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ANALYSIS INFORMATION

	Land Use Details:

	
	Use Class
	Use Description
	Floorspace (GIA)

	Existing
	B1 Offices
Basement (parking / ancillary storage)
TOTAL
	10,688sqm
  3,140sqm 

13,828sqm

	Proposed
	B1 Offices
A1 Retail
Basement (parking / ancillary storage)

TOTAL

	12,346sqm
  1,661sqm

 3,140sqm

17,147sqm

	Parking Details:

	
	General parking
	Disabled parking
	Cycle parking

	Existing
	40
	4
	40

	Proposed
	26
	5
	76

	Difference in spaces
	-14
	1
	26


OFFICERS’ REPORT   
Reason for Referral to Committee: 

The proposal constitutes a ‘major development’ which involves the construction of more than 1000sqm of non-residential floorspace [Clause 3 (i)].
In addition to the viability assessment contained within the officer’s report, a copy of the independent review of the applicant’s viability assessment is attached as an appendix. This review, undertaken by BPS Chartered Surveyors,  considers and challenges the financial information submitted including the viability benchmark figure and proposed scheme costs of the submitted assessment and establishes whether the development is capable of making a contribute towards affordable housing.
1.
SITE AND SURROUNDINGS
1.1 The application site is 0.33ha and located on the east side of Gray’s Inn Road. The site comprises a ‘U-shaped’ Class B1 office building which has a GEA of 15,686sqm and a 1,212sqm open courtyard to the north.  The existing offices are part vacant and part tenanted. The site is located in between the Bloomsbury Conservation Area and the Hatton Garden Conservation Area.
1.2 The ‘main building’ extends over ten floors (comprising a sub-basement, basement, and ground to seventh floors) with a plant area on the roof. The average floor plate of the building extends to approx. 1,125sqm GIA. This building fronts both Gray’s Inn Road (its principle entrance) and Brooke Street. There is a service yard sited to the rear of the building which is accessible off Brooke Street. The service yard also provides ramped access to the basement car park (currently facilitating 44 vehicle parking spaces and 40 cycle parking spaces).
1.3 The Brooke Street Annex (referred to hereafter as ‘The Annex’) comprises the north eastern wing of the building. The Annex extends over ground to fourth floors and has a service core off the existing Brooke Street entrance. The average floor plate of The Annex extends approx. 360sqm GIA.
1.4 To the north west of Fox Court is 24-28 Gray’s Inn Road, which is currently three 5 storey terraced blocks comprising 3 commercial units at ground and basement floors and 4 upper floors in Class B1 offices, however planning permission has been recently been granted to re-develop the building (expanded below in para. 3.5). To the north of the courtyard is Brookes Court which comprises low density residential dwellings and community uses, principally one and two storey buildings. To the north east of the application site is a 5 storey residential block fronting Brooke Street with the St Alban and Martyr Church beyond. 
1.5 The area surrounding the site is mixed, containing residential, office, retail, and community uses akin to its central London location. The site has a PTAL rating of 6b (excellent) through being well served by a regular bus services, Chancery Lane underground station, as well as cycling and pedestrian facilities. 
2.
THE PROPOSALS
2.1
This planning application has been submitted to provide an additional 3,319sqm of floorspace, which includes a 1,661sqm Class A1 retail unit on the ground floor and 1,658sqm of new Class B1 office accommodation on the upper floors. The floorspace would be provided through the erection of a 4 storey infill extension in the existing courtyard area. 

2.2
The proposals also include the refurbishment of the building including the addition of a new entrance, glazing walls, granite panels and the replacement of the existing entrance to the west (front) elevation, the relocation of the plant/equipment and the installation of photovoltaic panels at roof level.
2.3
The car park is to be reconfigured, resulting in a reduction of the number of vehicle spaces from 40 to 26. This would allow for enhanced provision for disabled drivers (5 spaces) and the creation of 76 cycle spaces, 12 motorcycle spaces and male and female changing facilities, with showers and lockers. 
3.
RELEVANT HISTORY
The application site

3.1 The original building was purpose built in the 1960’s to provide office accommodation. The existing central courtyard area was subsequently developed in the 1976 following planning permission being granted for a 4-storey computer centre with ancillary offices (ref: N16/20/A/18886). The structure had a metal design and, as the internal environment was strictly controlled, included no windows. 
3.2 In 1994 permission was granted for refurbishment of the building including the demolition of a 4 storey computer block and the creation of a landscaped courtyard the insertion of windows to the south and east elevations the recladding of the west elevation and the erection of small extensions at second third and fourth floor levels to provide new office accommodation (ref: 9401522). The computer centre was demolished in 1996 and the consent was fully implemented.
3.3 In September 2011 planning permission was granted for the creation of entrance door and canopy to Brooke Street frontage at ground floor level (ref: 2011/4481/P). And in June 2012 consent was secured for alterations to the Gray’s Inn Road entrance which included installation of new doors and the replacement of existing fenestration.
3.4 Permission was secured in November 2012 for a change of use of part of the ground floor to rear from office use (Class B1) to dual use as offices (Class B1) and appeals and tribunal services (Sui Generis) (ref: 2012/4667/P).
Adjoining sites

3.5 In April 2012 planning permission was granted for a mixed use redevelopment of Nos 24 -28 Gray’s Inn Road, the property immediately to the north of Fox Court. This permission involved the demolition of the existing terraced building and its replacement with a six-storey building comprising retail units, offices and residential accommodation (Ref: 2012/0081/P).
3.6 No.150 Holborn, the property immediately south of Fox Court was recently granted planning permission for the internal refurbishment of the premises, including the extension and reconfiguration of the B1office accommodation and the inclusion of ClassC3 residential units (Ref: 2011/4198/P). The application also comprises the partial change of use from shops (Class A1) to offices (Class B1) and partial change of use from offices (Class B1) to financial services (Class A2).The building is proposed to be reclad. The scheme provides for a major upgrade of the principal façade to Gray’s Inn Road.
4.
CONSULTATIONS


Statutory Consultees

4.1 Thames Water: No objection but request various informatives in regard to good practice in managing surface and waste water drainage discharges and ensure adequate steps to ensure appropriate measures for connections to the sewerage network are taken. Conditions should be imposed to require a water supply impact study and piling method statement.
CAAC and Local Groups

4.2 Bloomsbury CAAC – Objection on the grounds that the proposals would appear to be an over-development of an already dense site providing a very deep floor plate and precluding natural light.

Adjoining Occupiers

	
	

	Number of letters sent
	211

	Total number of responses received
	3

	Number in support
	0

	Number of objections
	2


Public consultation
4.3 Neighbour notification letters were sent out on 12/02/2013. Site notices were displayed around the application site from 15/02/2013 and a press notice was published in the Ham & High on 21/02/2013. 
Summary

4.4 2 letters of objection have been received from the occupiers of 28 & 32 Brookes Court which have raised concerns over a loss of daylight/sunlight to their properties.
4.5 Representations have been received from the HM Courts and Tribunal Services (HMCTS) which occupies the entire fourth and fifth floors of the main Fox Court building. Whilst not raising an objection to the proposals they have requested that a condition should be appended to any planning consent requiring for the applicant to work with the existing occupiers to reduce the amount of disruption operations.
5.
POLICY CONTEXT
5.1 
Set out below are policy documents (including listed of relevant Council policies) that the proposals have primarily been assessed against. However, it should be noted that recommendations are based on assessment of the proposals against the development plans taken as a whole together with other material considerations
5.2
National and City-Wide Policy

National Planning Policy Framework 2012


London Plan 2011
London Borough of Camden Local Development Framework
Core Strategy:
CS1 (Distribution of growth)

CS2 (Growth areas)

CS5 (Managing the impact of growth and development)

CS7 (Promoting Camden’s centres and shops)

CS8 (Promoting a successful and inclusive Camden economy)

CS9 (Achieving a successful Central London)

CS10 (Supporting community facilities and services)

CS11 (Promoting sustainable and efficient travel)

CS13 (Tackling climate change through promoting higher environmental standards)

CS14 (Promoting high quality places and conserving our heritage)

CS15 (Protecting and improving our parks and open spaces and encouraging biodiversity)

CS16 (Improving Camden’s health and well-being)

CS18 (Dealing with our waste and encouraging recycling)

CS19 (Delivering and monitoring the Core Strategy)

Development Policies:
DP1 (Mixed use development)

DP2 (Making full use of Camden’s capacity for housing)

DP3 (Contributions to the supply of affordable housing)

DP12 (Supporting strong centres and managing the impact of food, drink, entertainment and other town centre uses)

DP13 (Employment premises and sites)

DP16 (The transport implications of development)

DP17 (Walking, cycling and public transport)

DP18 (Parking standards and limiting the availability of car parking)

DP19 (Managing the impact of parking)

DP20 (Movement of goods and materials)

DP21 (Development connecting to the highway network)

DP22 (Promoting sustainable design and construction)

DP23 (Water)

DP24 (Securing high quality design)

DP25 (Conserving Camden’s heritage)

DP26 (Managing the impact of development on occupiers and neighbours)

DP28 (Noise and Vibration)

DP29 (Improving access)

DP30 (Shopfronts)

DP31 (Provisions of, and improvement to, open space and outdoor sport and recreation facilities)

DP32 (Air quality and Camden’s Clear Zone)


Supplementary Planning Policies
Camden Planning Guidance (CPG) 2011:
· CPG 1 (Design)

· CPG 2 (Housing) 

· CPG 3 (Sustainability)

· CPG 6 (Amenity) 

· CPG 7 (Transport) 

· CPG 8 (Planning obligations)

· Bloomsbury Conservation Area Statement (2011)
· St Giles to Holborn Place Plan (2012)

6.
ASSESSMENT

6.1
The principal considerations material to the determination of this application are summarised as follows:
· Land use policy issues;





· Urban Design and heritage assets;
· Amenity;
· Transport and servicing;

· Landscaping / Trees / Biodiversity; 

· Local employment;
· Sustainability and energy issues;

· CIL 

Land use policy issues

The provision of new B1 office floorspace
6.2 The government guidance set out in the NPPF underlines a commitment towards securing economic growth, improving job opportunities and creating prosperity and that the planning system should proactively support business development.
6.3 Under policy CS2 of the LDF the Holborn area is recognised as being suitable for ‘intensification’ and the Council therefore seek to provide 2000 indicative jobs between 2001 and 2026 and expects to achieve these targets through relatively small-scale, private sector-led schemes through the redevelopment of existing office premises. 
6.4 The St Giles and Holborn Place Plan (adopted in October 2012), takes forward the Council’s aspirations for the promotion of growth in the Holborn area. The Place Plan therefore recognises the need to protect good quality employment space in the borough that is fit for modern business needs and that the council will continue to consider appropriate development that includes provision of high quality modern office space to attract new business occupiers into the area.  
6.5 Policy DP13 of the LDF seeks to retain land and buildings that are suitable for continued business use and will resist a change to non-business use. The development proposals would result in the creation of approximately 1,685sqm of additional office floorspace as well as a new office reception area. Whilst an element of the existing ground floor office floorspace would be lost as a result of the proposed Class A1 use, the total amount of new office floorspace would be increased significantly by the development. 
6.6 The provision of new and the refurbishment of existing office floorspace is supported as it would ensure the longevity of an office use on the site, increase employment levels within the borough and promote economic growth in accordance with planning policy.
The provision of new Class A1 retail floorspace

6.7 The NPPF states in paragraph 23 that planning should encourage competitive town centre growth by promoting and facilitating a diverse retail offer in town centres. 
6.8 As identified above, the site is located right on the edge of the Growth Area and where new retail uses are proposed outside the areas listed in policy CS7 the Council will take a sequential approach to considering the suitability of the site, having regard to the distribution of retail growth identified in CS7 and the existing retail hierarchy.
6.9 The site is also located 60m away from Central London Frontage and therefore justification for retail uses of this nature need to demonstrate that it would not harm the vitality and viability of the frontage to function, as well as information on the availability of the equivalent type of retail floorspace in the area.
6.10 The application proposes the creation of a retail unit on the ground floor of the building with a total of 1,661sqm GIA. The applicant has not outlined an intended occupier, but this would lend itself to a variety of retail uses, including a supermarket.
6.11 In terms of its local context, the application site directly fronts onto the west side of Gray’s Inn Road and whilst the existing land use is offices there are a number of retail units within close proximity. The adjoining rows of buildings to the north and south of the application site have small retail or café uses on the ground floor. Whilst these units have in the past been fully occupied by local and national businesses many of these businesses have relocated to other premises or have close down completely. On a recent assessment, 6 out of 10 units were vacant and it appeared that some had been boarded up for a considerable period of time. The most recent national operator to move out of the area was Snow & Rock, a shop which specialises in mountain sports clothing and equipment. Opposite the application site is a large Argos and a Robert Dyas, who specialise in the sale of bulky items for the home.
6.12 The Central London frontage, approx. 60m south of the site is along High Holborn. This frontage has mainly national and international retail and restaurant operators, such as McDonalds, Costa, Cotswold, Boots, Monsoon and Sports Direct. Both NatWest and Barclays banks also have a presence along the frontage. There are vacancies within the frontage, however these would not provide the required level of floorspace in order to accommodate the type of unit which is proposed by this application.
6.13 In balancing the requirements of policy DP12 to protect the vitality and viability of designated shopping frontages and the drive towards promoting economic growth through the creation of employment within the Borough, Officers consider that the provision of a retail unit on the ground floor of building is appropriate in this instance. Furthermore, the unit could have the potential to act as a catalyst for businesses taking up leases in the nearby vacant ground floor units along Gray’s Inn Road.
Mixed use development

6.14 The application site is located within the Central London Area and therefore policy DP1 is applicable in this instance. Policy DP1 seeks to provide mixed use development and states that where proposals would create an additional 200sqm of floorspace in central London locations, a contribution to the Borough’s housing supply is required.  It states that the Council will seek to negotiate up to 50% of the additional gross floorspace as housing. Where inclusion of a secondary use cannot practically be achieved on the site, the Council may accept a contribution to the mix of uses elsewhere in the area, or exceptionally a payment-in-lieu. Below considers the requirement for housing as part of this development proposal:
On-site housing

6.15 The applicant has gone to great lengths in exploring the possibility of providing residential use on site, both within the main office building and The Annex. However, owing to the need to provide a separate entrance, lift and staircase and the need to ensure an efficient use of space, the provision of residential use within the building is not considered to be appropriate. The Council have also been presented with options for extensions were additional storeys would be added for housing units. However Officers are of the opinion that the additional height of adding storeys in both proposed locations would unacceptable due to its impact on the townscape as the building is already recognised as one of the tallest in the area. There would potentially be an impact on the daylight / sunlight received by neighbouring dwellings. 
6.16 The applicants have also indicated that the rooftop options were unlikely to be practical because the structure of the building would have to be strengthened to take the additional load, two storeys of rooftop plant would have to be moved, and additional cores would have to be placed through the building which would disrupt the existing tenants and reduce the quality of the office floorplates. In light of these of these findings Officers are of the view that development is unable to accommodate housing onsite.
Off-site housing
6.17 Turning to an off-site provision of housing, and notwithstanding viability considerations,  the applicant has confirmed that Fox Court is currently the only property in their portfolio within the London Borough of Camden and are therefore unable to provide the required residential floorspace on an alternative site which is under their ownership. 
6.18 The applicants therefore instructed their letting agents (Knight Frank and Farebrother) to investigate whether there are any sites that are on the market within the Holborn and Covent Garden Ward which could be acquired for residential purposes, thereby achieving the desired mix of uses within the area. The letting agents were briefed to find available sites which are capable of providing approx. 1,660sqm of residential accommodation.
6.19 A report was subsequently submitted which details the findings of the search undertaken by Knight Frank and Farebrother. This report provides information on the steps which took place to find suitable sites, including searches on the EGI, Costar/Focus, EACH and the Commercial Property Register (CPR). The searches produced as list of 7 properties within the Ward, however all of these were considered to be inappropriate due to either cost or their suitability for conversion into residential accommodation. 
6.20 In light of the above findings Officers are satisfied that the applicant has successfully demonstrated that either an on-site or off-site provision of residential floorspace is not achievable in respect of the proposed scheme. 
Payment in lieu / Viability of the scheme 
6.21 The applicants have submitted a viability assessment which was undertaken by Turner Morum Chartered Surveyors, dated February 2013, outlining the economics of the development, to explain why they believe a payment in lieu towards housing is not viable in this instance.  BPS Chartered Surveyors were therefore instructed to independently review the information which was submitted based on the economic viability of the schemes proposed and any relevant affordable housing contributions which could be required. 
6.22 BPS has confirmed that the appraisal to model the case and scenarios are considered to represent an accurate basis for appraising the development proposals. In addition, their cost consultant has reviewed the Cost Plan by Paragon and undertaken an assessment of the build cost estimate against Building Cost Information Service (BCIS) tender prices, and has concluded that they are reasonable for a scheme of this nature. 
6.23 In relation to the existing use valuation by Knight Frank, BPS agree with the approach taken although they were provided with little evidence to substantiate this valuation, including the rental values and the void/rent-free periods. Given the age of the building and its need for considerable modernisation, it is important that it is adequately demonstrated that the building is still “fit for purpose” and can achieve the Knight Frank’s estimated rents and occupancy levels without the need for comprehensive refurbishment or redevelopment. The EUV of the building is recognised as £52,250,000.
6.24 Turner Morum’s viability submission asserts that the scheme is not sufficiently viable to fund an off-site affordable housing contribution. Their appraisal shows a projected deficit of -£6,000,000, based on a profit margin of 8.9%. BPS has confirmed that they agree with this figure. Having concluded that there is currently no margin of viability within the base case to support an affordable contribution, there remains a possibility that the scheme’s viability could be improved based on outturn costs and values. 
6.25 Turner Morum have agreed to an understanding on the scheme’s viability and concluded that they have taken divergent views on the appropriate treatment of developer profit. This makes a subsequent review of viability more difficult to achieve and given the scale of the contribution such a review may be regarded as excessive. The potential for the schemes viability to improve has therefore the requirement for a further review of viability in the future and the applicant. 
6.26 The applicant has confirmed that they are willing to making a £75,000 housing contribution, which has been accepted subject to a deferred contribution sought on a reappraisal of the viability assessment.
6.27 The deferred contribution therefore has been calculated as:
Total net additional floorspace GEA                             3,290sqm

Requirement for housing 

(50% of net additional floorspace)  


1,645sqm

DP3 requirement for on-site affordable 16%                    263sqm

Camden multiplier for payment-in-lieu calculation for non-residential schemes

of over 2,000 sq m net additional area 
             £1,350 per sqm

Upfront Housing contribution:


   
- £75,000

Deferred contribution:



         £2,145,750
Urban Design 
6.28 The site is sandwiched in between the Bloomsbury Conservation Area and the Hatton Garden Conservation Area. Policy DP25 is therefore applicable as this does not permit development outside of a conservation area that causes harm to the character and appearance of that conservation area. The site is within an Archaeological Priority Area and in the Strategic View from Primrose Hill to St Paul’s Cathedral.
Archaeology 

6.29 In terms of archaeology, the Historic Environment Assessment submitted with the application concludes that there is a low potential that the site contains significant archaeological assets, and a very low potential for remains in the area. Taking this into consideration, as well as the sites planning history, it is not considered applicable to require further site-specific evaluations in this instance.
Infill Extension
6.30 The proposed extension although large would be subordinate to the main building and is not considered to result in over development of the site. Moreover, the extension would be largely concealed from public view and would not impact upon the character and appearance of the area. The extension is considered to be of high quality, and relates to the host building to create a coherent set of structures on the site. 
6.31 The extension would appear relatively lightweight due to the use of glazed curtain walling. This would also decrease its impact on adjoining future occupiers of No.24-28 Gray’s Inn Road and those living within Brookes Court as much as possible.
6.32 Concerns have been raised by the CAAC that the proposed office floospace within the extension would not receive sufficient daylight / sunlight levels, however Officers are of the opinion that the level of glazing on the southern flank elevation as well as the atrium would ensure that it does adequately.
Shop Front

6.33 The new shopfront would improve the appearance of the commercial building from the street including removing the unsightly access ramp. The element of the proposal would enliven the street scene and improve access provisions into the building and along the pavement. No signage is proposed and the provision any new sign for either the retail unit or building generally would be dealt with as part of a separate application.
Use of materials
6.34 The success of the proposed development is considered to depend on the appropriate use of high quality materials, detailed design and finished appearance. Whilst the proposed materials relate well to the building and the wider context of the conservation area this is a matter which would be dealt with through a planning condition.
Amenity
6.35 Policy DP26 seeks to protect the quality of life of neighbours from development. Amenity considerations can be largely grouped as follows, daylight and sunlight, outlook, privacy and overlooking, noise disturbance and lightspill. Issues relating to construction and demolition are considered in the transport section of this report.
Daylight and sunlight
6.36 In relation to daylight and sunlight, DP26 refers to the tests and standards detailed in the BRE document Site Layout Planning for Daylight and Sunlight - A Guide to Good Practice. The submitted sunlight and daylight assessment assesses the impact on the light receivable by the neighbouring at 1 Brookes Court, 19-28 Brookes Court, 29-32 Brookes Court and 24 – 28 Gray’s Inn Road (based on the approved plans for residential conversion of the property).
6.37 The submitted assessment looks first at Vertical Skylight Component (VSC) which measures the potential for good daylight to a given point on a building façade. This does not measure actual daylight accessing a room but is a good indication of the potential of a development to have an impact on light conditions. BRE advises that if there is a reduction below 27% VSC and the ratio of impact is more than 20% (i.e. the VSC is reduced to less than 0.8 its former value) then there is the potential for a neighbouring property to experience noticeably poorer light conditions. The results of this element of the assessment identifies that all of the windows of neighbouring dwellings meet the BRE guidelines. 
6.38 The sunlight results show that all windows tested meet the BRE guidelines criteria achieving either an APSH above 25% with 5% in the winter months, a ratio reduction of at least 0.8 times its former value or has a reduction in sunlight received over the whole year less than 4% of Annual Probable Sunlight Hours.
6.39 In terms of the potential for the development to cause overshadowing to the gardens of 29-32 Brookes Court the assessment has run visuals in the existing and proposed situates between 09:00 and 17:00. The results demonstrate that the gardens of these properties are already completely in shadow for the majority of the day in the by the existing buildings and the proposed development would not worsen the situation.
6.40 The proposed development would not have a detrimental impact on the living conditions of the existing and future occupiers of residential dwellings in terms of a loss of daylight or sunlight.
Outlook

6.41 The proposed development is not considered to compromise significantly on the outlook of the occupiers of properties within Brookes Court. The outlook from the rear of No’s 24 – 28 Gray’s Inn Road is currently blighted by the existing fire escapes and the proposals are therefore considered to represent a marked improvement to the future occupiers living conditions.
Privacy and overlooking

6.42 The office extension is sited approx. 12 - 15 metres from the nearest residential dwellings along Brookes Court. The only window within this group of buildings which would be directly facing the proposed extension is at first floor level and this appears to either be secondary window on one which serves a non-habitable room. 
6.43 There would be an element of overlooking form the proposed balcony at third floor level into the rear gardens of Brookes Court, however this is not considered to be significant given the site context and the nature of the proposed use of the extension.
6.44 To ensure that the privacy of the future occupiers of No’s 24 – 28 Gray’s Inn Road is retained the windows on first to third floors on the east elevation of the office are required to be obscurely glazed through a condition. In addition there is a requirement for a privacy screen to be erected on the east facing end of the proposed balcony at third floor level.
Noise disturbance
6.45 In order to service the new floorspace which would be created the applicant has demonstrated there is a need to provide additional plant. This is proposed to be provided on the eighth floor of the building, as shown on the submitted drawings. The accompanying noise assessment has been considered by the Council’s Environmental Health Officers. Officers are satisfied that the proposals are acceptable and would not have a detrimental impact upon the amenity of neighbouring residents or businesses, subject to appropriate conditions being imposed.
Lightspill
6.46 Given the amount glazing which is proposed in the side elevation of the proposed extension there is likely to be an element of lightspill as a result. However, it should be recognised that as the development would be providing office floorspace it is anticipated that the whole building would only be fully occupied during normal working hours and therefore the potential for this lightspill on residential amenity is minimal.
Transport and servicing
6.47 The site has a PTAL score of 6b, which indicates that is has an excellent level of accessibility by public transport. The nearest station whilst Chancery Lane (Central line) is located to the south. The nearest bus stops are located along Gray’s Inn Road. The site is also within close proximity to the TfL Cycle Hire scheme.
Cycle Parking
6.48 Camden’s Parking Standards for cycles states that 1 space is required per 250sqm over a threshold of 500sqm of use Class A1 for both staff and customers. The same rations should be applied to use Class B1 offices. 12 cycle storage/parking spaces are required for the retail Class A1 part of this application and 98 for the office Class B1 element, a total of 110 spaces. However, given that a large proportion of the office space is already existing use and the newly installed TfL Cycle Hire bank in close proximity to the site, overall total at the site of 76 spaces is appropriate.
6.49 Following a review of the proposals for the newly installed cycle storage officers are satisfied with the provision as the correct guidelines have been followed and changing facilities are being included in close proximity to the cycle storage and storage is separated from vehicular access. 
6.50 The submitted plans show that ramp is proposed to be installed for cycles to access the basement level storage which is appropriate for the development proposals which is in accordance with the guidance set out in CPG7.
Car-free development
6.51 The London Plan 2011 and policy DP18 of the LDF identify that car-free and car-capped should not only be sought for housing but also for developments in general and should be ensured by Boroughs in areas of high public transport accessibility. The application reduces the overall level of parking at the site to 26 from 40, a reduction of 14 with this space being reallocated to cycle storage and facilities. These proposals are acceptable to Camden and parking should be capped at these agreed limits, secured by a Section 106 agreement.
Construction Management Plan (CMP)
6.52 Policy DP21 seeks to protect the safety and operation of the highway network and for some development this may require control over how the development is implemented (including demolition and construction) through a Construction Management Plan (CMP) secured via a Section 106 Agreement. A draft CMP has been provided in support of this planning application demonstrating that the applicant is willing and able to complete the details once a contractor has been brought on board. The only area that required further elaboration is that around engagement with local businesses and residents about the construction phase of the project. 
6.53 The information would need to be submitted and local residents consulted on plans before this CMP can be agreed. It is therefore recommended that the submission of the CMP is secured by a Section 106 agreement. 
Servicing

6.54 Given the increased level of servicing to the site a Service Management Plan has been submitted with the application. The swept path analysis within the transport statements demonstrates that the retail unit can be serviced from Brooke Street and use the shared service yard as opposed to Gray’s Inn Road. Officers are therefore satisfied with this arrangement.
Works to the highway and proposals connecting to the public highway
6.55 As the proposed work is a partial demolition and rebuild, a financial contribution of £17,590 for highways works is required to repave the footway along the frontage of the building to properly tie it with the surrounding highway. This would also enable the Council to make good any damage that is likely to be cause by the demolition and construction of the new building. The contribution would need to be secured through a Section 106 Agreement with the Council.  
6.56 The retail outlet will have electric sliding doors and the office usage is proposed to have a rotating door. The frontage of the building has not been brought forward and therefore does not compromise the public realm any more than it does already.
Pedestrian, Cycling and Environmental Improvements
6.57 Camden’s Core Strategy details a number of strategic transport projects which are currently being developed in the borough. There is anticipated to be a significant level of short distance pedestrian trips between the site and nearby transport interchange at Chancery Lane underground station and on High Holborn and Grays Inn Road. These additional trips would have an impact on the surrounding footways and public transport facilities.  The Council generally seek a financial contribution to help to mitigate such impacts while also helping to encourage sustainable transport choices.  
6.58 The Council is also committed to rolling out the Legible London pedestrian wayfinding system and the Cycle Hire scheme across the borough. Given the significant level of pedestrian trips associated with the development, there may be potential for an additional Cycle Hire docking station within the vicinity of the site.
6.59 Taking all of the above points into consideration, the Council are seeking to secure a financial contribution of £150,000 towards pedestrian, cycling and environmental improvements in the vicinity of the site.  Confirmation has been received from the applicant that they agree to this contribution which secured be secured through a Section 106 Agreement.
Landscaping/Biodiversity and Public Open Space

6.60 The existing courtyard area has approximately 10 trees provided as part of the 1994 permission. These trees are growing in containers and are generally overshadowed by the existing building. They have limited growth potential and are not easily visible from the public realm outside the site, making a limited contribution to the character of this part of the conservation area. The majority of the courtyard area is landscaped in tiles or stones.
6.61 In order to mitigate for the loss of the trees and to enhance biodiversity within the site and area generally the application proposes to provide two ‘podium areas’ at ground floor level, one incorporates an ‘optigreen garden roof system’ and the other has planter boxes. On the main roof of the extension the application proposes to incorporate a 442sqm green roof. The landscaping proposals and the provision of green roofs are considered to be appropriate for the development, subject to further details being required by condition. 
6.62 The development is recognised has having the potential to incorporate bird and bat bricks, or retro fit them within existing buildings which are being retained and refurbished. The details of these bricks should therefore be secured through a condition. 
6.63 The guidance in CPG8 states that many developments by the extent and nature of their occupancy will lead to an increase demand for and use of public open spaces and where developments cannot realistically provide sufficient open space to meet the needs of their occupants on or off site the Council will ask a financial contribution. The development would deliver an additional 1,658sqm of office floorspace which would increase the demand for the use of public open space in close proximity to the site. Therefore in line with the guidance set out in CPG 8 the off-site public open space contribution has been calculated as £8,695 and would be secured through a Section 106 Agreement.
Local employment contributions
6.64 The submitted viability assessment comments that the total build cost of the development proposals (including the new built and refurbishment works) is approx. £7.5million. The development should therefore provide 3 construction apprentices and pay the council a support fee of £1,500 per apprentice. The applicant must also sign up to the Camden Local Procurement Code and provide a local employment, skills and local supply plan setting out their plan for delivering the above requirements, as required by CPG8.
6.65 A contribution of £21,000 to support the training and the provision of employment advice to help local residents access jobs has been calculated according to the formula laid out in CPG8.
6.66 If the end user/occupier is known, the Section 106 agreement should also provide for a specified number of apprentice or trainee places within the development according to CPG8 clause 8.22.  The end user should recruit these positions through the Council’s Economic Development Team. 
Sustainability and energy issues

6.67 London Plan climate change policies in chapter 5, Camden’s Core Strategy policy CS13 and Development Policies DP22 and DP23 require all developments to contribute to the mitigation of and adaptation to climate change, to minimise carbon dioxide emissions and contribute to water conservation and sustainable urban drainage. In order to address these requirements the applicant has submitted an Energy Strategy and Sustainability Statement and a BREEAM Pre-Assessment.
6.68 The overall approach to reducing CO2 emissions should be through a range of measures in line with a 3-step hierarchy of i) using less energy; ii) supplying energy efficiently; and iii) using renewable energy. The benchmark used is the Part L 2010 Building Regulations over which a 25% improvement should be achieved in the period 2010-2013. The submitted energy strategy confirms that the development would reduce carbon CO2 emissions by 27.5% through improving the performance of the building fabric, the incorporation of a green roof in providing environmentally enhanced landscape and water retention features and the installation of photovoltaic panels. 
6.69 Policy DP22 seeks to promote and measure sustainable design and construction by expecting non-domestic developments of 500sqm of floorspace or above to achieve “very good” in BREEAM assessments. The guidance in CPG3 further requires that the development should achieve 60% for the energy and water categories and 40% for the materials category. The submitted BREEAM assessment confirms that the development would exceed the ‘very good’ rating by achieving a score of 57.44%.  In terms of the various categories the development would fall short of the requirement in the energy (44%) and water (55%) categories, but comfortably exceed in the materials (75%) category. It has been identified that the main reason why the development falls short of the target in the energy category is because the development there is no scope for the provision of ground source heat pumps, CHP or solar hot water heating.
6.70 The proposed measures are considered to be appropriate in this instance and should therefore be secured through clauses in an Section 106 Agreement.
CIL

6.71 The proposal will be liable for the Mayor of London’s CIL as the additional floorspace exceeds 100sqm or one unit of residential accommodation. Based on the MoL’s CIL charging schedule and the information given on the plans the charge is likely to be £165,950 (3,319sqm x £50). This will be collected by Camden after the scheme is implemented and could be subject to surcharges for failure to assume liability, submit a commencement notice and late payment, or and indexation in line with the construction costs index.  
7.
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMENDATIONS
7.1 The development would provide new and refurbished office floorspace within Holborn, an area of the borough identified by local planning policy as being suitable for intensification. The proposal would create new employment opportunities and thereby stimulate growth within the area.

7.2 The new retail unit on the ground floor of the building is considered to be beneficial to the local economy and is not considered to harm the vitality and viability of the nearby Central London Frontage. The retail unit also has the potential to act a catalyst in attracting businesses to take up leases in the adjoining premises which currently remain vacant.
7.3 The proposed extension is considered to represent an appropriate form of development given the scale of the existing building and those within the surrounding area. The proposed external alterations to the building’s front façade would improve both its visual appearance along the streetscene and the existing access arrangements. The development has also been designed to have regard to the amenity of existing and future residents living in the area and would not detrimentally impact upon the highway network.
7.4 Planning Permission is therefore recommended subject to conditions and a shadow s106 Agreement which would secure the Heads of Terms listed below:
1. Housing contribution of £75,000 and deferred contribution of up to a maximum of £2,145,750 based on reappraising viability.
2. Employment and training contribution of £21,000
3. Recruitment and apprenticeships to provide 3 construction industry apprenticeships to Camden residents using a range of options tailored to the build requirements of the development. The placements would be delivered throughout the course of the development. 
4. Local Procurement - to work with the Council’s local procurement team to provide opportunities for Camden-based businesses to tender for the supply of goods and services during construction.
5. Public open space contribution of £8,965 
6. Energy Strategy

7. Sustainability Plan

8. Car capped development

9. Construction Management Plan

10. Pedestrian, cycle and public realm contribution of £150,000 towards improvements in the vicinity of the site. 
11. Highways contribution of £17,590
8.
LEGAL COMMENTS

8.1 Members are referred to the note from the Legal Division at the start of the Agenda.
Conditions and Reasons:

	1
	The development hereby permitted must be begun not later than the end of three years from the date of this permission.

Reason: In order to comply with the provisions of Section 91 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended).



	2
	The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance with the following approved plans:

Site Location Plan (P001); Site Plan (P002); Existing Drawings: P100 to P118; P300; Proposed Drawings: P200 to P219; P301; P400; P500 to P505; P600; P601; P700; P701; Reports: Planning Statement by Planning Perspectives LLP (6 February 2013); Design and Access Statement (including Lift Traffic Study and Fire Engineering Feasibility) by GMA Architecture (January 2013); Daylight, Sunlight and Overshadowing Report by Deloitte; (February 2013); Transport Statement (including a Service Management Plan and Draft Construction Traffic Management Plan) by Bellamy Roberts (January 2013); Viability Submission by Turner Morum (February 2013); Sustainability and Energy Statement by MBA Consulting Engineers Ltd (16th January 2013); BREEAM Pre-Assessment by MBA Consulting Engineers Ltd (8th January 2013); Noise Assessment by MBA Consulting Engineers Ltd (February 2013); Marketing Agent's Statement by Knight Frank and Farebrother (February 2013); Historic Environment Assessment by MOLA (29 January 2013); Structural Engineer's Report by Sinclair Johnston (January 2013); Off-site search for residential options report by Farebrother (April 2013).

Reason: For the avoidance of doubt and in the interest of proper planning.



	3
	Detailed drawings, or samples of materials as appropriate, in respect of the following, shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Council before the relevant part of the work is begun:

a) Typical details of new railings at a scale of 1:10 with finials at 1:1, including materials, finish and method of fixing into the plinth. 

b) Plan, elevation and section drawings, including jambs, head and cill, of all new window and door openings. 

c) Samples and/or manufacturer's details of new facing materials for the extension and the shopfront are to be provided on site and retained on site during the course of the works.   

The relevant part of the works shall then be carried in accordance with the approved details.

Reason:  To safeguard the appearance of the premises and the character of the immediate area in accordance with the requirements of policy CS14 of the London Borough of Camden Local Development Framework Core Strategy and policy DP24 and DP25 of the London Borough of Camden Local Development Framework Development Policies.



	4
	The use of the retail unit hereby permitted shall not be carried out outside the following times 08:00 - 22:00 Mondays to Saturdays and 08:00 - 16:00 on Sundays and Bank Holidays.

Reason: To safeguard the amenities of the adjoining premises and the area generally in accordance with the requirements of policies CS5 of the London Borough of Camden Local Development Framework Core Strategy and policy DP26 of the London Borough of Camden Local Development Framework Development Policies.



	5
	Full details of a biodiverse, substrate-based extensive living roof shall be submitted to and approved by the Local Planning Authority, in writing, before the development commences. The development shall not be carried out otherwise than in accordance with the details thus approved and shall be fully implemented before the premises are first occupied. This must include a detailed maintenance plan, details of its construction and the materials used, to include a section at a scale of 1:20, and full planting details. The substrate depth should vary between 80mm and 150mm with peaks and troughs, but should average at least 130mm. The design and planting scheme should be informed by a site biodiversity assessment and reflect the local conditions and species of interest. Extensive living roofs should be planted with 16 plugs per sqm.

Reason: To enhance the character and ecology of the development, to provide undisturbed refuges for wildlife, to promote sustainable urban drainage, and to enhance the performance and efficiency of the proposed building, in accordance with policy CS15 of the London Borough of Camden Local Development Framework Core Strategy.



	6
	No development shall take place until full details of hard and soft landscaping and means of enclosure of all un-built, open areas have been submitted to and approved by the local planning authority in writing. The relevant part of the works shall not be carried out otherwise than in accordance with the details thus approved.

Reason: To ensure that the development achieves a high quality of landscaping which contributes to the visual amenity and character of the area in accordance with the requirements of policy CS14 and CS15 the London Borough of Camden Local Development Framework Core Strategy and policy DP24 of the London Borough of Camden Local Development Framework Development Policies.



	7
	All hard and soft landscaping works shall be carried out in accordance with the approved landscape details prior to the occupation for the permitted use of the extension. Any trees or areas of planting which, within a period of 5 years from the completion of the development, die, are removed or become seriously damaged or diseased, shall be replaced as soon as is reasonably possible and, in any case, by not later than the end of the following planting season, with others of similar size and species, unless the local planning authority gives written consent to any variation.

Reason: To ensure that the landscaping is carried out within a reasonable period and to maintain a high quality of visual amenity in the scheme in accordance with the requirements of policy CS14 and CS15 of the London Borough of Camden Local Development Framework Core Strategy and policy DP24 of the London Borough of Camden Local Development Framework Development Policies.



	8
	Details of bird and bat nesting boxes / bricks / features shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority prior to any works commencing on site. No less than 10 bird nesting boxes / bricks and 5 bat features shall be provided on site (either within the new development or retro-fitted to existing buildings) and the details shall include the exact location, specification and design. The boxes / bricks / features shall be installed on site prior to the first occupation of the new development. The nesting boxes / bricks / features shall be installed strictly in accordance with the details so approved, and shall be retained and maintained thereafter.

Reason: To ensure the development contributes towards creation of habitats and valuable areas for biodiversity in accordance with policy CS15 of the London Borough of Camden Local Development Framework Core Strategy.



	9
	Noise levels at a point 1 metre external to sensitive facades shall be at least 5dB(A) less than the existing background measurement (LA90), expressed in dB(A) when all plant/equipment (or any part of it) is in operation unless the plant/equipment hereby permitted will have a noise that has a distinguishable, discrete continuous note (whine, hiss, screech, hum) and/or if there are distinct impulses (bangs, clicks, clatters, thumps), then the noise levels from that piece of plant/equipment at any sensitive façade shall be at least 10dB(A) below the LA90, expressed in dB(A).

Reason: To safeguard the amenities of the adjoining premises and the area generally in accordance with the requirements of policy CS5 of the London Borough of Camden Local Development Framework Core Strategy and policies DP26 and DP28 of the London Borough of Camden Local Development Framework Development Policies.



	10
	The cycle parking facility for 76 cycles shall be provided in accordance with the approved plans and in its entirety prior to the first occupation of any of the new office floorspace and thereafter permanently retained thereafter.

Reason: To ensure the development provides adequate cycle parking facilities in accordance with the requirements of policy CS11 of the London Borough of Camden Local Development Framework Core Strategy and policy DP17 of the London Borough of Camden Local Development Framework Development Policies.



	11
	Piling or any other foundation designs using penetrative methods shall not be permitted unless a piling method statement detailing the type of piling to be undertaken and the methodology by which such piling will be carried out including measures to prevent and minimise the potential for damage to subsurface water or sewerage infrastructure, and the programme for the works, has been submitted to and approved by the Local Planning Authority in writing in liaison with the relevant utility providers. The piling shall be undertaken in accordance with the approved method statement.

Reason:  To safeguard existing below ground public utility infrastructure and controlled waters in accordance with the requirements of policy CS13 of the London Borough of Camden Local Development Framework Core Strategy.



	12
	A 1.8 metre high privacy screen, details of which shall have been submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority, shall be erected on east side elevation on the third floor prior to occupation of the new office floorspace and shall be permanently retained.

Reason: In order to prevent unreasonable overlooking of neighbouring premises in accordance with the requirements of policy CS5 of the London Borough of Camden Local Development Framework Core Strategy and policy DP26 of the London Borough of Camden Local Development Framework Development Policies.



	13
	The proposed windows on the east side elevation of the building at first, second and third floor level shall be obscurely glazed prior to the occupation of the new office floorspace and shall be permanently retained thereafter.

Reason: In order to prevent unreasonable overlooking of neighbouring properties in accordance with the requirements of policy CS5 of the London Borough of Camden Local Development Framework Core Strategy and policy DP26 of the London Borough of Camden Local Development Framework Development Policies.




Informatives:

	1 
	Reasons for granting planning permission consent.

The proposed development is in general accordance with the London Borough of Camden Local Development Framework Core Strategy with particular regard to CS1 (Distribution of growth), CS2 (Growth areas), CS5 (Managing the impact of growth and development), CS7 (Promoting, Camden's centres and shops), CS8 (Promoting a successful and inclusive Camden economy), CS9 (Achieving a successful Central London), CS10 (Supporting community facilities and services), CS11 (Promoting sustainable and efficient travel), CS13 (Tackling climate change through promoting higher environmental standards), CS14 (Promoting high quality places and conserving our heritage), CS15 (Protecting and improving our parks and open spaces and encouraging biodiversity), CS16 (Improving Camden's health and well-being), CS18 (Dealing with our waste and encouraging recycling), CS19 (Delivering and monitoring the Core Strategy) and with the London Borough of Camden Local Development Framework Development Policies with particular regard to DP1 (Mixed use development), DP2 (Making full use of Camden's capacity for housing), DP3 (Contributions to the supply of affordable housing), DP12 (Supporting strong centres and managing the impact of food, drink, entertainment and other town centre uses), DP13 (Employment premises and sites), DP16 (The transport implications of development), DP17 (Walking, cycling and public transport), DP18 (Parking standards and limiting the availability of car parking), DP19 (Managing the impact of parking), DP20 (Movement of goods and materials), DP21 (Development connecting to the highway network), DP22 (Promoting sustainable design and construction), DP23 (Water), DP24 (Securing high quality design), DP25 (Conserving Camden's heritage), DP26 (Managing the impact of development on occupiers and neighbours), 28 (Noise and Vibration), DP29 (Improving access), DP30 (Shopfronts), DP31 (Provisions of, and improvement to, open space and outdoor sport).

Furthermore, the development would provide new and refurbished office floorspace within Holborn, an area of the borough identified by local planning policy as being suitable for intensification. The proposal would create new employment opportunities and thereby stimulate growth within the area.

The new retail unit on the ground floor of the building is considered to be beneficial to the local economy and is not considered to harm the vitality and viability of the nearby Central London Frontage. The retail unit also has the potential to act a catalyst in attracting businesses to take up leases in the adjoining premises which currently remain vacant.

The proposed extension is considered to represent an appropriate form of development given the scale of the existing building and those within the surrounding area. The proposed external alterations to the building's front façade would improve both its visual appearance along the streetscene and the existing access arrangements. The development has also been designed regard to the amenity of existing residents living in the area and would not detrimentally impact upon the highway network.



	2 
	Your attention is drawn to the fact that there is a separate legal agreement with the Council which relates to the development for which this permission is granted. Information/drawings relating to the discharge of matters covered by the Heads of Terms of the legal agreement should be marked for the attention of the Planning Obligations Officer, Sites Team, Camden Town Hall, Argyle Street, WC1H 8EQ.



	3 
	Your proposals may be subject to control under the Building Regulations and/or the London Buildings Acts which cover aspects including fire and emergency escape, access and facilities for people with disabilities and sound insulation between dwellings. You are advised to consult the Council's Building Control Service, Camden Town Hall, Argyle Street WC1H 8EQ, (tel: 020-7974 6941).



	4 
	Your proposals may be subject to control under the Party Wall etc Act 1996 which covers party wall matters, boundary walls and excavations near neighbouring buildings. You are advised to consult a suitably qualified and experienced Building Engineer.



	5 
	Noise from demolition and construction works is subject to control under the Control of Pollution Act 1974.  You must carry out any building works that can be heard at the boundary of the site only between 08.00 and 18.00 hours Monday to Friday and 08.00 to 13.00 on Saturday and not at all on Sundays and Public Holidays.  You are advised to consult the Council's Compliance and Enforcement team [Regulatory Services], Camden Town Hall, Argyle Street, WC1H 8EQ (Tel. No. 020 7974 4444 or on the website http://www.camden.gov.uk/ccm/content/contacts/council-contacts/environment/contact-the-environmental-health-team.en or seek prior approval under Section 61 of the Act if you anticipate any difficulty in carrying out construction other than within the hours stated above.



	6 
	You are reminded that filled refuse sacks shall not be deposited on the public footpath, or forecourt area until within half an hour of usual collection times. For further information please contact the Council's Environment Services (Rubbish Collection) on 020 7974 6914/5. or on the website http://www.camden.gov.uk/ccm/content/contacts/council-contacts/environment/contact-street-environment-services.en.



	7 
	This permission is granted without prejudice to the necessity of obtaining consent under the Town and Country Planning (Control of Advertisements) (England) Regulations 2007. Application forms may be obtained from the Council's website, www.camden.gov.uk/planning or the Camden Contact Centre on Tel: 020 7974 4444 or email env.devcon@camden.gov.uk).



	8 
	The Council supports schemes for the recycling of bottles and cans and encourages all hotels, restaurants, wine bars and public houses to do so as well. Further information can be obtained by telephoning the Council's Environment Services (Recycling) on 0207 974 6914/5 or on the website http://www.camden.gov.uk/ccm/content/environment/waste-and-recycling/twocolumn/new-recycling-rubbish-and-reuse-guide.en.



	9 
	The Mayor of London introduced a Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) to help pay for Crossrail on 1st April 2012. Any permission granted after this time which adds more than 100sqm of new floorspace or a new dwelling will need to pay this CIL. It will be collected by Camden on behalf of the Mayor of London. Camden will be sending out liability notices setting out how much CIL will need to be paid if an affected planning application is implemented and who will be liable.  

The proposed charge in Camden will be £50 per sqm on all uses except affordable housing, education, healthcare, and development by charities for their charitable purposes. You will be expected to advise us when planning permissions are implemented. Please use the forms at the link below to advise who will be paying the CIL and when the development is to commence. You can also access forms to allow you to provide us with more information which can be taken into account in your CIL calculation and to apply for relief from CIL.

http://www.planningportal.gov.uk/planning/applications/howtoapply/whattosubmit/cil

We will then issue a CIL demand notice setting out what monies needs to paid when and how to pay.  Failure to notify Camden of the commencement of development will result in a surcharge of £2500 or 20% being added to the CIL payment. Other surcharges may also apply for failure to assume liability and late payment. Payments will also be subject to indexation in line with the construction costs index.

Please send CIL related documents or correspondence to CIL@Camden.gov.uk




Fox Court, 14 Gray’s Inn Road WC1X 8HN
2013/0786/P
Independent Review of Assessment of Economic Viability

1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1 BPS Chartered Surveyors have been instructed by the London Borough of Camden (the Council) to review a viability submission prepared by Turner Morum Chartered Surveyors on behalf of the Rockspring Hanover Property Unit Trust in respect of a proposed extension and partial refurbishment of an existing office block situated on 0.334 Ha of land at Fox Court, 14 Gray’s Inn Road.
1.2 The site is approximately square in shape and is located between Gray’s Inn Road on its western boundary and Brooke Street to its eastern boundary. The office building is approximately “L” shaped with a substantial courtyard to the rear.  The property is just over 100m to the north of Chancery Lane Underground station.  
1.3 The existing office building is currently owned by the applicant, and is partly tenanted. It is constructed over ten floors (sub-basement to 7th floor).
1.4 The proposed scheme will involve the construction of additional accommodation at the ground, first, second and third floors through infilling the courtyard and the refurbishment of the existing accommodation on these levels and also the sixth floor which is currently vacant. The fourth, fifth and seventh floors will remain tenanted throughout the development. This new accommodation comprises ground floor retail and first to third floor office space. It will provide 2,387 m2 of additional space (NIA), of which 1,617 m2 is office space and 770 m2 is retail space. The scheme is currently at the pre-application phase. 
1.5 Planning policy DP1 requires any commercial development providing over 200 m2 of space to provide 50% of that space as residential accommodation, subject to viability. Policy DP3 requires that of the residential element a proportion will be provided as on site affordable housing by reference to a sliding scale.  
1.6 The applicant has set out practical reasons why the development is unable to provide on-site housing.  Therefore the provision of affordable housing would be through an off-site contribution.  Our estimate of the full contribution as it would apply in this instance is based on the full GEA of both the private and affordable housing of 1,645 sq m which generates a maximum potential contribution of £2,220,750.  
1.7 Turner Morum’s viability submission asserts that the scheme is not sufficiently viable to fund an off-site affordable housing contribution. Their appraisal shows a projected deficit.
1.8 Turner Morum has modelled a base case which can be summarised as follows:

The Base Case constitutes a commercial mixed use (retail & office) refurbishment/extension scheme at Ground – Third floor level. The overall net gain in the floor area of the existing building equates to c. 2,387 sq m (NIA). This models the application scheme.

1.9 Turner Morum has also modelled two alternative development scenarios: 

A refurbishment of the ground, first, second and third floors of the existing office building with no additional accommodation.  The second scenario reflects a scheme with a floor area similar to the base case but with the additional accommodation approximately split between 50% office space and 50% residential with the residential component being 50% affordable, 50% market. This second scenario does not reflect the sliding scale for affordable provision identified in DP3.

1.10 Turner Morum concludes that the base case and the two development scenarios all generate a deficit when providing for a market level of developer profit.  The base case, with no affordable contribution, provides for a return of 6%.  This return is based upon the capital value of the entire ground to 3rd floors.  The return calculated as a percentage of the overall uplift in capital value of the property from EUV to completed base case shows a return of circa 18% (this does not allow for finance costs).  The two development scenarios both show net deficits without allowing for profit.

1.11 The building was acquired by the applicant in 2010. When purchased, the majority of the floors were occupied by the then principal tenant, Webber Shandwick (which occupied the ground, 1st, 2nd and 3rd floors).  Webber Shandwick elected not to renew its lease on expiry and vacated in September 2012.

1.12 Telereal Trillium currently occupies the 3rd, 4th and 5th floor and the 4th floor of the building’s annex.  The applicant has secured vacant passion of the 3rd floor through breaking the current lease.

1.13 The sixth floor is currently vacant and was refurbished in 2011.  It has been assumed that the floor will only be let in a similar timeframe to the newly refurbished floors because of the ongoing development works.

2.0 SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

2.1 It can be seen from our report that in essence we agree with the proposed values, proposed costs and assumptions used to inform the appraisals.  We do not however agree with the approach taken to model the developer profit requirement.

2.2 Turner Morum has used a bespoke excel based appraisal to model the base case and scenarios.  We have examined this in detail and conclude that it is a representative an accurate basis for appraising this scheme.  Alternative and more established model such as the GLA Toolkit or the DAT model were considered and rejected by Turner Morum as being insufficiently flexible to accurately model this scheme. We concur that the approach taken has resulted in a more accurate and more appropriate approach to assessing viability.

2.3 Although it will be seen that we have explored an alternative and in our view more appropriate basis for calculating developer profit the net result is that the base case can a best generate a realistic level of developer profit.  There is however no margin on this assessment to demonstrate that the scheme can afford to make an additional contribution towards off-site affordable housing.

2.4 Although our approach to using an adjusted level of profit reduces the threshold for viability we agree with Turner Morum’s assessment that both the refurbishment scenario and the on-site residential scenario show substantial deficit’s and cannot be considered viable. 
2.5 The appraisal includes an allowance for rent loss for the ground to third floors during the period of development, which we do not consider to be an appropriate cost. Development appraisals do not typically factor in loss of rent, as it is assumed that an adequate level of return over the development period ought to be fully accounted for by developer’s profit.

2.6 Even if rent loss cost were a legitimate cost, we are of the opinion that it ought to have been calculated based on the rents for un-refurbished office space, rather than on the estimated rents for refurbished space. The hypothetical refurbishment (within planning) in Knight Frank’s existing use valuation has not yet taken place and is therefore it is not appropriate to take it into account the purposes of rent loss calculation. No rental estimate has yet been provided for the office space assuming no refurbishment takes place.  

2.7 Our cost consultant has reviewed the Cost Plan by Paragon and undertaken an assessment of the build cost estimate against Building Cost Information Service (BCIS) tender prices, and has concluded that they are reasonable for a scheme of this nature. 
2.8 With respect to the existing use valuation by Knight Frank, although we agree with the approach taken although we have been provided with little evidence to substantiate this valuation, including the rental values and the void/rent-free periods. Given the age of the building and its need for considerable modernisation, it is important that it is adequately demonstrated that the building is still “fit for purpose” and can achieve the Knight Frank’s estimated rents and occupancy levels without the need for comprehensive refurbishment or redevelopment.
2.9 Having concluded that there is currently no margin of viability within the base case to support an affordable contribution, there remains a possibility that the scheme’s viability could be improved based on outturn costs and values. We have undertaken extensive discussions with Turner Morum to arrive at an agreed understanding of the scheme’s viability and have concluded that we have taken divergent views on the appropriate treatment of developer profit. However and assuming the Council were minded to include such a review we suggest the review adopts the following approach

1.  Utilise the knight Frank EUV as the scheme benchmark 

2. To utilise the applicant’s target profit margin of 20% 

3. To calculate profit by applying this percentage to the margin between the completed scheme’s GDV less the EUV to derive net uplift

4. In analysing costs these should be the net additional costs generated by the scheme less any allowances already factored into the EUV. For the sake of clarity this should also include finance costs.

3.0 REVIEW METHODOLOGY

3.1 Our review has had reference to the following specific documents:

· Viability Submission by Turner Morum (February 2013)

· Design & Access Statement by GMA Architecture (January 2013)

· Planning Statement by Planning Perspectives (January 2013)

3.2 Following discussions with the applicant’s advisers, we have been provided with the following additional information:

· Additional scheme plans

· Additional electronic versions of the submission appraisals

· Detailed costs plans prepared by Paragon (January 2013)
· A copy of the Knight Frank Valuation of the Existing Use Value of the property

4.0 PLANNING POLICY CONTEXT

3.1 We have had reference to national guidance including the NPPF.

4.1 Planning policy DP1 requires developments in the Central London Area which exceed 200 m2 (gross) of additional floorspace to provide up to 50% of all additional floorspace as housing (subject to viability).

4.2 Policy DP3 indicates that affordable housing contributions will be expected from all residential developments with capacity for 10 or more additional dwellings, with a 50% negotiating target being applied subject to a sliding scale from 10% for developments with a capacity for 10 dwellings to 50% for developments with capacity for 50 dwellings. Core Strategy policy CS6 sets guidelines of 60% social rented and 40% intermediate affordable housing for negotiations on the nature of affordable housing on individual and related development sites. The 50% target will operate, subject to the financial viability of the development, with a norm of 10% for 1,000 m2 (gross) of additional housing and 50% for 5,000 m2 (gross) of additional housing, (considered to be sites with capacity of 10 dwellings and 50 dwellings respectively).

4.3 We have set out below our calculation of the total off-site affordable housing contribution which we understand to be applicable in this instance.  The net additional floor area is taken from the applicant’s schedule of net internal areas and we have adjusted this figure to generate a gross external area in accordance with the policy.  
Total net additional floorspace GEA

3,290 sq m

Requirement for housing 
(50% of net additional floorspace)

1,645 sq m

DP3 requirement for on-site affordable
16%
  263 sq m
Camden multiplier for payment-in-lieu 
calculation for non-residential schemes  
of over 2,000 sq m net additional area

£1,350 p s m


Estimated payment in lieu



£2,220,750

5.0 PRINCIPLES OF VIABILITY ASSESSMENT

5.1 Assessment of viability is based on the principle that if a proposed scheme cannot generate a value that equals or exceeds the current value of the site, it will not proceed. A fundamental issue in considering viability assessments is whether an otherwise viable development is made unviable by the extent of planning obligations or other requirements.

5.2 Financial viability for planning purposes is defined by recently published RICS Guidance
 as an “objective financial viability test of the ability of a development project to meet its costs including the cost 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.” This reflects the NPPF principle that in order to ensure viability, developments should provide competitive returns to a willing land owner and willing developer to enable them to be deliverable. 
5.3 Development appraisals work to derive a Residual Value for a proposed scheme, which can then be compared against a viability benchmark so as to indicate whether the proposed scheme is economically viable. This approach can be represented by the simple formula set out below: 
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5.4 Development costs include elements such as planning obligations, professional fees, finance charges and contingencies as well as the necessary level of ‘return’ that would be required to ensure developers are capable of obtaining an appropriate market risk adjusted return for delivering the proposed development.
5.5 It is standard practice, endorsed by RICS Guidance, that when determining planning applications, the aim should be to reflect industry benchmarks. LPAs should therefore disregard who is the applicant, except in exceptional circumstances (such as personal planning permissions, as planning permissions run with the land). In formulating information and inputs into viability appraisals, these should accordingly disregard either benefits or disbenefits that are unique to the applicant, whether landowner, developer or both. 

6.0 APPRAISAL METHODOLOGY AND RESULTS
6.1 The approach taken by Turner Morum is based upon acceptance of a valuation prepared by Knight Frank which is discussed in section 7.0 below, as the property’s existing use value at a figure of £52,250,000.  
6.2 The appraisal adopts the basic residual valuation approach underlying other viability appraisals.  

6.3 Gross development value is based on the aggregation of individual floor valuations.  This approach allows varying assumptions to be made as regards rent and void periods and also reflects the different assumptions adopted regarding the existing tenanted areas. The valuation also includes allowances for empty rates and service charge shortfalls

6.4 Costs are based on the cost plans prepared by paragon.  Additional costs include professional fees and an assumption that existing tenants will be provided with a rental discount during the period of the construction works to allow for noise and disturbance, marketing costs.  No allowance has been made for finance costs.

6.5 The reasoning for excluding finance costs largely hinge on the potential complexities involved. The applicant has an option to make no alterations to the building and this would result in the GDV remaining at the EUV.  EUV assumes a modest refurbishment. Some of the works assumed in the EUV would also form part of the costs identified in the base case.  Equally the EUV assumes void and letting incentive assumptions which are amended and extended in relation to the GDV of the base case to reflect the construction period.  To calculate an accurate finance cost would require a detailed analysis of the overlap of assumptions to establish the net additional borrowing requirement and the net additional opportunity cost period over which the property generated a reduced rental return on the EUV. 

6.6 Turner Morum has instead approached finance costs based on a total return approach whereby the overall scheme profit represents a return on GDV of the ground to 3rd floors.  This is a similar reasoning to internal rate of return and is appropriate in situations such as this where the scheme is funded entirely by equity. 
6.7 Turner Morum as explained above has assumed that profit will be based on the combined GDV of the ground to 3rd floor. The net additional area created by the base case is 2,387 sq m (NIA).  The pre-existing space has an area of 4,955 sq m.  Turner’s approach effectively seeks a developer profit for pre-existing space.

6.8 Using Turner Morum’s approach developer’s profit is effectively being sought on part of the GDV which is not being created by the development.
6.9 Our approach has been to identify the difference between EUV and GDV of the completed scheme. This is effectively the GDV of the combined value of the new space and the refurbishment enhancements to existing space. Applying Turner Morum’s target profit of 20% would generate a reduced profit figure some 25% below Turner Morum’s estimate at a figure of £2,350,000.

6.10 Making no allowance for profit the residual value of the base case shows a figure of £2,733,134.  At first sight if our approach to profit was adopted the scheme would be seen to be making a surplus of £383,134.  However following discussions with Turner Morum two further points need also to be taken into consideration.

6.11 Firstly, the BPS approach takes no account of finance costs.  Total scheme costs are identified in the base case at a figure of £12,390,824 (excluding rent voids, empty rates and service charge shortfall). A rough approximation of finance costs on this figure assuming a construction period of 15 months and an interest rate of 7% would be £540,000. This would reduce developer’s profit to £2,193,000 or 18%.

6.12 Secondly, Turner Morum argue that there is a growing acceptance that the valuation benchmark figure should reflect an EUV plus approach.  This could be translated as saying that an allowance should be made to reflect an incentive on the landowner to bring the site forward for development.  We would not disagree that EUV plus is becoming a more widely accepted site value benchmark and reflects the principles set out in the NPPF which acknowledges the need for a land owner to make a return.  

6.13 The issue with EUV plus is that there is no specific mechanism for determining the scale of the plus element.  In this instance the applicant could be argued to be responding to the need to refurbish vacant and possibly difficult to let space by the proposal.  The incentive being to avoid future protracted voids and reduced income growth and possibly negative income streams.   
6.14 Therefore the maximum developer profit currently achievable from the scheme is 18% making no allowance for EUV uplift.  As a return on a commercial development this would marginally exceed our estimate of market expectations which would be closer to 17%, less if there were substantial pre-lets available. However examination of recent appeal decisions have not differentiated in looking at the profit returns on commercial and residential development. 
6.15 We consider that it is appropriate for rent loss to be included as a cost to the scheme for those parts of the building that become vacant in order for the development to take place and which remain vacant for a longer period than assumed in the EUV and this has not been taken into account in our assessment of total scheme costs which would have the effect of further reducing overall profit levels.
7.0 VIABILITY BENCHMARK
7.1 A viability benchmark of £52.25m has been applied in the appraisal, which is based on a quarterly fund valuation (dated December 2012) by Knight Frank.
7.2 Where office space is currently empty we would expect any costs associated with this vacancy to be factored into the existing use valuation, including service charge shortfalls, empty rates liabilities, and “loss” of rent (i.e. voids). 

7.3 Knight Frank’s valuation assumes those floors currently let re-gear to a rental value of £39.50 per ft2. Their valuation assumes that the office space is subject to a modest refurbishment, which would not require planning consent, to raise rents to this levels.  A cost of approximately £3m has been factored in to reflect this assumption.

7.4 The assumption of refurbishment reflects realistic expectations on the part of any purchaser to invest to maintain and enhance the potential value of the property. Because this would not require planning consent it is value which can be regarded as achievable and is therefore in our opinion justified in being included within the current value.

7.5 It can be seen that no other premium or uplift has been added to the EUV to reflect an EUV plus approach when using it as a benchmark to assess viability.

8.0 PROPOSED OFFICE SPACE
8.1 The new-build office space has been valued using an estimated rental value of £47.50 per ft2. This rate has been applied to the entire 1st, 2nd and 3rd floors, and thus does not differentiate between the new space and the refurbished existing space on these floors. 

8.2 We were not provided with any market evidence to substantiate the rental values, yields and incentives (e.g. rent free periods) assumed in the appraisals. We subsequently requested these but none have been received. 

8.3 We have conducted our own investigations and these are set out in Appendix 2.  The sample shown in the Appendix represents a selection of recent letting transactions in the vicinity of the property.  Lower value transactions have been excluded from this list. It can be seen that the proposed refurbished rent represents the higher end of expectations for this area. 

8.4 We note, for instance, that a nearby scheme that we have recently reviewed had estimated rents of £45 per ft2 for refurbished space in a 1960s office which possesses a number of design constraints owing to its age. We agreed with this level of rent being broadly reasonable, or perhaps somewhat overstated, principally because the building was not able to provide “prime” space. Taking this into account, we would not consider the subject site’s proposed office space to be undervalued. 

8.5 An office market commentary we have viewed, prepared by Montagu Evans (in relation to another scheme), puts “prime” Midtown office rents at c£60 per ft2, although they note that “rents at or above £60 per ft2 are still considered the exception rather than the rule in Midtown”.

8.6 We note that a considerable amount of unrefurbished, Grade B office space in Midtown is transacting in the region of £20-30 per ft2. For refurbished space, higher rents of £40-50 per ft2 are being achieved. For example, we note 10 Fetter Lane, which is a 1960s office building that was comprehensively refurbished in 2011; it achieved five lettings in 2012, at rents of £42.50 per ft2 to £43.50 per ft2. We would consider this a “Grade A” refurbishment which has the benefit of, for example, air conditioning and suspended ceilings. Similarly, the 2nd floor of Great Queen Street (a building we have personally viewed internally) let for £42.50 in December 2010. This building was recently refurbished to an exceptionally high standard. Recently lettings at 9 Kean Street at rents of £40-50 per ft2 further suggest that the proposed office space’s estimate of £47.50 per ft2 is reasonable and not understates.

8.7 We have created a schedule of comparable (Table A, Appendix 1) office lettings in the vicinity of the subject site, which demonstrates that values of £30-40 per ft2 are typical for unrefurbished space or space refurbished to a reasonable standard. For example, Drury House, Russell Street, let for £37.50 in 2011, and is refurbished Grade A/Grade B space. 
8.8 The scheme proposes a number of improvements in relation to the quality and let ability of the office accommodation which would justify the proposed rental levels adopted these include:   

· Improvements to the building’s street presence.

· Improved entrances to Gray’s Inn Road and Brooke Street.

· Larger floorplates to meet market demand.

· Refurbishment of the untenanted floors to Grade A accommodation.

· Increasing the capacity of the service cores, including upgrading the lifts.

· An atrium between the new and existing office accommodation to provide

· Increased natural light to the extended floors, from first to third floor levels.

· Creating the potential for future sub-division by extending the lower floor levels.

· A retail unit on the ground floor, where office space will be hard to let
9.0 PROPOSED RETAIL SPACE
9.1 The ground floor will provide a new retail unit of 1,661sqm (GIA). Customer access will be provided off Gray’s Inn Road, with servicing provided from Brooke Street and the existing rear service yard.
9.2 The Estimated Rental Value adopted by Turner Morum in relation to the retail space is £25 psf and has been valued at a yield of 4.75%. Tuner Morum claim these figures are supported through discussions with convenience retailers. 
9.3 Associated deductions comprise letting fees at 15% agent only, 24 months’ rent free, service charge and rates at £15 psf each and purchaser’s costs at 5.8%.
9.4 As with the office no supporting comparable evidence has been provided.  Consequently we have relied upon our own research.  The store is a relatively small convenience store and would typically suit smaller format stores such as Tesco Express, M&S Simply Food and Sainsbury’s Local.  Rents for these units typically echo rents for larger format stores, particularly in high footfall areas such the subject properties.  Rents typically span a range from £18-£28 psf for London.  The proposed rents therefore the upper end of this spectrum and are consistent with the probable demand for this location.

9.5 Typically units of this type will be constructed to a shell finish with the tenant responsible for the shop fit.  A substantial rent free period is a realistic assumption for covering the costs associated with fit out.

9.6 The proposed capitalisation yield reflects an expectation that the unit will be let to one of the major supermarket retailers.
10.0 BUILD COSTS
10.1 The base build costs for the new build element of the scheme break down as follows:

Cost£/PSM

Total Cost 


Retail

£238


£440,923

Office

£893


£5,339,710

Atrium
£1,121


£662,706

10.2 Our cost consultant, Neil Powling, has reviewed the Cost Plan provided by Paragon, and has made a comparison of the costs against Building Cost Information Service (BCIS) tender prices. His key conclusion is that the base build cost estimate appears to be reasonable. 

10.3 He has noted, however, that Preliminary Costs may be overstated if, as he suggests, the “out of hours” working cost of 4% in the appraisal is included within the Preliminaries, which would give a total Preliminary Cost of 16%.

10.4 Contingency of 7.5% is somewhat higher than we would usually expect, and we consider 5% is more typical. However, given the relatively high level of risk associated with this type of refurbishment/redevelopment – including the constraints posed by developing new floorspace which will adjoin an existing building – a higher Contingency of 7.5% may be justifiable.

10.5 Internal Overheads at 4% and Professional Fees at 12% are both at reasonable level and are in line with the current market. 
BPS Chartered Surveyors 

15th April 2013

Appendix A: Comparable office transactions

Table A
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Table B
	 
	 
	Deal/Auction
	 
	Total space
	Rental income

	Address
	Street
	date
	Use type
	Size
	UoM
	Size(sq ft)
	per annum
	per sq m
	per sq ft

	5th Floor, 45 Bedford Row, London, WC1R 4LN
	Bedford Row
	16/05/2012
	Office
	28
	Net sq m
	305
	£19,000
	£670.60
	£62.30

	2nd and 3rd floors, 45 Bedford Row, London, WC1R 4LN
	Bedford Row
	01/07/2012
	Office
	141
	Net sq m
	1,523
	£84,500
	£597.19
	£55.48

	4th (part) Floor, 45 Bedford Row, London, WC1R 4LN
	Bedford Row
	01/08/2012
	Office
	33
	Net sq m
	350
	£18,000
	£587.18
	£54.55

	1st floor (part), 71 High Holborn, London, WC1V 6NA
	High Holborn
	01/10/2012
	Office
	209
	Net sq m
	2,250
	£118,125
	£565.11
	£52.50

	1st floor (part), 71 High Holborn, London, WC1V 6NA
	High Holborn
	01/08/2012
	Office
	771
	Net sq m
	8,304
	£415,200
	£538.20
	£50.00

	3rd, 4th and 5th Floors, Waterhouse Square, 2 Waterhouse Square, London, EC1N 2SW
	Waterhouse Square
	01/06/2012
	Office
	8,250
	Net sq m
	88,800
	£4,218,048
	£511.29
	£47.50

	4th floor (part), The Johnson Building, 77 Hatton Garden, London, EC1N 8JS
	Hatton Garden
	01/08/2012
	Office
	1,037
	Net sq m
	11,162
	£502,290
	£484.38
	£45.00

	5th (A) and 5th (B) floor, 6-7 St. Cross Street, London, EC1N 8UB
	St. Cross Street
	01/08/2012
	Office
	328
	Net sq m
	3,526
	£176,795
	£457.47
	£42.50

	1st, 2nd floors and lower ground part, Waterhouse Square, 2 Waterhouse Square, London, EC1N 2SW
	Waterhouse Square
	01/06/2012
	Office
	6,096
	Net sq m
	65,611
	£2,710,353
	£457.47
	£42.50

	1st, 2nd and 3rd floors, 15-17 Jockey's Fields, London, WC1R 4BW
	Jockey's Fields
	01/08/2012
	Office
	847
	Net sq m
	9,114
	£373,674
	£441.32
	£41.00

	7th floor, Holborn Gate, 330 High Holborn, London, WC1V 7PP
	High Holborn
	01/05/2012
	Office
	804
	Net sq m
	8,654
	£354,814
	£441.32
	£41.00

	4th floor (A), 6-7 St. Cross Street, London, EC1N 8UB
	St. Cross Street
	01/02/2013
	Office
	184
	Net sq m
	1,977
	£79,080
	£430.56
	£40.00

	Ground floor, Waterhouse Square, 2 Waterhouse Square, London, EC1N 2SW
	Waterhouse Square
	01/10/2012
	Office
	1,118
	Net sq m
	12,038
	£463,463
	£425.18
	£39.50

	4th floor, Jameson House, 146-148 Clerkenwell Road, London, EC1R 5DG
	Clerkenwell Road
	01/06/2012
	Office
	125
	Net sq m
	1,350
	£53,325
	£425.18
	£39.50

	1st floor, Bedford House, 21a John Street, London, WC1N 2BF
	John Street
	01/05/2012
	Office
	600
	Net sq m
	6,462
	£255,249
	£425.18
	£39.50

	1st floor, 21-27 Lambs Conduit Street, London, WC1N 3NL
	Lambs Conduit Street
	01/02/2013
	Office
	278
	Net sq m
	2,990
	£115,115
	£413.88
	£38.45

	3rd floor, 21-27 Lambs Conduit Street, London, WC1N 3NL
	Lambs Conduit Street
	01/02/2013
	Office
	267
	Net sq m
	2,875
	£111,406
	£413.88
	£38.45

	Entire Building, Sweeps Building, 34 Leather Lane, London, EC1N 7SQ
	Leather Lane
	01/02/2013
	Office
	538
	Net sq m
	5,792
	£204,979
	£380.94
	£35.39

	5th (Suite 5A) floor, Diamond House, 36-38 Hatton Garden, London, EC1N 8EB
	Hatton Garden
	01/11/2012
	Office
	30
	Net sq m
	323
	£11,305
	£376.74
	£35.00

	7th floor, Northumberland House, 303-306 High Holborn, London, WC1V 7JZ
	High Holborn
	01/09/2012
	Office
	188
	Net sq m
	2,024
	£68,816
	£365.98
	£34.00

	2nd Floor, 24 High Holborn, London, WC1V 6AZ
	High Holborn
	01/04/2012
	Office
	319
	Net sq m
	3,434
	£112,017
	£351.12
	£32.62

	1st floor, 40 Lambs Conduit Street, London, WC1N 3LB
	Lambs Conduit Street
	01/11/2012
	Office
	146
	Net sq m
	1,570
	£51,025
	£349.83
	£32.50

	Ground Floor (part), Bedford House, 21a John Street, London, WC1N 2BF
	John Street
	01/02/2012
	Office
	102
	Net sq m
	1,094
	£35,555
	£349.83
	£32.50

	3rd floor (part), 60 Gray's Inn Road, London, WC1X 8LU
	Gray's Inn Road
	01/03/2013
	Office
	158
	Net sq m
	1,700
	£54,995
	£348.22
	£32.35

	1st Floor, Swan House, 37-39 High Holborn, London, WC1V 6AA
	High Holborn
	01/06/2012
	Office
	288
	Net sq m
	3,095
	£95,945
	£333.68
	£31.00

	3rd floor, Jameson House, 146-148 Clerkenwell Road, London, EC1R 5DG
	Clerkenwell Road
	01/07/2012
	Office
	166
	Net sq m
	1,785
	£53,850
	£322.92
	£30.00

	7th floor, 307-308 High Holborn, London, WC1V 7LL
	High Holborn
	01/09/2012
	Office
	71
	Net sq m
	770
	£27,500
	£307.74
	£28.59

	2nd Floor, 39 Hatton Garden, London, EC1N 8EH
	Hatton Garden
	26/11/2012
	Office
	66
	Net sq m
	711
	£20,000
	£302.79
	£28.13

	Ground floor (Unit A), 4 Brownlow Mews, London, WC1N 2LD
	Brownlow Mews
	01/11/2012
	Office
	130
	Net sq m
	1,400
	£39,900
	£299.89
	£27.86

	Entire Building, Buckingham House, 20 Rugby Street, London, WC1N 3QZ
	Rugby Street
	01/02/2012
	Office
	171
	Net sq m
	1,842
	£50,655
	£296.01
	£27.50

	1st floor, 7-10 Baker's Yard, Baker's Row, London, EC1R 3DD
	Baker's Yard
	01/10/2012
	Office
	480
	Net sq m
	5,162
	£134,212
	£279.86
	£26.00

	1st Floor (90), 88 Gray's Inn Road, London, WC1X 8AA
	Gray's Inn Road
	01/08/2012
	Office
	277
	Net sq m
	2,981
	Not quoted
	£279.86
	£26.00

	1st floor, Chancery Station House, 33 High Holborn, London, WC1V 6AX
	High Holborn
	01/07/2012
	Office
	250
	Net sq m
	2,690
	£67,250
	£269.10
	£25.00

	Lower Ground floor (part), The Johnson Building, 77 Hatton Garden, London, EC1N 8JS
	Hatton Garden
	01/05/2012
	Office
	335
	Net sq m
	3,609
	£90,225
	£269.10
	£25.00

	Basement and Ground floors, 21-27 Lambs Conduit Street, London, WC1N 3NL
	Lambs Conduit Street
	01/08/2012
	Office
	577
	Net sq m
	6,213
	£155,325
	£269.10
	£25.00

	2nd floor, 60 Gray's Inn Road, London, WC1X 8LU
	Gray's Inn Road
	01/11/2012
	Office
	533
	Net sq m
	5,742
	£140,679
	£263.72
	£24.50

	3rd floor (part), 60 Gray's Inn Road, London, WC1X 8LU
	Gray's Inn Road
	01/03/2012
	Office
	146
	Net sq m
	1,570
	£38,465
	£263.72
	£24.50


� RICS, Financial Viability in Planning, 1st Edition Guidance Note, August 2012
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