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1 Background 

I am Dr Andrew Golland, BSc (Hons), PhD, MRICS, a Chartered Surveyor.  I 
am a Chartered Surveyor, have a PhD in Development Economics and am 
the founder of the GLA development appraisal Toolkit. 
 
I have written several leading good practice guides on viability and Section 
106, have completed over 80 viability studies for local authorities, and am a 
retained consultant for several councils across England and Wales on 
viability matters.  I have presented viability appraisals for all the major UK 
house builders and have worked on several schemes, mainly across 
London, for smaller developers and land owners.  My approach is 
consistent between public and private sectors with respect to appeal and 
Core Strategy examination precedent. 
 
I have developed, along with a colleague, Dr Adam Watkins, over 150 
development viability Toolkits (the ‘Three Dragons model’) for local 
authorities.  This model is well received by developers as a way of sorting 
out viability issues.  The model has been tested extensively at appeal and 
Core Strategy examinations. 
 
I have been instructed by Fiona Jones BSc (Hons) BTP MRTPI, Chartered 
Town Planner of Cameron Jones Planning Limited to carry out a viability 
study for the scheme proposed for a site at 35, Twickenham Road, 
Teddington in the Borough of Richmond. 
 
The main objective of the work is to assess the viability of the proposed 
scheme, and to assess whether it can deliver Affordable Housing 
contribution and other Section 106 that might be sought by the Council. 
 
2 The site and development 
 
2.1 Site location 

The property is located in the neighbourhood of Teddington (around 700 
metres to the north-east of the centre).  The area is residential.  The 
property is located some 140 metres to the west of the river. 
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The site sits to the north of Manor Road and to the west of Twickenham 
Road.  To the east of the site is a block of low rise flats. 
 
The immediate neighbourhood is residential. 
 
The site location plan is shown below: 
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2.2 Proposed development 
 

The proposed development consists of two dwellings.  The drawings are 
shown below: 
 
Lower Ground: 
 

 
 
Ground floor: 
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Second floor: 
 

 

3 Policy background and viability 

3.1 National planning 
 
There are a variety of issues surrounding viability questions at the current 
time.  Initially, at the national level, the National Planning Policy 
Framework stated (Paragraphs 173 and 174) that: 
 

‘Pursuing sustainable development requires careful attention to 
viability and costs in plan-making and decision-taking.  Plans 
should be deliverable.  Therefore, the sites and the scale of 
development identified in the plan should not be subject to such a 
scale of obligations and policy burdens that their ability to be 
developed viably is threatened. To ensure viability, the costs of 
any requirements likely to be applied to development, such as 
requirements for affordable housing, standards, infrastructure 
contributions or other requirements should, when taking account 
of the normal cost of development and mitigation, provide 
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competitive returns to a willing land owner and willing developer 
to enable the development to be deliverable. 
 
Local planning authorities should set out their policy on local 
standards in the Local Plan, including requirements for affordable 
housing. They should assess the likely cumulative impacts on 
development in their area of all existing and proposed local 
standards, supplementary planning documents and policies that 
support the development plan, when added to nationally required 
standards. In order to be appropriate, the cumulative impact of 
these standards and policies should not put implementation of 
the plan at serious risk, and should facilitate development 
throughout the economic cycle.  Evidence supporting the 
assessment should be proportionate, using only appropriate 
available evidence’. 

 
However, the Revised NPPF (2021) appears to do away with a formal 
definition of viability; i.e. the previous paras (173 and 174) which dealt 
with the willing developer and land owner and competitive returns have 
been removed.   
 
The most relevant paragraphs of the Framework now appears to be 

Numbers 47, 48 and 58 which deal with the relationship between Local 

Plans and planning applications: 

‘Determining applications  

47. Planning law requires that applications for planning permission be 

determined in accordance with the development plan, unless material 

considerations indicate otherwise. Decisions on applications should be 

made as quickly as possible, and within statutory timescales unless a 

longer period has been agreed by the applicant in writing.  

48. Local planning authorities may give weight to relevant policies in 

emerging plans according to: a) the stage of preparation of the emerging 

plan (the more advanced its preparation, the greater the weight that may 

be given); b) the extent to which there are unresolved objections to 

relevant policies (the less significant the unresolved objections, the greater 

the weight that may be given); and c) the degree of consistency of the 

relevant policies in the emerging plan to this Framework (the closer the 

policies in the emerging plan to the policies in the Framework, the greater 

the weight that may be given).’ 
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And: 

‘58. Where up-to-date policies have set out the contributions expected from 

development, planning applications that 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. The weight to be given to a viability assessment is a 

matter for the decision maker, having regard to all the circumstances in the 

case, including whether the plan and the viability evidence underpinning it 

is up to date, and any change in site circumstances since the plan was 

brought into force. All viability assessments, including any undertaken at 

the plan-making stage, should reflect the recommended approach in 

national planning guidance, including standardised inputs, and should be 

made publicly available.’ 

3.2 Local planning policy – LB Richmond 
 
The adopted Local Plan (3rd July 2018) states as follows: 
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4 Approach to viability assessment 

4.1 Overview 
 
It is important to understand how viability is assessed in the planning and 
development process.  The assessment of viability is usually referred to a 
residual development appraisal approach.  Our understanding is illustrated 
in the diagram below.  This shows that the starting point for negotiations is 
the gross residual site value which is the difference between the scheme 
revenue and scheme costs, including a reasonable allowance for developer 
return. 
 
Once CIL or Section 106 contributions have been deducted from the gross 
residual value, a ‘net’ residual value results.  The question is then whether 
this net residual value is sufficient in terms of development value relative 
to the site in its current use. 
 

 
 
Calculating what is likely to be the value of a site given a specific planning 
permission, is only one factor in deciding what is viable. 
 
 
4.2 Land owner considerations 
 
A site is unlikely to proceed where the costs of a proposed scheme exceed 
the revenue.  But simply having a positive residual value will not guarantee 
that development happens.  The existing use value of the site, or indeed a 
realistic alternative use value for a site (e.g. commercial) will also play a 
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role in the mind of the land owner in bringing the site forward and thus is a 
factor in deciding whether a site is likely to be brought forward for housing. 
 

 
The diagram shows how this operates.  The land owner will always be 
concerned to ensure that residual value clears the relevant land value 
benchmark. 
 
5 Analysis 
 
5.1 Overview 
 
The appraisal work and report relies on a range of information sources.  
These include comparable market analysis for house prices; this is derived 
from both my own research and best available secondary data sources.  In 
addition, costs taken from both the BCIS industry standard source. 
 
5.2 Costs 
 
There are normally two main elements of cost analysis: base construction 
costs and other development costs.  The base construction costs include 
items such as Build Plot costs (sub and superstructure), roads and sewers, 
landscaping and other external works.  Added to these are abnormal 
construction costs and site remediation works. 
 
Other development costs include such items as professional fees, developer 
overheads, finance costs and developer margin. 
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5.2.1 Construction costs  
 
There is no bespoke bill of quantities.  I have calculated therefore initially 
the likely construction costs based on industry standard BCIS costs for new 
build: 
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This (previous page) shows a baseline cost of £6,040 per square metre 
(mean 4 storey One-Off Housing).  To this should be added external works 
of, traditionally, 15%, bringing the cost to £6,946 per square metre. 
 
5.2.3 Other development costs 
 
Added to these costs will need to be other development costs.  These are 
set out in the screenshot below: 
 

 
 
These are the standard costs adopted in the nationally accepted Toolkit. 
 
5.4 Values 
 
There is no bespoke valuation of the new build dwelling for sale.  This is a 
specific development and both the Council and the applicant should satisfy 
themselves of open market value when negotiating the scheme. 
 
In order to ascertain the likely prices for the proposed units it has been 
necessary to establish a database of comparable properties sold in the 
immediate locality. 
 
These are set out in the table overleaf: 



35, Twickenham Road, Richmond Viability Report Page 14 
 

Recent sales in the area: 
 

 
 

Source:  Rightmove 
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Table sets out a range of values in the locality.  I have looked, as previously, 
at the relationship between the size of dwellings and the price per square 
metre achieved. 
 
This analysis is set out on the following page: 
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The analysis (previous page) indicates a gross development value (GDV) of 
£1,501,762 for the two new dwellings.  It should be noted that the lower 
ground and second floor are valued at the rate of half GDV reflecting their 
position. 
 
6 Existing Situation – land value benchmark 
 
The land value benchmark (LVB) is important in defining viability; in 
particular, the financial relationship between residual value and the LVB 
 
Where the LVB is higher than the residual value (RV), then schemes are in 
principle, unviable. 
 
The Revised NPPG  
 
The Revised NPPG is very clear that the land value benchmark should be 
based on existing use value (EUV).  It states: 
 
‘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.  The premium should provide 
a reasonable incentive, in comparison with other options available, for the 
landowner to sell land for development while allowing a sufficient 
contribution to fully comply with policy requirements. Landowners and 
site purchasers should consider policy requirements when agreeing land 
transactions.  This approach is often called ‘existing use value plus’ (EUV+).’ 
 
The guidance goes on to state: 
 
‘Existing use value (EUV) is the first component of calculating benchmark 
land value.  EUV is the value of the land in its existing use.  Existing use 
value is not the price paid and should disregard hope value.  Existing use 
values will vary depending on the type of site and development types.  EUV 
can be established in collaboration between plan makers, developers and 
landowners by assessing the value of the specific site or type of site using 
published sources of information such as agricultural or industrial land 
values, or if appropriate capitalised rental levels at an appropriate yield 
(excluding any hope value for development). 
 

https://www.gov.uk/guidance/viability#para015
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Sources of data can include (but are not limited to): land registry records of 
transactions; real estate licensed software packages; real estate market 
reports; real estate research; estate agent websites; property auction 
results; valuation office agency data; public sector estate/property teams’ 
locally held evidence.’ 

Significance of the revised NPPF for viability and planning for housing 

The revised NPPF/G represents a watershed in the approach to viability.  

With the revised basis now EUV, the government has shifted the approach 

squarely back to the roots of the planning system and to the heart of the 

Section 106 process itself. 

This (the Section 106 process) was always intended to capture planning 

gain and the increase in land value that emanates from the grant of 

planning permission.  Indeed, there are numerous government statements 

and studies now attempting to re-focus the purpose of planning to this end. 

Existing use value of the site 

The site appears to be currently vacant.  I understand however that a 

previous planning consent was given for a single dwelling (in 2017) – ref 

17/0788/FUL. 

On this basis the LVB for the site should be the residual value for the single 

dwelling. 

I understand that this must have been positive as a commuted sum was 

agreed. 

7 Results and conclusions 
 
The full appraisal for the scheme is shown in Toolkit form at Appendix 1. 
 
This shows a residual value of minus £964,000.  This means that revenue is 
lower than cost and means an unviable scheme before taking the land value 
benchmark into account. 
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The scheme generates a 20% equivalent margin to the developer.   
 
There is no CIL payment assumed. 
 
The scheme is unviable as the residual value falls below the land value 
benchmark.  Hence, no Affordable Housing contribution or CIL is viable. 
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Appendix 1 Appraisal 
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