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NON-TECHNICAL SUMMARY 
 

This is a financial viability assessment to establish the viability of a scheme for residential 
development at a site known off Chapel Gate, Sutton St James.  
 
The Gross Development Value (GDV) is calculated using market evidence from similar 
schemes in the area, mainly Wisbech, Holbeach and Spalding and, as such, values of 
between £2,014 and £2,941 per m2 have been adopted, giving sale values of between 
£195,000 and £535,000 for market units, which accurately reflects the market for the 
various types of dwelling.  
 
A basic build cost of £1,258 per m2 has been adopted, which is the weighted average 
BCIS lower quartile figure calculated on a pro-rata basis to reflect the number of different 
types of dwelling i.e.  detached, semi-detached, and mid-terraced houses, and detached 
bungalows, plus the additional cost of piled foundations allocated on a price per m2 basis. 
The piled foundations for the garages has been added as a capital sum and is deemed 
appropriate for this scale of development. 
 
A basic road construction cost of £2,100 per linear metre has been used for adopted 
roads. This cost is based on figures from developments in the local area and are 
considered standard development costs in this area.  
 
The cost of the vacuum drainage system of £50,000 has been provided by the Client as 
extra over the usual cost for service and road provision.  
 
Costs for site demolition and site decontamination have been estimated at this stage using 
similar schemes in the area and have been deemed appropriate by the Client. The full 
extent of works is not yet known, however if the costs exceed those used in this appraisal, 
this will worsen the current viability position.  
 
Other costs adopted, including 6.5% for Design & Professional Fees, 3% Contingency 
(given the site is part greenfield, part former agricultural yard with significant buildings), 
costs for garages and driveways, plot specific external works of £2,500 per plot, 3% for 
marketing, £750 for legal fees on sale and an interest rate of 6.25%, have all been 
adopted and are deemed appropriate for a site in this area.  
 
A profit level of 17.5% has been adopted for market units, and 6% for affordable housing, 
which is considered to be the minimum level of profit a developer would accept to 
undertake this scheme. 
 
As required under NPPF and PPG, we have adopted the Existing Use Value (EUV) + 
Premium approach to land value. An EUV for the land of £25,000 per gross hectare has 
been adopted which is agricultural value. To this, a premium of £250,000 per gross 
hectare has been added which is deemed a sufficient sum to bring the land forward for 
development. This gives an overall BLV of £275,000 per gross hectare i.e. £445,000 for 
the whole site.  
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Using the Homes & Communities Agency Development Appraisal Tool (HCA DAT) 
spreadsheet, we have inputted the land value, calculated GDV and deducted all costs for 
the development to establish the viability of the scheme. The results are as follows: 
 
 

Scheme Surplus/Deficit 

30 units with 25% affordable housing and S106 cash 
contributions of £94,410 

-£879,222 

30 units with no affordable housing and no S106 cash 
contributions 

-£458,120 

 
We have conducted a sensitivity analysis which shows variations of the scheme with no 
affordable housing and no S106 contributions, the results of this are outlined further in the 
Report, but our overall conclusions are as follows. 
 
A fully policy-compliant scheme is clearly not viable with a deficit of £879,222 once land 
cost, construction and other costs have been deducted from GDV. Furthermore, if the 
affordable housing and cash S106 contribution were removed, the site is still not viable 
with a deficit of £458,120. As such, the removal of all affordable housing and S106 
contributions is fully justified, and the developer must be prepared to accept a profit level 
of below 17.5% in order to deliver this site.  
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INSTRUCTIONS 
 
We refer to instructions to provide a Financial Viability Assessment (FVA) for the site and 
our Conditions of Instructions Letter and Standard FVA Conditions Of Engagement & 
Terms of Business dated 19th February 2021, a copy of which is in Appendix I of this 
Report.  
 
Client 
 
This report has been prepared for Scenic Homes Ltd. 
 
Purpose of FVA 
 
This FVA is required to establish the viability of development of the site having regard to 
the requirements for affordable housing and potential other section 106 planning 
requirements that might be imposed in connection with a planning application that will be 
submitted for residential development. 
 
Asset to be Appraised 
 
The appraisal is for a Site off Chapel Gate, Sutton St James, Spalding, Lincolnshire PE12 
0EJ.  
 
Scheme-Specific/Area Wide FVA 
 
This FVA is in relation to providing a response to the issue of viability on a site-specific 
scheme. We have not provided any advice to the Local Planning Authority.  
 
Interest in the Property 
 
This FVA is conducted on the basis that the land it refers to is owned freehold with vacant 
possession. 
 
Classification of Property 
 
The property is proposed to be developed by Scenic Homes Ltd with a total of 30 new 
residential properties constructed for sale. 
 
RICS Guidance/Professional Statements 

  
In preparing this FVA, the Valuers have acted in accordance with the RICS Professional 
Statement Financial Viability in Planning: Conduct and Reporting 1st Edition, May 2019. 
The Valuers have acted objectively, impartially, without interference and with reference to 
all appropriate available sources of information.  
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Although FVA work is outside the scope of the RICS Valuation – Global Standards 2020, 
any valuation utilised in the appraisal has been prepared in accordance with RICS 
Valuation – Global Standards 2020. Furthermore, This FVA has been undertaken in 
accordance with the requirements of PS2 (Ethics, Competency, Objectivity and 
Disclosures) of the RICS Valuation – Global Standards 2020.  
 
Bases of Value 

 
All valuations provided within this report are on the basis Market Value, defined by the 
RICS Valuation – Global Standards 2020 as: “The estimated amount for which an asset or 
liability should exchange on the valuation date between a willing buyer and a willing seller 
in an arm’s-length transaction after proper marketing and where the parties had each 
acted knowledgeably, prudently and without compulsion”. 
 
The Benchmark Land Value (BLV) has been considered on the basis of Existing Use 
Value (EUV) plus a Premium, with both EUV and the Premium having been established 
using comparable evidence. We have also had regard to market evidence of development 
land, together with the price paid for it, as appropriate.  

 
Appraisal Date 
 
The appraisal and any valuations provided within this report are as at 24th August 2021. 
 
Identity of Valuer 

 
The appraisal has been undertaken by John R Maxey MA (Cantab) FRICS FAAV RICS Registered Valuer, 
and Victoria J McIlroy BSc (Hons) MRICS FAAV RICS Registered Valuer. 
 
Material Involvement 
 
Neither Maxey Grounds & Co LLP nor the named Valuers have any conflict of interest in 
preparing this appraisal.  
 
Status of the Valuer 
 
The appraisal has been prepared by corporate members of the Royal Institution of 
Chartered Surveyors who are also members of the RICS Valuer Registration Scheme, 
acting as External Valuers.  
 
Currency 
 
The appraisal and any valuations within are reported in pounds sterling (£). 
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Fee 
 
In accepting these instructions, no performance-related or contingent fees have been 
agreed.  
 
Assumptions and Caveats 
 

1. In making this report, Maxey Grounds & Co LLP has met the relevant requirements of 
the RICS Financial Viability in Planning: Conduct and Reporting 1st Edition, May 
2019 and any valuations within this appraisal have been carried out in accordance 
with the RICS Valuation – Global Standards 2020 and that, unless otherwise stated, 
have made the following assumptions which Maxey Grounds & Co LLP is under no 
duty to verify: 

a) that no high alumina cement, concrete or calcium chloride additive or other 
potentially deleterious or hazardous materials or techniques were used in the 
construction of the property or have since been incorporated; 

b) that the property is not subject to any unusual or especially onerous restrictions, 
encumbrances or outgoings and that good title can be shown; 

c) that the property and its value are unaffected by any matters which would be 
revealed by a local search and replies to the usual enquiries, or by any statutory 
notice, and that neither the property, nor its condition, nor its use, nor its intended 
use are or will be unlawful; 

d) that inspection of those parts which have not been inspected would neither reveal 
material defects nor cause Maxey Grounds & Co LLP to alter the appraisal materially; 

e) that no formal environmental assessment will be provided and that no contaminative 
or potentially contaminative uses have ever been carried out on the property and 
that there is no potential for contamination of the subject property from past or 
present uses of the property or from any neighbouring property. The report will not 
identify the existence of contamination but in the Surveyor’s visual inspection 
concludes that there may be material contamination the Valuer will report that 
further investigation is required. 

 
2. In arriving at conclusions, no allowance has been made for costs of acquisition or 

realisation, nor any VAT, Capital Gains Tax, nor any other tax, nor similar liability or 
claimable allowances which might arise on the sale of the property. 

 
3. In arriving at our conclusions, no allowance has been made for personal goodwill, 

removable fittings, loose furniture or equipment. 
 

4. We have not investigated the existence of mortgages, leases or hire purchase 
agreements in respect of plant and machinery, and our valuation assumes any such 
liabilities have been discharged. 

 
5. We have not undertaken any site investigations to determine the suitability of 

ground conditions or services for any new extended or proposed buildings or 
dwellings. 
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6. In the case of agricultural property, we accept no responsibility regarding, and offer 

no advice on, the possibility of latent infestations of the soil or of any disease that 
may affect crops or stock.  

 
7. With regard to Town and Country Planning matters, employees of local planning 

authorities always give information on the basis that it should not be relied upon and 
that formal searches should be made if confirmation of the information is required.  
Although for the purposes of this report we have assumed that such informal 
information is correct, we recommend that, if you should need to rely upon such 
information, you should instruct solicitors to instigate formal searches. 

 
8.  No indications of past or present contaminative land uses have been noted, 

however due to the nature of existing buildings on site, we have made an allowance 
for decontaminative works.  We cannot give any assurances that previous uses on 
the site or in the surrounding areas have not contaminated sub-soils or ground 
waters.  In the event of contamination being discovered further specialist advice 
should be obtained. 
 
Should it be established subsequently that contamination, seepage or pollution 
exists at the property or on any neighbouring land, or that the premises have been 
or are being put to a contaminative use, this may have an adverse impact on the 
values now reported.  
 

We have assumed that the information and opinions we have been given are complete 
and correct in respect of the properties and that further investigations would not reveal 
more information sufficient to affect value.  We consider that this assumption is reasonable 
in the circumstances.   
 
Special Assumptions 
 
For the purposes of this appraisal, we have assumed that the properties that are the 
subject of the planning application are completed in accordance with the plans that have 
been supplied to us, and on the timescale as set out in the Residential Planning Section of 
the HCA DAT spreadsheet. 
 
Extent of Investigations 
 
Whilst we have taken into account the apparent state of repair of the property in our 
appraisal, we have not carried out a building survey, nor have we inspected those parts of 
the property that are covered, unexposed or inaccessible. Unless otherwise stated, such 
parts have been assumed to be in good repair and condition. We cannot express an 
opinion about, or advise upon, the condition of uninspected parts and this Report shall not 
be taken as making any implied representation or statement about such parts. We have 
not arranged for the testing of electrical, heating or other services and we cannot, 
therefore, give any warranty as to the soundness of these items.  
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Nature and Sources of Information Provided 
 
We have been provided with copies of site plans and a schedule of the proposed property 
types by the Client. Copies of plans are attached as Appendix II to this report.  
 
Evidence utilised to establish Market Values has been obtained from Rightmove Plus and 
HM Land Registry data.  
 
Affordable rental levels have been calculated on the basis of 80% of the maximum market 
rental value achievable around the Sutton St James area, and have also been confirmed 
by enquiries of housing associations and the local planning authority. We have established 
figures for appropriate levels of management and repair costs through discussions with 
local planning authorities.  
 
The BLV has been established having regard to the EUV and an appropriate premium 
sufficient to ensure land comes forward for development, whilst also having regard to the 
purchase price paid. 
 
S106 requirements have been estimated using the S106 agreement for a previous consent 
on the site. Other costs have been assumed using our own knowledge, benchmark levels 
and from published price information by BCIS. 
 
All inputs and information relied upon for this appraisal are researched, evidenced and, in 
our opinion, reasonably justified, and details are in Appendix III and IV.  
 
Use and Publication of this Report 
 
This appraisal is provided for the stated purpose and for the sole use of the party to whom 
it is addressed. Maxey Grounds & Co LLP accepts responsibility to the Client named at the 
start of this Report alone that this report has been prepared with the skill, care and 
diligence reasonably to be expected of a competent Chartered Surveyor, but accept no 
responsibility whatsoever to any person other than the client himself. 
 
RICS Valuation – Professional Standards 
 
Although Viability Appraisal work is outside the scope of the RICS Valuation Standards, 
any valuation utilised in the appraisal has been prepared in accordance with the RICS 
Valuation – Global Standards 2020.  
 
Appraisal Methodology 
 
In undertaking the appraisal, we have utilised the Homes & Community Agency 
Development Appraisal Tool to analyse the viability of the proposed development. We 
have considered various levels of affordable housing provision to analyse the sensitivity 
relevant to differing levels of provision.  
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The valuation of market values is based upon the comparable method of valuation utilising 
evidence of transactions of similar properties in the area.  A Schedule of Evidence is 
attached as Appendix III to this report.   
 
The assumed costs of construction are set out in Appendix IV of this report and are based 
upon knowledge and experience of other similar development schemes, information and 
costs provided by the Client, and upon published price information, such as BCIS.  
 
Anticipated timescales for development are stated in Appendix IV.  
 
Information on the Section 106 requirements likely to be sought by the Planning Authority 
have been estimated on a per unit basis using the S106 agreement from the previous 
consent for the site. These include education contributions.  
 
Affordable rents are based upon 80% of market rent for that area.  Given the scale of the 
development, it has been assumed that the normal requirement of 70% of any affordable 
housing as affordable rented and 30% shared ownership. Where a nil provision is 
considered as an alternative, this is not applicable. 
 
Sensitivity analysis has been undertaken looking at either +5% or -5% on values and build 
costs to measure the relevant effect on residential land value, which is then compared with 
BLV to establish the viability surplus or deficit.  
 
Land Value 

 
As required under NPPF and PPG, we have adopted an EUV + Premium approach to land 
value, whilst putting this in context by review of market transactions.  
 
We have adopted an EUV for the land of £25,000 per gross hectare i.e. agricultural value. 
To this, we have added a premium of £250,000 per gross hectare in order to bring it 
forward for development, therefore giving an  overall BLV of around £445,000.  
 
Valuer Competence 
 
The appraisal has been undertaken by Chartered Surveyors who are members of the 
RICS Valuer Registration Scheme possessing the necessary local knowledge of the 
market, and the necessary skills and understanding to undertake the appraisal 
competently. The appraisal has been carried out in accordance with the RICS Financial 
Viability in Planning: Conduct and Reporting 1st Edition, May 2019. 
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INSPECTION 
 
Date of Inspection 
 
Development of the site has not yet commenced, therefore this viability assessment has 
been conducted as a desktop exercise. 
 
Property Address 
 
The property is a site off Chapel Gate, Sutton St James, Spalding, Lincolnshire PE12 0EJ. 
The site location is shown on the Plans and Photographs within Appendix II. 
 
Property Description 
 
The property is partly greenfield, partly former agricultural yard upon which it is proposed 
to develop 30 new residential units. No construction work has yet commenced. Plans of 
the proposed scheme have been supplied by the Client and this appraisal has been based 
upon those plans. The gross site area is approximately 1.62 Hectares. The size of the 
units (Gross Internal Area) has been provided on the plans from the client and is within the 
inputs to the Development Appraisal Tool, an electronic copy of which has been provided. 
 
Gross Development Value 

 
We have utilised new build comparable evidence from the Holbeach, Spalding and 
Wisbech areas, as these prices are comparable to Sutton St James. The sale prices 
adopted are explained in further detail below.  
 
For Type 1, there is a 2-bed house of 68m2 on the new-build Holbeach Meadows estate, 
with the end-terraced/semi-detached variant selling for £167,000 and the mid-terraced 
variant selling for £155,000. Type 1 is 72m2, so marginally larger, therefore we have 
adjusted the sale price upwards to £170,000 for the end-terraced/semi-detached variant 
and £160,000 for the mid-terraced variant.  
 
For Type 2, we have adopted a similar value as the Avon house type on the comparable 
spreadsheet. Both house types are 3-bedroom semi-detached houses, and whilst Type 2 
is larger than the Avon, it doesn’t have a garage, whereas the Avon does. Therefore, we 
have adopted £195,000 to allow for these factors.  
 
Type 3 is similar to Type 2, it is a 3-bed semi-detached house and is only 3m2 smaller than 
Type 2, however it does have a single garage. Therefore, we have adjusted the overall 
price adopted for Type 2 upwards to £197,000 to reflect the slightly smaller size but the 
addition of the garage.  
 
Type 4 is a 3-bed detached house which is a very similar size to Type 2 and also has a 
garage. Looking at the comparables, there is generally a £20,000 premium for the same 
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size house being detached, as opposed to semi-detached. Therefore, we have valued 
Type 4 at £220,000.  
 
Type 5 is a 4-bed detached house, with the living accommodation extending to 138m2 plus 
a single integral garage. There isn’t comparable evidence reflecting this size dwelling, 
there is the Harren which is smaller at 130m2 and the Humber which is larger at 147m2, 
although both have double garages, whereas Type 5 only has a single. Therefore, to 
reflect these factors, we have adopted a value in between the sale prices achieved for the 
Harren and Humber house types, as such, we have valued Type 5 at £295,000.  
 
Type 6 is marginally smaller than Type 5, however has a double garage instead of a 
single. The market has shown that a double garage is valued more than reduced living 
space, therefore we have adjusted the value of Type 5 upwards to £300,000 for Type 6.  
 
Type 7 is a 5-bed detached house with living space extending to 216m2 with a double 
integral garage. In the comparable spreadsheet, there is also a 5-bed detached house with 
a double garage of a very similar size, the Barrowby house type, therefore we have 
adopted the same value of £435,000.  
 
Type 8 is also a 5-bed detached house with double garage, however is significantly larger 
than Type 7 at 252m2. There isn’t any direct comparable evidence for a house of this size, 
the next size up is the Thames house type which is even larger at 285m2. As such, we 
have adopted a sale value between the two different types to reflect the size of Type 8 and 
its accommodation, giving it a value of £525,000. Type 9 has exactly the same 
accommodation and gross internal area, however has the addition of a 3rd garage, which 
could also be used as an office or store. As such, we have adjusted the sale price adopted 
for Type 8 upwards to £535,000 to reflect this.  
 
Type 10 is a spacious 3-bedroom detached bungalow with a double garage, with the living 
accommodation extending to 126m2. There is some comparable evidence in this area for 
3-bedroom detached bungalows of this size, most notably 6 Bette Campling Close in 
Sutton St James. Therefore, we have adopted the same sale price of £350,000.  
 
Type 11 is also a 3-bedroom detached bungalow with a double integral garage, however 
the living accommodation is smaller at 102m2. There is limited comparable evidence for 
new-build bungalows of this size, therefore we have adjusted the price per m2 upwards to 
reflect the smaller size, but still adopted a sale value which is less overall than Type 10. 
The sale price adopted is £300,000. 
 
Costs 

 
A build cost of £1,258 per m2 has been adopted, which is the weighted average BCIS 
lower quartile figure for the different house types i.e. detached, semi-detached and mid-
terraced houses and detached bungalows, plus the cost of piling which equates on 
average across the site to an additional £43 per m2.  The build cost for the garages has 
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previously been accepted on viability work in the region, and then we have added the 
additional cost for piling as a capital sum.  
 
Expanding on the build costs further, we have adopted a basic build cost based on BCIS 
lower quartile costs for the area, but looking at the dwelling type (detached, semi and 
terraced houses and detached bungalows) individually. Breaking down the stated BCIS 
figure to the dwelling types gives figures of £1,265 per m2 for detached houses, £1,112 per 
m2 for semi-detached houses and £1,087 per m2 for terraced housing. We have adopted 
£1,350 per m2 for detached bungalows to reflect the higher build costs than two-storey 
dwellings, this accounts for the additional foundations (for larger footprints) and larger roof 
areas. If we apply these figures to the housing mix being provided this gives an average 
figure over the whole scheme of £1,215 per m2. To this we have allocated the cost for 
piling on a per m2 basis, which equates to around £43 per m2.  

 
Looking at the “generally” figure, it is very close to the cost per m2, with decent sample 
sizes , for semi-detached and terraced units, and in our view this suggests that the 
majority of the “generally” sample are semi-detached or terraced units. We can find no 
information as to the makeup of sites for the “generally” figure, but on the basis of our 
rationale explained above, then clearly an adjustment is both required and warranted to 
accurately reflect the mix of different dwelling types on a development, particularly where 
there are large numbers of detached dwellings, as is the case at Chapel Gate, Sutton St 
James. 

 
BCIS shows a significant increase for detached houses which would be expected – an 
additional elevation with a finished brickwork skin rather than a common cavity internal 
wall between attached housing, additional windows in this elevation, additional eaves 
timber to the roof and additional scaffolding whilst it is constructed are only some of the 
additional costs that are incurred with detached units rather than semi-detached or 
terraced units. As such, adopting the “generally” figure does not accurately reflect the 
housing mix at Chapel Gate, Sutton St James, which clearly departs from the mix within 
the sample used to determine the “generally” BCIS figure.  
 
The costs for SUDs, storm attenuation, storm headwalls and outfall to the IDB have been 
estimated based on knowledge of local schemes in the area.  
 
We have used a basic road construction cost of £2,100 per linear metre for adopted roads. 
We have not allowed for any additional stone under the road at this stage, however if it 
becomes apparent that this is required, this will only worsen the current viability position. 
These road costs are based on actual costs for road construction in the region and are 
widely accepted as being reasonable. 
 
A cost for site landscaping of £35,000 has been adopted to cover the area of public open 
space and the swale. We have also made an allowance for maintenance of the POS until it 
is transferred in this figure.  
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There is also some demolition required on site, with removal of asbestos and other 
decontamination works. We have estimated these costs at this stage, but they have been 
confirmed as appropriate by the Client. The extent of the works is not yet fully known, 
however if this cost exceeds the estimated amount, this will only worsen the viability 
position.  
 
Cash S106 contributions have been estimated using the previous consent on this site, and 
calculated on a per plot basis to reflect the number of units proposed in this new scheme. 
If further contributions are requested, this will worsen the current viability position.  
  
Other costs adopted, including 6% for Design & Professional Fees, 3% Contingency to 
reflect the previous use on part of the site, standard build costs for garages and driveways, 
plot specific external works of £2,500 per plot, 3% for marketing, £750 per unit for legal 
costs and an interest rate of 6.25% have all been previously accepted on sites in this area.  
 
Services 
 
The cost of normal service provision to each unit i.e. electricity connection, water 
connection, sewer connection, and water infrastructure charges and ancillary costs such 
as BT conduit, are included within the BCIS total build figure.  
 
Planning 
 
It is understood that this appraisal is prior to planning consent being issued and for the 
purposes of supporting a planning application, and for the purposes of this appraisal it is 
assumed that consent for the scheme would be approved in accordance with the plans 
submitted. There was a previous consent for the site, and we have therefore adopted the 
S106 contributions from that consent on a per plot basis to reflect the number of units of 
this newly proposed scheme.  

 
Condition 
 
The site is part greenfield, part former agricultural yard with no development work yet 
commenced. Any structures on site will be demolished as part of the scheme and thus 
their existing condition is only relevant in relation to the cost of demolition, removal of 
asbestos and other decontamination works. The extent of works is not yet fully known.  
 
General Comments 
 
This appraisal is to ascertain the viability of the proposed scheme in relation to the 
intended form of development and standard affordable housing provision by way of 
calculating the residential land value and comparison of this with a BLV.  

 
The principal appraisal works from a scheme with 25% affordable housing units and a total 
of £94,410 S106 cash contributions to be provided. We have calculated the cash S106 
contributions on a per plot basis using the previous consent for the site. Thereafter, an 
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alternative scenario is appraised involving no affordable housing and no S106 cash 
contributions for comparison purposes. 

 
Market conditions for development are currently such that viability for many schemes is 
marginal. We have adopted a developer’s profit level of 17.5% which is considered to be 
the minimum level a developer would consider undertaking this scheme, given the scale of 
the scheme, infrastructure requirements and current market conditions. A profit level of 6% 
for affordable housing has also been adopted. 
 
We have assessed the BLV using an EUV plus premium approach. We have adopted an 
EUV of £25,000 per gross Hectare, giving an overall EUV of £40,500. A premium of 
£250,000 per gross hectare has been added to this, which is the minimum a landowner 
would expect to be paid in order to release the land for development. This gives a value of 
£275,000 per gross hectare, giving an overall BLV of the site of around £445,000.  
 
Having undertaken valuations of the various dwelling types to arrive at the market value 
set out within Appendix III, and calculating affordable rent levels, analysis was undertaken 
utilising the HCA Development Appraisal Tool, the results of which are explained below. 
 
There is an extant consent, planning reference H20-0043-18, for 27 dwellings onsite with 
reduced affordable housing provision and S106 cash contribution levels. Since that 
consent was granted in February 2019 there has been a significant rise in build costs and 
thus viability for this new scheme requires re-appraisal.  
 
Appraisal Outputs 
 
The full output of the HCA DAT tool for a full policy-compliant scheme is set out within 
Appendix V i.e. 30 units with 25% affordable housing and S106 cash contributions of 
£94,410. This scheme produces a deficit of £879,222. 
 
Appendix VI gives the amended output figures for a scheme with no affordable housing 
and no S106 cash contributions. This scheme produces a deficit of £458,120. 
 
Justification for Viability Assessment 
 
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 a policy-compliant scheme at the 
development site off Chapel Gate, Sutton St James, Spalding. 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, i.e. 
greenfield site for 150 dwellings, with the Site off Chapel Gate, Sutton St James. We have 
adopted the percentages and values per unit accepted in the Local Plan Viability and 
applied them to a site of 30 units to get a direct comparison on costs. The differences are 
highlighted in the following table: 
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Appraisal Input 2017 Viability Study 

(Rates/Percentages based on 
Greenfield - 150 dwellings) 

Site off Sutton St James, 
Spalding (30 units) 

Density 30 dwellings per Ha 18.5 dwellings per Ha 
Average Value £1,900 per m2 £2,247 per m2 
Average Dwelling Size 100m2 117m2 
Build Cost £911 per m2 £1,258 per m2 
Externals £440,155 (10% on build cost) £1,048,800 (24% on build 

cost) (inc. abnormals) 
Contingency 3% on build cost 3% on build cost 
Professional Fees 7% on build cost 6% on build cost 
S106 Up to £5,000 per dwelling £3,147 per dwelling 
Sales/Marketing 3% on revenue 3% on revenue 
Developer Profit 17.5% Market, 6% Affordable 17.5% Market, 6% Affordable 
BLV £300,000 per Ha £275,000 per Ha 
Abnormals £300,000 (£10,000 per unit) £0 (with externals) 

 
The main points affecting the viability position for the site off Chapel Gate, Sutton St 
James in comparison with the Local Plan position are as follows: 
 

 The build density (units per hectare) at Chapel Gate, Sutton St James is 
significantly lower than that used in the 2017 Local Plan Viability Study. The build 
density on a m2 per Ha basis is also lower, for Chapel Gate, Sutton St James there 
is an average of 2,165m2 per Ha, in the 2017 Viability Study they allowed for 
3,000m2 per Ha. This is a significant difference and puts considerable pressure on 
the viability position.  
 

 The build costs adopted have increased by around 38% compared with the Local 
Plan viability study, which was conducted around 4 years ago, therefore a 
significant uplift is expected. The build cost adopted for Chapel Gate, Sutton St 
James is based on the weighted average of BCIS lower quartile cost of construction 
calculated on a pro-rata basis to reflect the different number of detached, semi-
detached, mid-terraced houses and bungalows. There is also the added cost of 
having piled foundations, and this issue was not modelled in the Local Plan Viability 
study. To add further pressure onto the viability position, there are reports of 
significant increases in the price of materials due to limited supplies. This has not  
been reflected in BCIS figures, however higher cost of materials will only worsen 
the viability position.  
 

 The sales values are around 18.3% higher than the figures used the in Local Plan 
viability study, and this is reasonable considering price inflation since 2017. 
However, pressure on viability is heightened by the fact build costs have increased 
by 38% and the sale values have only increased by 18.3%. The values adopted for 
Chapel Gate, Sutton St James are based on what has been achieved on other new 
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build sites around Sutton St James, with most comparables coming from Wisbech, 
Holbeach and Spalding, which are comparable to the Chapel Gate site.  
 

 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 
abnormals in the Local Plan study totalling £10,000 per unit. We have categorised 
all externals at Chapel Gate, Sutton St James together totalling 24% on build cost. 
Applying these figures combined to a site of 30 units would give figures for the 
Local Plan study of £440,155 for externals and £300,000 for abnormals, i.e. a total 
of £740,155, compared with £1,048,800 for all externals and abnormals for Chapel 
Gate, Sutton St James specifically, this is an overall difference of £308,645.  
 
These increased costs are due to the fact the Local Plan study doesn’t model the 
provision of garages or additional foundation works i.e. piling, which is becoming 
the norm on all sites in this region. This lead to an underassessment of the costs of 
infrastructure to a residential site. 
 

The factors above combine to 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.  
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SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS 
 

A change of +5% or -5% in build costs and Gross Development Value has been 
considered to assess the sensitivity of the scheme to such changes.  
 
The effects reflected in the model using no affordable housing and no S106 contributions  
is shown in the table below: 
 
 At BCIS Level +5% -5% 
 
GDV at Evidence 
Level 
 

- £458,120 - £687,666 - £228,596 

 
+5% 
 

- £164,754 - + £64,359 

 
-5% 
 

- £751,683 - £981,616 - 
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CONCLUSIONS 
 
Appraisal Conclusions 
 
We are of the opinion that a fully policy-compliant scheme for 30 units with 25% affordable 
dwellings and full S106 cash contributions of £94,410 will show a financial deficit (present 
value) of £879,222, based upon the current market value and affordable rents of the 
proposed units, the projected costs and profit level adopted within the appraisal and BLV 
for the site of £445,000.  
 
We are further of the opinion that if these contributions were removed entirely, this deficit 
is reduced to £458,120. Therefore, it is clear that all affordable housing and S106 
contributions should be removed, and the developer must be willing to accept a profit level 
of below 17.5%.  
 
Signature 
 
We confirm that we have carried out the appraisal as set out in this report. 
 
 

John Maxey 
 
J R MAXEY MA (Cantab) FRICS FAAV RICS Registered Valuer 

For and on behalf of Maxey Grounds & Co LLP 
 
 

Victoria McIlroy 
 
V J MCILROY BSc (Hons) MRICS FAAV RICS Registered Valuer 

For and on behalf of Maxey Grounds & Co LLP 
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24th August  2021 
 
This report has been signed electronically whilst the authors are working remotely. The 
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APPENDICES 
 
Appendix I – Copy of Instruction Correspondence 
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Appendix II – Copies of Plans and Photographs 
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Site Layout Plan 
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House Types 
 
Type 1 
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Type 2 
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Type 3 
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Type 4 
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Type 5 
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Type 6 
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Type 7 
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Types 8 and 9 
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Type 10 
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Type 11 
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Appendix III – Schedule of Comparable Evidence 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  



 

File Reference: 21033  Page 38 of 51 
 

  



 

File Reference: 21033  Page 39 of 51 
 

  



 

File Reference: 21033  Page 40 of 51 
 

  



 

File Reference: 21033  Page 41 of 51 
 

Appendix IV – Costs, Values and Other Assumptions Adopted and S106 
Requirements 
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Accommodation Schedule 
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Appendix V – HCA Appraisal Tool Output – Policy-Compliant Scheme (25% 
Affordable Housing and Full S106 Cash Contributions) 
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Appendix VI – HCA Appraisal Tool Output – No Affordable Housing and No 
Cash S106 Contributions  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  



 

File Reference: 21033  Page 49 of 51 
 

  



 

File Reference: 21033  Page 50 of 51 
 

  



 

File Reference: 21033  Page 51 of 51 
 

 


