



Independent Viability Experts
David Newham MRICS
Director
CP Viability Ltd
T: 01937 360 131
M: 07947 120 953
E: davidnewham@cpviability.co.uk

FAO Ms Polly Harris-Gorf
Principal Planning Officer
South Holland District Council
Sent by email only

Our ref: DN-0348
Your ref: H09-0276-19
Date: 11 June 2020

Dear Ms Harris-Gorf
PROPERTY ADDRESS: Land rear of Fen Road, Holbeach
INSTRUCTING BODY: South Holland District Council
APPLICANT: Ashwood Homes

Further to your instruction dated 26 May 2020, we are pleased to report as follows.




1. Property Overview

1.1.

The property is located on the southern edge of Holbeach, a fenland market town
about 7 miles east of Spalding, to which it is linked by the A151, with north to south
links via the A17 Newark on Trent to Kings Lynn route. More specifically, the site is
situated immediately to the west of Fen Road (the B1168), which runs mainly north to
south, linking Holbeach to the A17 to the north and to Holbeach Drove to the south.

1.2.

The site is currently situated in a “semi-rural” location, with open fields either side of
“ribbon development”, which comprises established housing of different ages and
styles. However, immediately to the west and partly to the south is the planned major
residential scheme of Holbeach Meadows (900 dwellings), for which the applicant
obtained outline planning permission in December 2016, and reserved matters
approval for 330 dwellings in November 2017. This is currently under construction
closer to Hall Gate towards the north west of the subject site.

1.3.

The northern boundary of the subject site is to a current new build development of 6
bungalows; the eastern boundary to the rear gardens of 36 to 58 Fen Road; the
southern boundary partly to Fen Road dwellings’ gardens, partly to the road itself and
partly to Phase 1b of the Holbeach Meadows scheme, as is the western boundary.

1.4.

The site has an irregular shape and comprises open flat land formerly used for grazing.
Although the site has a part frontage to Fen Road adjacent to number 68, it is
understood that access to the site for the major part of the proposed scheme will be
taken from another access into Phase 1b of the Holbeach Meadows scheme which will
be constructed between the subject site’s southern boundary and the detached
dwelling known as “Barrington” just to the south. A group of 3 dwellings will have
access direct from Fen Road.
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1.5.

We understand from the “Viability Assessment” dated 22 May 2020 prepared by
Maxey Grounds (“MG”) on behalf of the applicant that the gross area of the site
extends to 3.06 Ha (7.56 acres).

1.6.

In terms of planning history, the only applications/decisions in the last 14 years which
have a bearing on the current application are the following:



H09-0521-14 – Outline application (by the applicant) for “Residential development
of up to 900 dwellings, with access off Hall Gate and Fen Road, including public
open space, drainage infrastructure, landscaping, including demolition of two
dwellings and agricultural buildings (but not listed Manor Farm and adjacent
outbuildings)” This was for the wider Holbeach Meadows scheme, and was
approved and a S.106 agreement entered into in December 2016. This affected
part of the subject site on Fen Road on the north side of where the proposed
Holbeach Meadows link road joins Fen Road.



H09-0331-17 – Reserved matters application (by the applicant) for “Access,
appearance, landscaping, layout and scale for highways infrastructure (new link
road, roundabout, junctions and modifications to Hall Gate and Fen Road (Phase
1A)), and two phases of residential development totalling 330 dwellings (Phases
1B & 2). Development Brief and Masterplan for phased development of remainder
of site (Outline permission H09-0521-14)”. This affected the same part of the
subject site as the outline permission, together with the proposed Public Open
Space with LEAP/attenuation pond and ditch diversion in the western part of the
subject site adjacent to the Holbeach Meadows scheme.
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H09-0332-17 – Follow up application to the above for “Engineering works
associated with stormwater management and diversion of IDB drainage ditch”,
affecting the same area as the above.

1.7.

The current proposal is a full planning application (under ref. H09-0276-19) for the
“Erection of 83 dwellings with associated garaging, roads and sewers”.

1.8.

We have been provided with the following schedule of accommodation (as set out on
Page 52 of MG’s report):

Type

Beds

No.

Sq ft (each)

Sq ft (total)

Dee – end terrace/semi

2

19

732

13,908

Dee – mid terrace

2

4

732

2,928

Huntingdon – semi

3

4

796

3,184

Warwick – det bungalow

2

6

802

4,812

Aire – semi

3

14

902

12,637

Avon – semi

3

8

910

7,280

Nene – detached

3

5

1,077

5,385

Mere – semi

3

3

1,080

3,240

Mere – detached

3

3

1,080

3,240

Lock – detached

3

2

1,080

2,160

Ribble-V – detached

4

7

1,283

8,981

Tay - detached

4

2

1,770

3,540

Harren- detached

4

1

1,396

1,396

A516 – terrace/semi

1

4

517

2,067

A1120 – detached

4

1

1,119

1,119

Totals

83

75,877
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2. Scope of Assessment and General Assumptions
2.1

As indicated above. Acting on behalf of the applicant, MG have submitted a “viability
assessment dated 22 May 2020 in support of the applicant’s proposal for a change to
policy. MG conclude that modelling a scheme with the target policy level of
contributions would render the scheme unviable (producing a loss of c. £1.1m). If these
policy requirements are excluded, the loss is reduced to c. £221,000, although MG
comment that if the scheme is to proceed, the developer would have to accept a return
on revenue below 17.5% (i.e. the return would be reduced by the amount of the loss).

2.2

We have been instructed to provide an independent viability assessment of the
scheme, with a view to advising the Council as to the appropriate level of policy
contributions that the scheme can viably deliver.

2.3

In accordance with the RICS Financial viability in planning: conduct and reporting 1st
Edition (May 2019) we can confirm that in completing this instruction CP Viability Ltd
have acted with objectivity, impartiality, without interference and with reference to all
appropriate available sources of information.

2.4

In accordance with the RICS Financial viability in planning: conduct and reporting 1st
Edition (May 2019) we can confirm that prior to accepting this instruction we
undertook a conflict of interest check. It is stressed that as an organisation we only
provide independent viability reviews upon the instruction of Local Authorities and
therefore can guarantee that we have not provided viability advice on behalf of the
applicant for this scheme. Within this context and having undertaken a review we are
unaware of any conflict of interest that prevents CP Viability from undertaking this
instruction. If, at a later date, a conflict is identified we will notify all parties to discuss
how this should be managed.
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2.5

In accordance with the RICS Financial viability in planning: conduct and reporting 1st
Edition (May 2019) we can confirm that the fee agreed to undertake this review is a
fixed rate (covering the elements set out in our fee quote / terms of engagement) and
is not performance related or a contingent fee.

2.6

In accordance with the RICS Financial viability in planning: conduct and reporting 1st
Edition (May 2019) we can confirm that CP Viability Ltd is not currently providing
ongoing advice to South Holland District Council in area-wide financial viability
assessments to help formulate policy.

2.7

As stated within the RICS Financial viability in planning: conduct and reporting 1 st
Edition (May 2019) it is now a mandatory requirement to provide sensitivity analysis
of the viability results. This is to demonstrate to the applicant and decision maker the
impact that changes to inputs have on the viability outcome and also to help the
assessor reach an informed conclusion. We have subsequently undertaken sensitivity
testing as part of this review.

2.8

We have assessed the viability of the scheme as at 11 June 2020.

2.9

We inspected the site on 5 June 2020.

2.10

This assessment does not provide a critique of the proposed development design. Our
role is limited to testing the viability of the proposals as detailed on the relevant
planning applications.

2.11

We have relied on the information provided to us by the instructing body and the
applicant and in particular information publicly available through the Council’s
planning portal website. We have not met either of the Instructing Body or the
applicant.
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2.12

In accordance with the RICS Guidance on Viability (Guidance Note 1, 2012), our
appraisal assumes a hypothetical landowner and a hypothetical developer. The
intention of a viability assessment is therefore to identify the approach a ‘typical’ or
‘average’ developer / landowner would take to delivering the site for development. A
viability assessment does not therefore seek to reflect the specific circumstances of
any particular body (whether landowner or developer).

2.13

Our review also adheres to the guidance set out in the Planning Practice Guidance for
viability, as published in July 2018 (and updated most recently in September 2019).

2.14

In undertaking our appraisals, we have utilised the ARGUS Development Appraisal
Tool. This is an industry approved cash-flow model, designed specifically for
development appraisals. This report reflects the independent views of CP Viability,
based on the research undertaken, the evidence identified and the experience of the
analysing surveyor.

3. MG’s appraisals – summary

3.1.

MG’s assessment (dated May 2020) considers 2 principal appraisal scenarios:

Scenario 1 – Fully target policy compliant with 25% on-site affordable housing and
S106 contributions of £461,008. Produces a deficit of £1,102,932.

Scenario 2 – 100% market value for sale with no policy contributions. Produces a deficit
of £221,195.
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3.2.

MG’s also undertake sensitivity appraisal testing (all on the basis of nil planning policy
requirements), where they vary the build costs and scheme revenue by 5% either way
for Scenario 2. The results show the following:

3.2

-

Costs increase by 5%, revenue falls by 5%

= deficit £1,145,405 (unviable)

-

Costs at BCIS level, revenue falls by 5%

= deficit £7,62,006 (unviable)

-

Costs decrease by 5%, revenue increases by 5% = surplus £690,484 (viable)

-

Costs at BCIS level, revenue increases by 5%

= surplus £317,624 (viable)

-

Costs decrease by 5%, revenue remains

= surplus £152,882 (viable)

-

Costs increase by 5%, revenue remains

= deficit £603,105 (unviable)

-

Costs at BCIS level, revenue remains

= deficit £221,195 (unviable)

We have concentrated on Scenario 1 for this review. To summarise this, we have
categorised the costs provided under what we consider to be the most common
sections of a viability appraisal. For example, all costs which we believe relate to the
basic construction of a dwelling (including a contractor’s margin or developer’s
overhead) have been allocated under “Estate housing”. This categorisation approach
allows us to undertake a comparison between the subject scheme and other
developments we have assessed.

Gross Development Value (Revenue)
Type

No.

Average £

Total

per sq ft
Market Value Houses

62

£202

£12,062,000

Affordable housing (Affordable rent)

15

£136

£1,523,355

Affordable housing (Intermediate/SO)

6

£131

£642,083

Total

83

£14,227,438
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Gross Development Cost (Outgoings)
Type

Detail

Total

Estate housing

£103.18 per sq ft

£7,828,830

External works costs

16.41% of build costs

£1,284,940

Garages

35 single/double/pair

£413,500

Contingency

3.1% of build costs above

£295,321

Professional fees

5.22% of build/external works costs

£475,706

Abnormal works costs

Various (£135,911 per acre)

Planning policy

POS/NHS/Education/Indexation

£521,783

Marketing & disposal

2.5% of revenue

£301,550

Sales legal fees

£750 per market dwelling

£46,500

Sales to RP legal fees

£476 per dwelling

£10,000

Finance costs

6.5% debit

£276,418

Arrangement fees etc

£27,500

Benchmark land value

£111,093 per acre

Acquisition costs

Legals, SDLT

Developer’s profit

17.5% on MV dwellings/4.6% on AH

Total

3.3

£1,027,658

£840,000
£37,800
£2,210,484
£15,597,990

MG’s appraisal produces a deficit of £1,370,552. This is adjusted in their appraisal to
the ‘present value’, equating to a deficit of £1,102,932 as at today. Expressed in a
different way, based on MG’s assumptions their appraisal shows a residual developer
profit of £839,932 (a blended rate of 5.9% of revenue) which would be well below the
expected market level of return for such a scheme (which is typically in excess of 15%
on revenue).
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3.4

MG, in the summary to their report state that “...even with no affordable housing or
S106 cash contributions the development is not viable, unless the developer is willing
to accept a profit level of below 17.5%.”. This therefore suggests the scheme is
unviable regardless of the level of planning policies (which raises the question of
deliverability). However, in the “Appraisal Conclusions” section of their report they
state that: “Following removal of these elements, the model still produces a marginally
non-viable scheme, but one at which delivery is likely to occur.”

3.5

The Planning Practice Guidance on viability states the following:
Where up-to-date policies have set out the contributions expected from
development, planning applications that fully comply with them should be
assumed to be viable. It is up to the applicant to demonstrate whether
particular circumstances justify the need for a viability assessment at the
application stage. Paragraph 007
Where a viability assessment is submitted to accompany a planning application
this should be based upon and refer back to the viability assessment that
informed the plan; and the applicant should provide evidence of what has
changed since then. Paragraph 008

3.6

When there is a Local Plan in place (as is the case for South Holland District Council)
the PPG therefore requires an applicant to demonstrate what has changed since the
plan was brought into place and also specifically to comment upon what is different
between the site specific circumstances of the scheme and what was used in the
viability testing which informed the plan.

3.7

In light of this, the applicant / MG have provided the following additional commentary
(sent via email dated 29th May 2020):
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-

During viability testing which helped formulate the South East Lincolnshire Local
Plan, various typologies were tested which resulted in a positive viability position
with planning policies applied, rather than the deficit that is shown for the site on
Fen Road, Holbeach.

-

As per the Planning Practice Guidance, it is necessary to investigate why there is
such a difference between these two positions, therefore we have compared the
closest typology used in 2017 (greenfield site for 150 dwellings) with the site at Fen
Road, Holbeach.

-

We have adopted the percentages and values per unit accepted in the Local Plan
Viability and applied them to a site of 83 units to get a direct comparison on costs.

-

The differences are highlighted below:
Appraisal Input

Density
Average Value
Average Dwelling Size
Build Cost
Externals
Contingency
Professional Fees
S106
Sales/Marketing
Developer Profit
BLV
Abnormals

-

2017
Viability
Study Fen Road, Holbeach
(Rates/Percentages for 150 (83 dwellings)
dwellings)
30 dwellings per Ha
27.12 dwellings per
Ha
£1,900 per sqm
£2,167 per sqm
100 sqm
90 sqm
£911 per sqm
£1,144 per sqm
£806,667 (10% on build cost
£2,178,800 (27% on
build cost)
3% on build cost
2.5% on build cost
7% on build cost
6% on build cost
Up to £5,000 per dwelling
£5,554 per dwelling
3% on revenue
2.5% on revenue
17.5% Market, 6% Affordable 17.5% Market, 6%
Affordable
£300,000 per Ha
£275,000 per Ha
£830,000 (£10,000 per unit)
£469,830 (£5,660 per
unit)

The main points affecting the viability position for the subject scheme on Fen Road
in comparison with the Local Plan position are as follows:
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(i)

The density of the scheme is lower than assumed in the Local Plan study,
which has a negative impact on viability.

(ii)

The average size of the dwellings on the Fen Road site are smaller than
those for the Local Plan study, reflecting appropriate designs for the site
and area, but which impacts the viability position by reducing GDV.

(iii)

The build costs adopted have increased by around 25% compared with the
Local Plan viability study, which was conducted around 3 years ago,
therefore a significant uplift is expected. The build cost adopted for Fen
Road is based on the BCIS lower quartile cost of construction with additions
for wider strip foundations and increasing the slab level, and is considered
reasonable. The foundation and level issues were not points modelled in
the Local Plan Viability study.

(iv)

The sales values are around 14% higher than the figures used the in Local
Plan viability study, and this is reasonable considering price inflation since
2017. The values adopted for Fen Road are based on what has been
achieved on other Ashwood Homes sites in Holbeach, along with other
comparable evidence where direct comparisons can’t be made, and this
constitutes clear and strong evidence to justify the values adopted.
However, with the build costs having increased around 25% and the sale
values increasing by only 14%, this implies that the difference between
these figures has narrowed since the Local Plan testing. This results in
considerable increased pressure on the viability position.

(v)

There is clearly a difference between the way externals and abnormals have
been categorised, with externals in the Local Plan study totalling 10% on
build cost and the externals at Fen Road totalling 27% on build cost, and
abnormals in the Local Plan study totalling £10,000 per unit and the
abnormals for Fen Road totalling £5,660 per unit. Applying these figures
combined to a site of 83 would give figures for the Local Plan study of
£806,667 for externals and £830,000 for abnormals, compared with
£2,178,800 for externals and £469,830 for abnormals for Fen Road
specifically, this is an overall difference of around £1,000,000. The
increased costs are due to the fact the Local Plan study doesn’t model the
provision of garages, and the additional on-site costs which are in place to
satisfy planning conditions relating to Flood Risk which enable the site to be
safely developed i.e. dewatering, extra filling to the road and site to
increase levels, and SUDs. Furthermore, the off-site works are an additional
cost which are required to allow the development to go ahead which have
not been specifically accounted for in the Local Plan study.
12
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-

The factors above combined result in a different viability position compared with
the Local Plan whole viability study, and thus results in the need to revisit the
viability position in order for the development to be delivered.

4. CP Viability’s appraisal

Gross Development Value (Revenue)

4.1.

4.2.

In their assessment, MG’s average sales values can be summarised as follows:
 2 bed semi/mid/end terr 732 sq ft

£198 to £210 per sq ft

 2 bed bungalow

802 sq ft

£274 per sq ft

 3 bed semi

796 to 1,080 sq ft

£176 to £207 per sq ft

 3 bed detached

1,077 to 1,080 sq ft

£194 to £195 per sq ft

 4 bed detached

1,283 to 1,770 sq ft

£185 to £186 per sq ft

In support of these values, MG use “...comparable evidence from similar schemes by
the Client in Holbeach and using other new-build comparable evidence where direct
comparables are unavailable.” The values they identify, which are relevant to the
subject scheme, can be summarised as follows:
 The Brambles, Balmoral Way, Holbeach PE12 7RN: 36 dwelling scheme by the
applicant of 2/3/4 bed detached, semi-detached, terrace and apartment types.
Situated in a semi-rural location, around 1.5 miles north east of the subject site, on
the fringe of Holbeach adjoining a modern residential scheme built in the early
2000s. MG consider The Brambles to be a similar value location to the subject site.
MG refer to the following sales in late 2019 / early 2020:
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 Dee 2b semi-detached type at 732 sq ft at £210 per sq ft
 Aire 3b semi-detached type at 902 sq ft average of £197.48 per sq ft
 Mere 3b semi-detached type at 1,080 sq ft average of £176 per sq ft
 Ribble 4b detached type at 1,283 sq ft average of £186 per sq ft
 Ashburton Grove, Pennyhill Road, Holbeach PE12 7QE: 32 dwelling scheme by the
applicant of 3/4 bed detached and semi-detached types. This scheme is located
just over 0.75 mile north of the town centre on the north side of the A17, in a more
rural location but adjacent to a social/ former social housing estate built. MG refer
to the following sales in 2019:
 Clyde 3b semi-detached type at 775 sq ft average of £201 per sq ft
 Lock 3b terr / semi type at 1,080 sq ft average of £167 per sq ft
 Lock 3b detached type at 1,080 sq ft average of £179 per sq ft
 Mere 3b terr / semi type at 1,080 sq ft average of £169 per sq ft
 Mere 3b detached type at 1,080 sq ft at £178 per sq ft
 Ribble 4b detached type at 1,283 sq ft average of £175 per sq ft

4.3.

We have verified the above figures against the Land Registry data.

4.4.

In addition, we also note the sales of new build housing at Low Lane, Holbeach (again
a scheme delivered by the applicant. This is situated around 2 miles to the north of the
subject site off the A17, on the northern edge of the town. The Land Registry records
the following sales during 2019:
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4.5.

Address
28 LOW LANE
44 LOW LANE
48 LOW LANE
54 LOW LANE
66 LOW LANE
68 LOW LANE

SPALDING
SPALDING
SPALDING
SPALDING
SPALDING
SPALDING

Pcode
PE12 7GA
PE12 7GA
PE12 7GA
PE12 7GA
PE12 7GA
PE12 7GA

Sq ft
732
732
732
732
732
732
732

£psf
Price
Date
Type
£ 191
£140,000 28/01/2019 Semi
£ 191
£140,000 04/01/2019 Semi
£ 189
£138,000 25/01/2019 Semi
£ 184
£135,000 25/01/2019 Semi
£ 191
£140,000 25/01/2019 Semi
£ 191
£140,000 25/01/2019 Semi
£ 190

HOLBEACH
HOLBEACH
HOLBEACH
HOLBEACH
HOLBEACH
HOLBEACH

62 LOW LANE
64 LOW LANE
76 LOW LANE
78 LOW LANE

HOLBEACH
HOLBEACH
HOLBEACH
HOLBEACH

SPALDING
SPALDING
SPALDING
SPALDING

PE12 7GA
PE12 7GA
PE12 7GA
PE12 7GA

1,023
1,023
1,023
1,023
1,023

£
£
£
£
£

161
163
152
163
160

£165,000
£167,000
£155,000
£167,000

28/02/2019 Semi
08/02/2019 Semi
25/03/2019 Semi
01/03/2019 Semi

32 LOW LANE
70 LOW LANE
72 LOW LANE
74 LOW LANE

HOLBEACH
HOLBEACH
HOLBEACH
HOLBEACH

SPALDING
SPALDING
SPALDING
SPALDING

PE12 7GA
PE12 7GA
PE12 7GA
PE12 7GA

1,023
1,023
1,023
1,023
1,023

£
£
£
£
£

142
156
152
156
152

£145,000
£160,000
£155,000
£160,000

11/01/2019 Terrace
22/02/2019 Terrace
22/02/2019 Terrace
22/02/2019 Terrace

The value ‘tone’ achieved at Low Lane is therefore slightly below that shown at the
Brambles and Ashburton Grove.

4.6.

However, in terms of location the strongest comparable to the subject site is the
applicant’s ongoing Holbeach Meadows development, situated immediately to the
west. We note the following dwellings currently available for sale (please note we have
only considered dwelling types similar to that proposed at the subject scheme):

The Ouse

4b detached 1,814 sq ft £380,000 (£209 psf) inc double garage

The Bain

4b detached 1,313 sq ft £280,000 (£213 psf) inc double garage

The Avon

3b semi 910 sq ft £195,000 (£214 psf) inc single garage

The Sparta

3b semi 775 sq ft £190,000 (£245 psf) inc single garage

The Dee

2b semi 732 sq ft £165,000 (£225psf)
15
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4.7.

It is stressed that the above asking prices are pre-incentives. Based on other schemes
we have assessed in the area involving the applicant we understand incentives offered
can include the following:
 Legal fees paid £500 to £1,500
 Turf to rear garden
 Personal garage door
 Stamp duty paid
 Wardrobes
 Carpet upgrade
 Washer drier
 External lights

4.8.

As a broad average, we would expect sales incentives to equate to around 3 – 5% of
the gross asking price. For the purposes of our analysis, and given the current
uncertainty in the market place, we consider a deduction equivalent to 5% of the gross
asking price to be a reasonable average. We have subsequently compared these
adjusted asking prices to the similar house types being proposed at the subject site, as
follows:

Dwelling type

Holbeach

MG values at subject Diff %

Meadows net

psf

4b det (doub garage)c.1,800 sqft Ouse £199psf

Tay £185psf

7.04%

4b det (doub garage)c.1,300 sqft Bain £202psf

Ribble £186psf

7.92%

3b semi (sing garage) c.900 sqft

Avon £203psf

Avon £197psf

2.96%

3b semi (sing garage) c.800 sqft

Sparta £233psf

Huntingdon £207psf

11.16%

2b semi (no garage) c.730 sqft

Dee £214psf

Dee £210psf

1.87%
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4.9.

Based on the current asking prices at the neighbouring Holbeach Meadows scheme,
and taking into account the gross to net approach as discussed above, the values
applied by MG to the subject scheme appear below expectations. This suggests that
the applicant considers this to be a higher value location than the other schemes
identified in Holbeach. We would support this, given the semi-rural outlook of the site.

4.10. Taking into account all of the above, we consider the following adjustments to be
reasonable (again adopting a cautious approach):
Tay

-

£195 psf

Ribble

-

£195 psf

Avon

-

£200 psf

Huntingdon

-

£225 psf

Dee

-

£212psf

4.11. The above adjustments has a ‘knock on’ effect on the other values applied to the
scheme (i.e. the other values need to be consistent with these adjusted figures). In
light of this we have adopted the following amended values in our base appraisal:

Harren

-

£195 per sq ft

Lock

-

£203 per sq ft

Mere (det)

-

£203 per sq ft

Mere (semi)

-

£204 per sq ft

Nene

-

£204 per sq ft

Aire

-

£207 per sq ft

Warwick

-

£274 per sq ft

Dee (terr)

-

£212 per sq ft
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4.12. Adopting the above adjustments, and assuming a policy compliant scheme (as per
MG’s Scenario 1), the overall scheme revenue increase by around £320,000 compared
to MG’s initial allowances.

4.13. For the affordable dwellings we have assumed an average transfer value equivalent to
50% on market value. For the shared ownership we have assumed an average of 67.5%
of the equivalent market value. These discounts are considered to be consistent with
other schemes appraised recently appraised across the district.

Build costs

4.14. For their standard plot construction costs MG refer to the Build Cost Information
Service (“BCIS”) database. This is a database regularly used in the construction
industry, providing average build price rates for different types of accommodation in
different locations.

4.15. MG apply the lower quartile rate of £103.18 per sq ft, which includes £0.93 per sq ft to
reflect the fact that 7.5% of the proposed dwellings are bungalows. However, the BCIS
rate excludes external works costs, contingency and abnormal works costs and as such
these need to be included elsewhere in the appraisal. MG make an additional
allowance for external works which equates to 16.41% of the basic plot construction
costs. Further allowances are made for garages (rates ranging from £9,000 to £13,500
per garage) and a contingency sum equivalent to 3.1% of the plot construction,
externals and garages. Finally, the abnormal works costs are inputted separately into
the appraisal (and discussed in more detail below).
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4.16. For the subject site we also consider it appropriate to reference current BCIS average
price data. The latest figures are as follows:

4.17. In this case we consider the following rates to be appropriate for the subject scheme:
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-

2 storey lower quartile estate housing

£1,054psm (£97.92 psf)

-

Single storey lower quartile estate housing

£1,115 psm (£103.58 psf)

4.18. In this case we consider the following rates to be appropriate for the subject scheme.
This equates to an overall ‘blended’ rate of £98.28 per sq ft.

4.19. For the externals, we have reviewed other cases we have recently appraised across the
District. Taken within the context of the above plot construction rates, an allowance of
15% is considered to be reasonable and consistent with these other schemes.

4.20. With respect to the garages, the allowances adopted by MG are as follows:
 Single garage

£9,000 per unit

 Pair of garages

£13,500 per unit

 Double garage

£13,000 per unit

4.21. Based on other schemes we have recently appraised, these allowances are deemed to
be in line with expectations, and we have adopted the same in our appraisal.

4.22. With regards to contingency, MG’s allowance is equivalent to have allowed 3.23% of
the adjusted plot construction, externals and garages. Based on other schemes we
have appraised in the District, and to ensure consistency, we have assumed 3%.
4.23. For abnormal costs, MG include the following in their assessment:
Site prep / demolition

£20,000

Additional cost for foundations (83 at £750)

£62,250

Increase slab levels

£175,593
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Filling to site to raise levels (various depths)

£139,485

Well point dewatering

£150,000

SUDS

£197,830

Garages additional foundation cost

£17,500

Foul pumping station

£125,000

Move IDB Water course

£40,000

Contribution towards WPD improvement

£100,000

4.24. The above totals £1,027,658 (equivalent to £135,911 per acre).

4.25. In this particular case, bearing in mind that this site adjoins the applicant’s other
development, there is an increased risk of ‘double counting’ on the abnormal costs (i.e.
some of the issues identified may be, at least in part, offset by works undertaken on
the neighbouring site). This applies in particular to the costs of the foul pumping
station, moving the watercourse, SUDS and the payment to the electricity supplier to
reinforce the network.
4.26. That said, with regards to all of the abnormal costs, we would stress that the impact of
these can be offset (at least partially) by reductions in the benchmark land value. The
Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) publication on viability (published alongside the
NPPF and recently updated in September 2019) states clearly that benchmark land
values should “reflect the implications of abnormal costs; site-specific infrastructure
costs; and professional costs”. In other words, the higher the abnormals /
infrastructure works, the lower the benchmark land value and vice versa. This is also
discussed below under the ‘site value’ section.
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4.27. In this respect, if at a later date savings were found in the abnormal costs or additional
costs were identified this will not necessarily impact on the overall viability outcome.
This is because the benchmark land value would also need to be adjusted, which would
largely offset any changes in the abnormal works costs.

4.28. Having considered the above, for the purposes of our review we have accepted the
abnormal costs as put forward in MG’s appraisal. This is on the basis that the
benchmark land value reflects the level of abnormal costs (which equates to around
£135,000 per gross acre).
Professional fees
4.29. MG have included professional fees which are equivalent the equivalent of 5.77% of
our adjusted build and external works costs.

4.30. Based on other schemes we have appraised across the District, this allowance is
deemed to be reasonable and has been accepted in our appraisal.
S106 / Other Council Policy Requirements
4.31. MG have adopted the following allowances in their appraisal:


Play area

- £60,775



NHS contribution

- £54,780



Education

- £376,069



S106 indexation

- £30,159

4.32. There is also a 25% on-site affordable housing requirement (split 70/30 between
affordable rent and shared ownership / intermediate dwellings).
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Marketing / legal costs
4.33. For disposal and marketing costs MG have allowed 2.5% on the market value revenue.
An additional allowance of £750 per unit has been applied to the market value units,
plus £10,000 for the 21 affordable dwellings. These allowances are considered to be
consistent with allowances adopted in other viability assessments across the District
and are therefore considered to be reasonable here.

Finance
4.34. MG have allowed for these costs at a debit rate of 6.50%, with an additional £27,500
for arrangement fees and other costs. We have recently proposed a rate of 6.25% for
a large scale housing development elsewhere in the District involving the applicant. For
consistency, we propose the same allowance here.

4.35. To calculate the finance we have inputted our appraisal data into the ARGUS
Development Appraisal Toolkit, which is an industry approved discounted cash flow
model (appended to this report).
Developer’s profit
4.36. MG adopt a profit equivalent to 17.5% on revenue for the market value units and circa
5% for the affordable.

4.37. For a scheme of this size and nature we believe it is appropriate to apply a profit margin
expressed as a percentage of the revenue.
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4.38. In our experience profit margins fluctuate depending on the nature of the scheme and
the type of developer implementing the project. However, and only as a broad guide,
we tend to see profit margins in the region of 15% to 20% of revenue. This range is
now also explicitly referenced in the recent PPG publication (albeit within the context
of plan viability testing).

4.39. It is stressed, however, that affordable dwelling typically tend to attract a lower profit
requirement. This is because the risk associated with delivering affordable units is less
than market value dwellings, as they are typically transferred in bulk to a single party
and are often ‘pre-sold’ even before construction has been completed. We usually see
a reduced profit in the region of 6% on revenue for affordable dwellings.
4.40. We have again reviewed other schemes appraised across the District. Having
considered this and the above, we conclude that an allowance of 17.5% is acceptable
for the market value dwellings, together with a reduction to 5% for the affordable (as
per MG’s approach).
Site value
4.41. The Benchmark Land Value (“BLV”) attempts to identify the minimum price that a
hypothetical landowner would accept in the prevalent market conditions to release
the land for development. Whilst a relatively straight forward concept in reality this is
open to interpretation and is generally one of the most debated elements of a viability
appraisal. It is also often confused with market value, however the guidance stresses
that this is a distinct concept and therefore is different to market value assessments.
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4.42. The standard approach is to run an initial appraisal based on all of the above fixed
inputs to arrive at a site value for the site. In accordance with the RICS guidance, this
residual site value can then be compared to the “benchmark land value” (which is the
minimum price that a hypothetical landowner would accept and a hypothetical
developer would pay for the scheme to be delivered). If the residual site value is above
this “benchmark” then the scheme is viable. If the residual site value falls below this
figure then the scheme is deemed to be unviable.

4.43. Viability assessors are provided some guidance through the National Planning Policy
Framework (‘NPPF’) and Planning Practice Guidance (‘PPG’), as published on 24 th July
2018. This provides a more up to date guide to undertaking viability assessments and
can be regarded as superseding certain elements of the above 2012 documents. One
area which the PPG deals with is in relation to assessing BLV, stating the following:
4.43.1. To define land value for any viability assessment, a benchmark land value
should be established on the basis of the existing use value (EUV) of the land,
plus a premium for the landowner. The premium for the landowner should
reflect the minimum return at which it is considered a reasonable landowner
would be willing to sell their land.

4.43.2. The EUV should disregard any hope value.

4.43.3. Benchmark land value should reflect the implications of abnormal costs, site
specific infrastructure costs and professional site fees.
4.43.4. Benchmark land value should be informed by market evidence including
current uses, costs and values wherever possible.
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4.43.5. Where recent market evidence is used to inform assessment of benchmark
land value this evidence should be based on developments which are
compliant with policies, including affordable housing. Where this evidence is
not available plan makers and applicants should identify and evidence any
adjustments to reflect the cost of policy compliance. This is so that historic
benchmark land values of non-policy compliant developments are not used to
inflate values over time.

4.43.6. Under no circumstances will the price paid for land be a relevant justification
for failing to accord with the relevant policies in the plan.
4.43.7. Alternative Use Value of the land may be informative in establishing
benchmark land value. However, these should be limited to those uses which
have an existing implementable permission for that use. Valuation based on
AUV includes the premium to the landowner. If evidence of AUV is being
considered the premium to the landowner must not be double counted.
4.44. In other words, the Council should not subsidise (through a loss of planning policy
contributions) any overbid made when acquiring the site. Any overbid (or indeed
underbid) for a site should therefore be disregarded when considering the BLV. As part
of the process of reviewing viability it is down to the assessor to determine whether a
price paid is an appropriate figure (or not) to use as a BLV.

4.45. In their report, MG calculate the existing use value as being based on Grade 1
horticultural land values (which they suggest is around £10,000 per acre or £25,000
per gross hectare). This is considered to be broadly reasonable.
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4.46. In terms of a premium uplift, MG’s allowance equates to around 11 times the existing
use value. Taking into account the extent of the abnormal costs identified, this is
consistent with allowances agreed on other large scale schemes we have appraised
across the District. We have therefore adopted the same in our appraisal.

5. Appraisal results and conclusions

5.1.

We have run an appraisal for the scheme as proposed incorporating the various
appraisal inputs detailed above. Our initial approach was to apply the full planning
policy requirements, including a 25% onsite affordable housing provision. However,
this returned a residual land value significantly below the bench mark land value and
was subsequently shown to be unviable.

5.2.

On a ‘trial and error’ basis we have adjusted the planning policy requirements to see
at what point (if any) the scheme returns a viable outcome. Please see attached our
Scenario 1 base appraisal. This shows that the scheme is able to viably support the
following:
Scenario 1: Onsite affordable housing 7 units (8.43%):
Affordable rent

No. of
units

Intermediate

No. of
units

1 bed house
2 bed house
3 bed house
Sub total

2
1
1
4

2 bed house
3 bed house

2
1

Sub total 3
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5.3.

-

Public open space

£60,775

-

NHS Contribution

£54,780

-

Education

£376,069

-

S106 indexation

£30,159

Total

£521,783

The affordable housing level is therefore significantly below the planning policy
requirement. We have subsequently reviewed the Local Plan viability testing (as per
the applicant’s approach) to assess the reasons for this difference and note the
following key differences:

(i)

In the Local Plan viability testing the average dwelling size was 1,076 sq ft. At
the subject scheme the average size is 919 sq ft. The subject scheme is
therefore ‘less dense’ than what was assumed in the Local Plan testing. This
means less revenue can be generated from the scheme.

(ii)

Furthermore, in the Local Plan viability testing the number of units assumed
per Ha was 30. At the subject scheme, the proposal is for 27 dwellings per Ha.
Again, the subject scheme is ‘less dense’ which reduces the amounts of revenue
which can be extracted from the development. This is likely explained by the
inclusion of detached bungalows in the scheme, which require larger plots.

(iii)

The Local Plan viability testing assumed S106 contributions up to £5,000 per
dwelling. At the subject scheme, allowing for indexation, the S106 ‘ask’ is
equivalent to £6,287 per dwelling. This places a greater downward pressure on
affordable housing.
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(iv)

At the time of the Local Plan viability testing, plot construction / external costs
were equivalent to around 53% of the revenue. At the subject scheme, using
the updated figures, plot construction / externals (in our appraisal) are
equivalent to circa 57% of the revenue. Construction costs are therefore a
higher proportion of revenue, which has a negative impact on the viability
outcome.

5.4.

For illustrative purposes, the key differences between our base appraisal and the S1AH
assessment are as follows:
Input

MG appraisal

CPV Scenario 1 Difference
appraisal

5.5.

Revenue (average)

£202psf

£208psf

£320,000

Construction

£103.18psf

£98.27psf

£334,290

Externals

16.41%

15%

£160,759

Total

£815,049

However, and in addition to any ‘base’ appraisals, the RICS guidance now states that it
is a mandatory requirement to undertake sensitivity testing as part of the
considerations. This is to enable applicant’s / decision makers to see the impact that
adjustments to the figures can have on the viability outcome.

5.6.

In this case, and taking into account the current volatility in the market place, we
consider it appropriate to run sensitivity testing based on changes in the revenue. For
our Scenario 2 we have run a scenario which assumes a 5% increase in revenue from
the base position (see attached). Under this scenario the level of affordable housing
that can be provided increases to 19 units (22.89%), the plus the full S106
contributions.
29


Independent Viability Experts RICS Regulated Firm Company No. 10377118 Written in Confidence

5.7.

We have also run a Scenario 3 which assumes a 5% fall in revenue from the base
position (see attached). This shows the scheme is unable to support any affordable
housing and can only support reduced S106 contributions totalling £193,714.

5.8.

The sensitivity testing demonstrates the significant ‘swing’ in the viability outcome that
occurs when the revenue changes by only a relatively small percentage. Other factors,
such as build costs, have an equally significant impact on the viability outcome.

5.9.

Having considered all of the above, and taking into account the current volatility in the
market place, we agree that the subject scheme is unable to viably support the full
planning policy contributions.

5.10. However, our sensitivity testing suggests that some level of contributions can be
provided. In this particular case, we conclude that our Scenario 1 ‘base’ appraisal
provides a reasonable balance between the risks facing the developer with respect to
the market place, but also the need for the Council to provide key infrastructure to the
wider community. We would therefore recommend a reduction to an onsite affordable
housing provision on 7 units (8.43%), as per the above mix, plus S106 contributions
totalling £521,783.
5.11. Please note, if the Council prefers a higher onsite affordable housing provision, the
S106 contributions would need to be reduced. For completeness, we have run this a
model where the S106 contributions are removed to determine the impact this has on
the affordable housing provision. Please see attached our Scenario 4. This shows the
following:
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Scenario 4: nil S106 contributions & onsite affordable housing 18 units (21.69%):
Affordable rent

No. of
units

Intermediate

No. of
units

1 bed house
2 bed house
2 bed house
3 bed house
4 bed house
Sub total

4
2
2
3
1
12

2 bed house
3 bed house

3
3

Sub total 6

5.12. Alternatively, we have also re-run the appraisal assuming half of the S106 contributions
were retained (i.e. £260,892), which is set out in our attached Scenario 5. This shows
the following:

Scenario 5: half S106 contributions & onsite affordable housing 12 units (14.46%):
Affordable rent

No. of
units

Intermediate

No. of
units

1 bed house
2 bed house
2 bed house
3 bed house
4 bed house
Sub total

2
2
2
1
1
8

2 bed house
3 bed house

2
2

Sub total 4

5.13. Our conclusions remain valid for 6 months beyond the date of this report. If the
implementation of the scheme is delayed beyond this then market conditions may
have changed sufficiently for our conclusions on viability to be adjusted. Under this
scenario we would strongly recommend the scheme is re-appraised.
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Yours sincerely
David Newham MRICS
Director
CP Viability Ltd
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Fen Road, Holbeach
H09-0276-19
Scenario 1 - base appraisal
DN-0348

Development Appraisal
Prepared by David Newham MRICS Director
CPVIABILITY LTD
11 June 2020

APPRAISAL SUMMARY

CPVIABILITY LTD

Fen Road, Holbeach
H09-0276-19
Scenario 1 - base appraisal
Appraisal Summary for Phase 1
Currency in £
REVENUE
Sales Valuation
Market Value
Affordable Rent
Shared ownership
Totals

Units
76
4
3
83

ft² Sales Rate ft²
71,226
208.46
2,670
106.01
2,366
141.81
76,262

NET REALISATION

Unit Price Gross Sales
195,367 14,847,859
70,759
283,036
111,843
335,530
15,466,425
15,466,425

OUTLAY
ACQUISITION COSTS
Residualised Price (7.56 Acres @ 112,537.65 /Acre)

850,785
850,785

Stamp Duty
Effective Stamp Duty Rate
Legal Fee

32,039
3.77%
0.75%

6,381
38,420

CONSTRUCTION COSTS
Construction
Market Value
Affordable Rent
Shared ownership
Totals
Contingency
Garages
Abnormals
Public open space
NHS
Education
S106 indexation

ft² Build Rate ft²
71,226
98.28
2,670
98.28
2,366
98.28
76,262 ft²
3.00%

Cost
7,000,091
262,408
232,530
7,495,029
270,984
413,500
1,027,658
60,775
54,780
376,069
30,159
9,728,954

Other Construction
Externals

15.00%

1,124,254
1,124,254

PROFESSIONAL FEES
Professional fees

475,706
475,706

DISPOSAL FEES
Marketing & sales
Legals - Market Value
Legals - Affordable

76 un

2.50%
750.00 /un

371,196
57,000
10,000
438,196

Project: C:\Users\djnew\OneDrive\Documents\CASES\South Holland\HOLBEACH - Fen Road\Apprais\2020-06-11 Fen Rd Sc1.wcfx
ARGUS Developer Version: 8.20.003
Date: 11/06/2020

APPRAISAL SUMMARY

CPVIABILITY LTD

Fen Road, Holbeach
H09-0276-19
Scenario 1 - base appraisal
Additional Costs
Arrangement Fee & valuation

27,500
27,500

FINANCE
Debit Rate 6.250%, Credit Rate 3.000% (Nominal)
Land
Construction
Other
Total Finance Cost

153,307
12,184
(12,174)
153,317

TOTAL COSTS

12,837,133

PROFIT
2,629,292
Performance Measures
Profit on Cost%
Profit on GDV%
Profit on NDV%

20.48%
17.00%
17.00%

IRR% (without Interest)

46.87%

Profit Erosion (finance rate 6.250)

3 yrs

Project: C:\Users\djnew\OneDrive\Documents\CASES\South Holland\HOLBEACH - Fen Road\Apprais\2020-06-11 Fen Rd Sc1.wcfx
ARGUS Developer Version: 8.20.003
Date: 11/06/2020

Fen Road, Holbeach
H09-0276-19
Scenario 2 - 5% increase in revenue
DN-0348

Development Appraisal
Prepared by David Newham MRICS Director
CPVIABILITY LTD
11 June 2020

APPRAISAL SUMMARY

CPVIABILITY LTD

Fen Road, Holbeach
H09-0276-19
Scenario 2 - 5% increase in revenue
Appraisal Summary for Phase 1
Currency in £
REVENUE
Sales Valuation
Market Value
Affordable Rent
Shared ownership
Totals

Units
64
13
6
83

ft² Sales Rate ft²
61,244
218.96
9,731
108.33
4,902
148.30
75,877

NET REALISATION

Unit Price Gross Sales
209,528 13,409,778
81,089
1,054,161
121,160
726,961
15,190,900
15,190,900

OUTLAY
ACQUISITION COSTS
Residualised Price (7.56 Acres @ 112,285.62 /Acre)

848,879
848,879

Stamp Duty
Effective Stamp Duty Rate
Legal Fee

31,944
3.76%
0.75%

6,367
38,311

CONSTRUCTION COSTS
Construction
Market Value
Affordable Rent
Shared ownership
Totals
Contingency
Garages
Abnormals
Public open space
NHS
Education
S106 indexation

ft² Build Rate ft²
61,244
98.28
9,731
98.28
4,902
98.28
75,877 ft²
3.00%

Cost
6,019,060
956,363
481,769
7,457,192
269,678
413,500
1,027,658
60,775
54,780
376,069
30,159
9,689,811

Other Construction
Externals

15.00%

1,118,579
1,118,579

PROFESSIONAL FEES
Professional fees

475,706
475,706

DISPOSAL FEES
Marketing & sales
Legals - Market Value
Legals - Affordable

64 un

2.50%
750.00 /un

335,244
48,000
10,000
393,244

Project: C:\Users\djnew\OneDrive\Documents\CASES\South Holland\HOLBEACH - Fen Road\Apprais\2020-06-11 Fen Rd Sc2.wcfx
ARGUS Developer Version: 8.20.003
Date: 11/06/2020

APPRAISAL SUMMARY

CPVIABILITY LTD

Fen Road, Holbeach
H09-0276-19
Scenario 2 - 5% increase in revenue
Additional Costs
Arrangement Fee & valuation

27,500
27,500

FINANCE
Debit Rate 6.250%, Credit Rate 3.000% (Nominal)
Land
Construction
Other
Total Finance Cost

156,865
17,742
(10,838)
163,769

TOTAL COSTS

12,755,799

PROFIT
2,435,101
Performance Measures
Profit on Cost%
Profit on GDV%
Profit on NDV%

19.09%
16.03%
16.03%

IRR% (without Interest)

43.84%

Profit Erosion (finance rate 6.250)

2 yrs 10 mths

Project: C:\Users\djnew\OneDrive\Documents\CASES\South Holland\HOLBEACH - Fen Road\Apprais\2020-06-11 Fen Rd Sc2.wcfx
ARGUS Developer Version: 8.20.003
Date: 11/06/2020

Fen Road, Holbeach
H09-0276-19
Scenario 3 - 5% decrease in revenue
DN-0348

Development Appraisal
Prepared by David Newham MRICS Director
CPVIABILITY LTD
11 June 2020

APPRAISAL SUMMARY

CPVIABILITY LTD

Fen Road, Holbeach
H09-0276-19
Scenario 3 - 5% decrease in revenue
Appraisal Summary for Phase 1
Currency in £
REVENUE
Sales Valuation
Market Value

Units
83

ft² Sales Rate ft²
76,690
198.04

NET REALISATION

Unit Price Gross Sales
182,983 15,187,565
15,187,565

OUTLAY
ACQUISITION COSTS
Residualised Price (7.56 Acres @ 111,190.21 /Acre)

840,598
840,598

Stamp Duty
Effective Stamp Duty Rate
Legal Fee

31,530
3.75%
0.75%

6,304
37,834

CONSTRUCTION COSTS
Construction
Market Value
Contingency
Garages
Abnormals
Public open space
NHS
Education
S106 indexation

ft² Build Rate ft²
76,690
98.28
3.00%

Cost
7,537,093
272,435
413,500
1,027,658
60,775
54,780
48,000
30,159
9,444,400

Other Construction
Externals

15.00%

1,130,564
1,130,564

PROFESSIONAL FEES
Professional fees

475,706
475,706

DISPOSAL FEES
Marketing & sales
Legals - Market Value
Legals - Affordable

83 un

2.50%
750.00 /un

379,689
62,250
10,000
451,939

Additional Costs
Arrangement Fee & valuation

27,500
27,500

FINANCE
Debit Rate 6.250%, Credit Rate 3.000% (Nominal)
Project: C:\Users\djnew\OneDrive\Documents\CASES\South Holland\HOLBEACH - Fen Road\Apprais\2020-06-11 Fen Rd Sc3.wcfx
ARGUS Developer Version: 8.20.003
Date: 11/06/2020

APPRAISAL SUMMARY

CPVIABILITY LTD

Fen Road, Holbeach
H09-0276-19
Scenario 3 - 5% decrease in revenue
Land
Construction
Other
Total Finance Cost

143,125
(9,396)
(12,531)
121,197

TOTAL COSTS

12,529,739

PROFIT
2,657,826
Performance Measures
Profit on Cost%
Profit on GDV%
Profit on NDV%

21.21%
17.50%
17.50%

IRR% (without Interest)

51.60%

Profit Erosion (finance rate 6.250)

3 yrs 1 mth

Project: C:\Users\djnew\OneDrive\Documents\CASES\South Holland\HOLBEACH - Fen Road\Apprais\2020-06-11 Fen Rd Sc3.wcfx
ARGUS Developer Version: 8.20.003
Date: 11/06/2020

Fen Road, Holbeach
H09-0276-19
Scenario 4 - base appraisal (no S106)
DN-0348

Development Appraisal
Prepared by David Newham MRICS Director
CPVIABILITY LTD
11 June 2020

APPRAISAL SUMMARY

CPVIABILITY LTD

Fen Road, Holbeach
H09-0276-19
Scenario 4 - base appraisal (no S106)
Appraisal Summary for Phase 1
Currency in £
REVENUE
Sales Valuation
Market Value
Affordable Rent
Shared ownership
Totals

Units
65
12
6
83

ft² Sales Rate ft²
62,146
208.25
8,827
104.99
4,902
141.24
75,875

NET REALISATION

Unit Price Gross Sales
199,106 12,941,875
77,232
926,781
115,391
692,343
14,560,999
14,560,999

OUTLAY
ACQUISITION COSTS
Residualised Price (7.56 Acres @ 115,741.78 /Acre)

875,008
875,008

Stamp Duty
Effective Stamp Duty Rate
Legal Fee

33,250
3.80%
0.75%

6,563
39,813

CONSTRUCTION COSTS
Construction
Market Value
Affordable Rent
Shared ownership
Totals
Contingency
Garages
Abnormals

ft² Build Rate ft²
62,146
98.28
8,827
98.28
4,902
98.28
75,875 ft²
3.00%

Cost
6,107,709
867,518
481,769
7,456,995
269,671
413,500
1,027,658
9,167,824

Other Construction
Externals

15.00%

1,118,549
1,118,549

PROFESSIONAL FEES
Professional fees

475,706
475,706

DISPOSAL FEES
Marketing & sales
Legals - Market Value
Legals - Affordable

65 un

2.50%
750.00 /un

323,547
48,750
10,000
382,297

Additional Costs
Arrangement Fee & valuation

27,500
27,500

FINANCE
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APPRAISAL SUMMARY

CPVIABILITY LTD

Fen Road, Holbeach
H09-0276-19
Scenario 4 - base appraisal (no S106)
Debit Rate 6.250%, Credit Rate 3.000% (Nominal)
Land
Construction
Other
Total Finance Cost

150,548
(11,548)
(10,477)
128,523

TOTAL COSTS

12,215,220

PROFIT
2,345,779
Performance Measures
Profit on Cost%
Profit on GDV%
Profit on NDV%

19.20%
16.11%
16.11%

IRR% (without Interest)

47.42%

Profit Erosion (finance rate 6.250)

2 yrs 10 mths
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Fen Road, Holbeach
H09-0276-19
Scenario 5 - base appraisal (half S106)
DN-0348

Development Appraisal
Prepared by David Newham MRICS Director
CPVIABILITY LTD
11 June 2020

APPRAISAL SUMMARY

CPVIABILITY LTD

Fen Road, Holbeach
H09-0276-19
Scenario 5 - base appraisal (half S106)
Appraisal Summary for Phase 1
Currency in £
REVENUE
Sales Valuation
Market Value
Affordable Rent
Shared ownership
Totals

Units
71
8
4
83

ft² Sales Rate ft²
67,048
208.58
5,985
104.15
3,268
141.24
76,301

NET REALISATION

Unit Price Gross Sales
196,974 13,985,137
77,920
623,358
115,390
461,562
15,070,057
15,070,057

OUTLAY
ACQUISITION COSTS
Residualised Price (7.56 Acres @ 115,596.20 /Acre)

873,907
873,907

Stamp Duty
Effective Stamp Duty Rate
Legal Fee

33,195
3.80%
0.75%

6,554
39,750

CONSTRUCTION COSTS
Construction
Market Value
Affordable Rent
Shared ownership
Totals
Contingency
Garages
Abnormals
Public open space
NHS
Education
S106 indexation

ft² Build Rate ft²
67,048
98.28
5,985
98.28
3,268
98.28
76,301 ft²
3.00%

Cost
6,589,477
588,206
321,179
7,498,862
271,116
413,500
1,027,658
30,388
27,390
188,035
15,080
9,472,029

Other Construction
Externals

15.00%

1,124,829
1,124,829

PROFESSIONAL FEES
Professional fees

475,706
475,706

DISPOSAL FEES
Marketing & sales
Legals - Market Value
Legals - Affordable

71 un

2.50%
750.00 /un

349,628
53,250
10,000
412,878

Project: C:\Users\djnew\OneDrive\Documents\CASES\South Holland\HOLBEACH - Fen Road\Apprais\2020-06-11 Fen Rd Sc5.wcfx
ARGUS Developer Version: 8.20.003
Date: 11/06/2020

APPRAISAL SUMMARY

CPVIABILITY LTD

Fen Road, Holbeach
H09-0276-19
Scenario 5 - base appraisal (half S106)
Additional Costs
Arrangement Fee & valuation

27,500
27,500

FINANCE
Debit Rate 6.250%, Credit Rate 3.000% (Nominal)
Land
Construction
Other
Total Finance Cost

154,075
(844)
(11,404)
141,828

TOTAL COSTS

12,568,428

PROFIT
2,501,629
Performance Measures
Profit on Cost%
Profit on GDV%
Profit on NDV%

19.90%
16.60%
16.60%

IRR% (without Interest)

47.11%

Profit Erosion (finance rate 6.250)

2 yrs 11 mths
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