - £153 

10.63% - 11.12%  

Houses £1,205 -£1,268 
£112 - £118  

£1,376 - £1,412 
£128 - £131 

11.36% - 14.19% 

 

 The Consortium requests that the viability inputs are updated prior to examination to reflect the 

current market.   

  

It should be highlighted that a number of other assumptions are linked to the BCIS cost 

assumption applied such as professional fees, contingences and design standards (discussed 

below), therefore the implications of these figures being significantly lower than market norm is 

heightened further. 

 

 Site Works, Infrastructure and Abnormal Costs – the viability assessment only allows for a 

Section 278 cost of £500,000 per ha.  We have calculated the rate based on the development 

proposed at the two largest residential sites and this equates to a contribution of £11,095 per plot 

(at St Frideswide Farm) and £11,388 per plot (at Littlemore Park).  This is significantly below the 

advice provided within the Harman Report which states strategic infrastructure and site servicing 

costs are typically in order of £17,000 to £23,000 per plot.  This estimated range was provided in 

2012, and therefore applying BCIS indexation (BCIS all in tender price index) to these results an 

up to date cost estimate is £23,460 to £31,740 per plot10.  Demonstrating the assumptions within 

the Viability Assessment underestimate these costs significantly.  In addition abnormal costs are 

more generally associated with the redevelopment of previously developed land and they are 

applied to cover costs above the standard development costs, including items such as demolition, 

remediation, remodelling of site levels, flood mitigation, archaeological works, and so forth.  

Development in Oxford typically incurs high levels of abnormal costs due to the tight site constraint 

                                                      
10 BCIS all in tender price index, 2Q 2012 index is 230; 4Q 2018 forecast index is 318 representing a 38% increase.  
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when undertaking developments, the high proportion of land adversely impacted by the flood zone 

and the historical nature of the City and the requirement for archaeological works.  

 

 Section 106 Costs – for larger sites which are likely to have higher infrastructure requirements, 

the developments are likely to have to contribute to site specific mitigation measures as well as 

CIL.  Further, the DCS itself confirms this position ‘section 106 agreements and Section 278 

Highways Agreements will continue to be used to secure site-specific mitigation and affordable 

housing. In some instances, S106 agreements may be used in strategic development sites 

needing the provision of their own specific infrastructure for which delivery may be more suitably 

dealt with through S106s.11’  The current Economic Viability Assessment does not allow for any 

Section 106 payments for site specific mitigation.  We strongly recommend this is reviewed and 

an allowance is provided based on the amount of Section 106 contributions on sites which have 

achieved planning permission since the adoption of CIL.  

 

1.46 It is fundamental that the Viability Study includes assumptions that are reflective of the market and 

thereby produces realistic land values. Further to this, it is inappropriate to compare the testing results 

to benchmark land values which aren’t based on levels reflective of the market and that which 

landowner’s are likely to release their land for development.  

 

1.47 The proposed rates have increased significantly since the adoption of the current CIL Charging 

Schedule.  Whilst values have risen over this period (October 2013 to September 2018), so have costs.  

We provide a comparison below of the average house price in Oxford compared to BCIS all in tender 

price index.  We include below a summary: 

 

Figure 6 – Average House Prices in Oxford 

 Oct-13 Sep-18 % Change 

Average House Price* £310,807 £424,231 36.49% 

BCIS all in Tender Price Index 239 318 33.05% 

* Based on UK House Price Index data 

 

It is possible to identify that although house prices have increased since October 2013, build costs 

inflation has largely mitigated any additional profit from this increase. 

 
Part 3 - Interpretation of Results 

 

                                                      
11 Oxford City Council Draft Charging Schedule (November 2018) para. 46 
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1.48 It should be noted that the Viability Assessment places weight on increasing house prices and values 

in Oxford.  Whilst it is noted that Oxford has high house prices, affordability in the City is extremely 

stretched and there has been a recent period of stalled house price growth due to the constraints of 

affordability and the wider political uncertainty due to Brexit.  In addition, much of the house price growth 

has been mitigated by build cost inflation.  Similarly whilst office values have risen due to a lack of 

supply over the past 2 years, caution must be placed when assessing true values which are being 

achieved within the City.  We are aware that a headline rent was achieved in the City of £31.50 per sq 

ft, however once this has been adjusted to reflect the discount for the rent across the various floors and 

spaces, and the incentives were taken into consideration this falls to around £28 per sq ft (NIA).  It is 

crucial when assessing commercial values the net rent is applied to the net floor area, otherwise the 

rental value would be extremely overstated.  

 
Benchmark Land Values 
 
1.49 We note that no transactional evidence has been provided when reviewing benchmark land values.  

There have been a number of land transaction especially for residential development land since the 

adoption of the current charging schedule.  It is our opinion transactional evidence is the best source 

for basing the benchmark land value.   

 

1.50 Viability buffers are recommended within the CIL Regulation when calculating CIL rates using viability 

testing results. They are used to mitigate against fluctuations within the market to ensure that the rates 

are not set at the margins of viability. In times of political and economic uncertainty, changing market 

assumptions and expectations, alongside the historic under delivery of housing within the City it is 

fundamental that additional leverage is allowed for within the proposed rates.  

 

1.51 We would therefore strongly recommend that a minimum viability cushion of 30% should be adopted 

and request that the Council confirms that this approach has been undertaken when justifying the 

proposed CIL Charging Schedule at examination.  

 
 
Relief 

 

1.52 With regard to Exceptional Circumstances Relief and Discretionary Charity Relief we note that Oxford 

City Council are not proposing to make this relief available.  

 

1.53 We do not consider there to be any detriment arising from the Council making available such reliefs 

within policies as part of its Charging Schedule, as the Council will still retain control over the application 

of the policies. There are strict tests surrounding the availability and applicability of Exceptional 
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Circumstances Relief. It would therefore only be applicable to those schemes that can justify the need 

for it and meet those strict tests. 

 

1.54 We therefore suggest that the Council considers making Discretionary Social Housing, Exceptional 

Circumstances and Discretionary Charitable Relief available setting out clearing the eligibility criteria 

and operation of the reliefs from the adoption of their CIL Charging Schedule.  

Conclusion 

 

The assessment of planned development and its viability is an inherent test of the CIL Examination, making 

the following points significant: 

 

 Typologies – The typologies assessed do not reflect the development proposed in the draft Local 

Plan, further there is no assessment for commercial B1 uses.  This is of major concern to the 

Consortium and we strongly recommend B1 uses are assessed and the assessment is made 

available for public consultation prior to examination.  It is our opinion the proposed rates for B1 

uses and D1 uses are currently in contravention of Section 211 (7a) of the Planning Act (as 

amended) as they are not based on any appropriate evidence.  

 

 Residential Sales Values – It is the Consortium and Savills opinions that the sales values 

assumed in the residential residual appraisals are considerably overstated. Evidence we have 

provided demonstrates that the sales values for Zone 4 are not substantiated by evidence therefore 

a full review with justified evidence needs to be provided.  

 

 Viability Inputs – In addition to the residential sales values, the Consortium have fundamental 

concerns that certain development costs are understated and / or not included appropriately within 

the residual appraisals.  This particularly relates to build costs, abnormal costs and Section 106 

costs.  It is our strong recommendation that the Council’s consultants GVA re-run the appraisals 

based on up to date and appropriate inputs.  

 

 Application of Buffer - It is fundamental that a minimum viability cushion of 30% should be 

adopted within the proposed Oxford City rates to minimise risk to the housing supply, particularly 

when the housing delivery is historically not meeting the required need. This is particularly 

important in light of a number of uncertainties within the wider political and economic backdrop 

alongside general property market fluctuations. 

 



 

19 

 Risk to Development Delivery - In light of the above, the Consortium are concerned that the 

proposed increased CIL rates, will exacerbate the consistent under delivery of housing which 

includes the very low rates of affordable housing delivery, across the City and ultimately risks the 

delivery of the housing targets beyond 2019.  Further, the proposed CIL rates will hinder 

commercial office space within the City, and currently these are proposed without the City Council 

providing any evidence base for the proposed rates.  

 

 Regulation 123 List – is reviewed and the large infrastructure projects such as the Cowley Branch 

line are added to ensure CIL can be used to fund this project.  

 
1.55 We would therefore strongly advise that additional viability testing with updated assumptions reflecting 

market and industry standard levels of costs are modelled. We also reiterate the importance of ensuring 

the value assumptions are accurate within the Economic Viability Study.   

 

1.56 Moving forward, Savills is open to a meeting with the OCC and its advisors to discuss the approach 

taken and to discuss common ground to ensure the CIL rates do not hinder future development within 

the City.  

 
Yours faithfully 

For and on behalf of Savills (UK) Ltd 

 

Elizabeth  Foulkes 
Associate Director 
 


