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INTRODUCTION

This is a rebuttal proof of evidence in relation to the Proof of Evidence of
Pascal Levine, on ‘Planning Obligations Strategy’ submitted on behalf of
Croudace Homes Ltd in relation to Church Fields.

As the Inspector and all of the parties are aware, negotiations in relation to
site-specific s106 agreements are proceeding with all three appellants. This
rebuttal is only intended to address those aspects of the WNDC Planning
Obligations Strategy which remain relevant to the Inquiry and those on-going
negotiations. It deals with Pascal Levine's Proof of Evidence, section by
section.
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REBUTTAL EVIDENCE

SECTION 1: INTRODUCTION

para 1.1.4. My evidence to the Inquiry is that the form and content of the
development appraisals included in the Planning Obligations Strategy are fit
for that purpose and were robustly constructed. Pascal Levine appears not to
understand how the matrix of appraisals fit into the wider Strategy or their
relevance to this particular application. The Strategy is inherently flexible, in
order to deal with site-specific circumstances, in particular, scheme viability.
He has provided no evidence, for example, concerning the development
appraisals which his client has no doubt undertaken, in support of his
assertion that applying the discounted Standard Charge to the Church Fields
appeal will ‘result in development becoming unviable'.

SECTION 2: PLANNING OBLIGATIONS STRATEGY

para 2.2.6. The Strategy and supporting documents were subject to minor
amendment in December 2008. The versions available as CD4.8, 4.9 and
4.10 are the published final version. My responses are based on that final
version but, in all material respects, this is the same as the version considered
and approved by the WNDC Board in October 2008, which Pascal Levine
should have seen.

para 2.3.3. The relationship between the full and discounted Standard
Charge is clearly set out in the Strategy as is the logic for the approaches
adopted.

para 2.4.6. The appraisal matrix, appended to the Technical Report,
[CDA4.9], sets out the results of over 1600 appraisals which combine a range
of sales values, density of development and build costs appropriate to each
density. | do not accept Pascal Levine's assertion that the build costs were
inappropriate for each density band. The published figures in the Strategy
were based on Q4 2007 data. An allowance of 10% (as included in the
Strategy) is appropriate for external works on most sites.

para 2.4.8. The likely costs of implementing the Code for Sustainable Homes
have been extensively researched (for example by Cyril Sweett for English
Partnerships). Based on this and recent experience of specific sites, | am
satisfied that the CIS standard costs are sufficient to deliver Code for
Sustainable Homes Level 3, which is at present only a requirement for
affordable housing subject to public funding. Generally, there is no mandatory
requirement for private sector housing to comply with the Code although there
is a requirement that housing is rated against the Code. Normal appraisal
practice does not include making allowances for future legislative change.

para 2.5.2. Pascal Levine's assertion is incorrect. Many recent appraisals
have been using fee percentages of 8.5 to 9% and the allowance made in the
Strategy is certainly adequate.
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