
The	
  District	
  Valuer	
  Service	
  report	
  on	
  Brighton	
  Hippodrome.	
  
	
  
To	
  read	
  the	
  comments	
  by	
  Our	
  Brighton	
  Hippodrome,	
  hover	
  the	
  cursor	
  over	
  the	
  
yellow	
  ‘quotation’	
  symbol.	
  
	
  
	
  
The	
  following	
  text	
  was	
  included	
  in	
  the	
  OBH	
  Viability	
  Study	
  as	
  an	
  introduction	
  to	
  
the	
  commentary	
  on	
  the	
  DVS	
  report.	
  
	
  

This	
  report	
  was	
  commissioned	
  by	
  Brighton	
  and	
  Hove	
  City	
  Council	
  on	
  30	
  
April	
  2014	
  and	
  is	
  dated	
  11	
  June	
  2014.	
  The	
  information	
  supplied	
  by	
  BHCC	
  
was	
  the	
  JAA	
  Viability	
  Report,	
  the	
  10-­‐point	
  objection	
  to	
  the	
  planning	
  
application	
  from	
  The	
  Theatres	
  Trust	
  (see	
  
theatrestrust.org.uk/store/assets/0000/3872/	
  
Combined_10_points.pdf)	
  and	
  the	
  letter	
  from	
  Ambassador	
  Theatre	
  Group	
  
refuting	
  the	
  claim	
  that	
  it	
  was	
  not	
  interested	
  in	
  the	
  Hippodrome	
  (see	
  6.3	
  
on	
  page	
  68).	
  Evidence	
  from	
  Our	
  Brighton	
  Hippodrome	
  about	
  the	
  errors,	
  
misleading	
  statements	
  and	
  contradictions	
  in	
  the	
  JAA	
  report	
  (see	
  Appendix	
  
D)	
  were	
  withheld	
  on	
  the	
  grounds	
  that	
  OBH	
  is	
  a	
  community	
  group	
  and	
  not	
  
a	
  professional	
  body	
  (see	
  2.4.13-­‐14	
  and	
  Appendix	
  C).	
  
The	
  DVS	
  was	
  not	
  asked	
  to	
  appraise	
  the	
  cinema/restaurant	
  proposal,	
  
which	
  has	
  thus	
  not	
  been	
  independently	
  assessed.	
  BHCC	
  appears	
  to	
  have	
  
originally	
  intended	
  to	
  request	
  appraisal	
  of	
  the	
  cinema	
  scheme	
  (see	
  2.4.6).	
  
As	
  the	
  casino	
  option	
  has	
  not	
  been	
  proposed,	
  it	
  is	
  not	
  considered	
  here.	
  
	
  
Although	
  only	
  six	
  pages	
  long,	
  this	
  report	
  was	
  selectively	
  summarised	
  in	
  
the	
  planning	
  officer’s	
  report	
  to	
  the	
  elected	
  members	
  on	
  the	
  planning	
  
committee.	
  This	
  commentary	
  is	
  based	
  on	
  the	
  full	
  report.	
  







davidfisher
Sticky Note
It's for a 1,550-seat theatre. All calculations based on 1,300 are therefore wrong.

davidfisher
Sticky Note
It's a concert hall with 1,700 seats (or 1,860 part-standing).

davidfisher
Sticky Note
During the 2013/14 financial year the occupancy rate for the Concert Hall was officially 88 per cent. Across all three venues in the Dome complex the occupancy rate was 74 per cent, with another eight per cent accounted for by get-ins and maintenance.

davidfisher
Sticky Note
The Komedia is not comparable with the Hippodrome, so is irrelevant.

davidfisher
Sticky Note
The Gardner Arts Centre was never a purely commercial venture but a subsidised arts facility funded jointly by the Arts Council and the university. It is scheduled to re-open in Q1 2015 and is irrelevant for comparison.



davidfisher
Sticky Note
As no sources are identified it is not possible to say whether they were relevant or appropriate. Certainly, no other theatre in Brighton would be able to provide relevant comparable information.

davidfisher
Sticky Note
For a 1,300-seat theatre this implies the equivalent of 112 full houses spread over 42 weeks of the year and 1.2 shows per day (353 performances), an average seat occupancy of 32 per cent. This is half the national average.

davidfisher
Sticky Note
This is very low for the type of shows that would be staged at the Hippodrome. We have used a conservative figure of £22--22 per cent higher.

davidfisher
Sticky Note
We have no way of assessing these as
sources are not given and terms used
are vague and unexplained. Senior
theatre managements consulted by
OBH do not recognise this model.

davidfisher
Sticky Note
This is entirely fictitious, based on arbitrary parameters that were intended to mislead. Simply substituting OBH’s estimated admissions, based on a 1,550-seat capacity, and average ticket price into this model produces a profit of £2.54m.

davidfisher
Sticky Note
In other words, this is pure, uninformed guesswork and has no credibility. It appears to be based on operating as a producing theatre,. which has not been proposed. We have no idea what other ‘trade related occupations’ could be relevant.

davidfisher
Sticky Note
There is only one receiving (or presenting) theatre in Brighton: the Theatre Royal, which is of considerably smaller size than the Hippodrome. No other venue comes close in size. That does not constitute an adequate supply.
  There is a subsequent mention of there being no demand for additional theatre space in the report. This is completely unsubstantiated and without evidence.



davidfisher
Sticky Note
The Theatres Trust, as the statutory body, knows much more about theatre than the district valuer, so this is presumptuous.
   More to the point, this is irrelevant. The ‘Dome’ in this context is a concert hall, not a theatre. The Hippodrome would operate on a purely commercial basis and would not rely on subsidy.

davidfisher
Sticky Note
The coincidence in the name is a silly basis for comparison. This betrays deep ignorance of the history of both that Hippodrome and the current state of West End theatregoing. The Hippodrome has had a varied career as a night club (Talk of the Town), saloon, cabaret and casino since 1951. Why was this chosen for comparison? Birmingham, Bristol, Great Yarmouth and Todmorden Hippodromes are all surviving and successful theatres in their varied ways.

davidfisher
Sticky Note
There has never been a proposal for an 1,800-seat theatre. This was the figure erroneously cited and then self-contradicted by JAA as the minimum needed for a lyric receiving theatre. The calculations are therefore wrong and there is no evidence that there is not this level of custom.

davidfisher
Sticky Note
Nor is there evidence to prove or disprove this contention. Citing the London Hippodrome again is a complete red herring and proves nothing. The agglomeration effect in the rest of the West End, currently with 90-95 per cent seat occupancy, proves the exact opposite. The District Valuer’s opinion (for it is clearly no more than that) is based on false premises.
  If the cinema proposition had been appraised, as it should have been, it would have shown that another cinema would certainly not generate any additional custom. As there is no gain from cinema, why does there have to be for theatre (even though there would be)?

davidfisher
Sticky Note
This is still irrelevant (see above).






