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Why? 

• To deliver sustainable growth  

• Growth supported by infrastructure and 
providing affordable housing 



Planning for the place –  
Creating the place 

• Look at the settlement – quantity of growth, timing of 
growth – trajectory & impact of growth 

• What infrastructure do you need to support the 
growth 

• Transportation, work, going to school, recreation and 
sport 



Planning for the place –  
Creating the place -2 
• Look at the wider area – do you contain your 

population within your administrative boundaries? 

• Growth might be in your administrative boundaries 
but where is the impact? 

• How are you approaching infrastructure planning? 
And where is the infrastructure located to support the 
growth? And who is paying for it? 
 

 

• Authorities which agree to take additional housing from other areas may 
in turn require investment in infrastructure provision to support this. 
Where effective cross-boundary working can be demonstrated in the 
statement of common ground, this could be used as evidence when trying 
to secure grants for infrastructure where effective joint working forms part 
of the assessment criteria. 

• Paragraph: 008 Reference ID: 61-008-20180913 Revision date: 13 09 2018 

 

 



Planning for the place –  
Creating the place -3 

• How are you approaching infrastructure 
planning? And where is the infrastructure 
located to support the growth? And who is 
paying for it? 

• What are your priorities – what are you seeking 
in developer contributions, what level of 
affordable housing and what will you seek from 
other funding pots?  



So Understand Your 
Infrastructure Needs 

• Understand the best approach for delivering 
infrastructure – s106 in kind; s106 contribution 
CIL delivered by County or District  

• Seek estimates for your infrastructure costs 

• Identify the infrastructure costing viability inputs 
and apply them to your plan- wide local plan or 
CIL viability assessment. 

 



What is viability? 

An individual development can be said to be viable if, 
after taking account of all costs, including central and 
local government policy and regulatory costs and the 
costs and availability of development finance, the 
scheme provides a competitive return to the developer to 
ensure that development takes place and generates a 
land value sufficient to persuade a land owner to sell the 
land for the development proposed.  If these conditions 
are not met, a scheme will not be delivered. 
 

Local Housing Delivery Group.  Viability Testing in Local Plans – Advice for planning 
practitioners.  (LGA/HBF – Sir John Harman) June 2012 

 



What is viability? 

An objective financial viability test of the ability of a 
development project to meet its costs including the cost 
of planning obligations, while ensuring an appropriate 
Site Value for the landowner and a market risk adjusted 
return to the developer in delivering that project. (Where 
viability is being used to test and inform planning policy it 
will be necessary to substitute “a development project” 

into the wider context)  
Financial viability in planning RICS guidance note 

1st edition (GN 94/2012)  August 2012 

 



What is Viability ?– NPPF2019 
/PPG 2018 

• Viability assessment is a process of assessing 
whether a site is financially viable, by looking at 
whether the value generated by a development 
is more than the cost of developing it. This 
includes looking at the key elements of gross 
development value, costs, land value, 
landowner premium, and developer return. 

• Paragraph: 010 Reference ID: 10-010-20180724 



Economic viability of a scheme 

 

Source: ‘Financial Viability in Planning’, RICS 



Residual Value - Viability Test 

STEP 1 
Gross Development Value 

(The combined value of the complete development) 

 LESS 

Cost of creating the asset, including PROFIT 
(Construction + fees + finance charges) 

 = 

 RESIDUAL VALUE 

STEP 2 
Residual Value v Existing Use Value (EUV) 

 

Note: EUV + premium = Benchmark land value <residual value 
is viable 

 



Gross Development Value 
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A Development  Viability 
Appraisal 

SITE NAME

INCOME Av Size % Number Price GDV GIA DEVELOPMENT COSTS Planning fee calc

m2 87 £/m2 £ m2 Planning app fee dwgs rate

LAND /unit or m2 Total No dwgs 87

Market Housing 95.0 70% 61 2,500 14,463,750 5,786 Land 42,499 3,697,391 No dwgs under 50 37 335 12,395

Stamp Duty 184,870 No dwgs over 50 37 100 3,700

Shared Ownership 95.0 9% 8 1,750 1,301,738 744 Easements etc. 0 Total 16,095

Legals Acquisition 1.50% 55,461 240,330

Affordable Rent 95.0 21% 18 1,200 2,082,780 1,736

PLANNING

Social Rent 95.0 0% 0 900 0 0 Planning Fee 16,095 Stamp duty calc - Residual

Architects 6.00% 511,275 Land payment 3,697,391

Grant and Subsidy Shared Ownership 0 0 QS / PM 1.00% 85,213 125,000 0% 1%

Affordable Rent 0 0 Planning Consultants 0.50% 42,606 250,000 1% 3%

Social Rent 0 0 Other Professional 2.50% 213,031 868,220 500,000 3% 4%

1,000,000 4% 5%

SITE AREA 2.50 ha 35 /ha 17,848,268 8,265 CONSTRUCTION above 5% 5%

Build Cost - BCIS Based 925 7,645,125 Total 184,870

Sales per Quarter 9 s106 / CIL 5,000 435,000

Unit Build Time 3 Quarters Contingency 2.50% 191,128 Stamp duty calc - Add Profit

Abnormals 250,000 8,521,253 Land payment 700,000

Whole Site Per ha 125,000 0% 1%

Residual Land Value 3,697,391 1,478,956 RUN Residual MACRO ctrl+r FINANCE 250,000 1% 3%

Alternative Use Value 62,500 25,000 Closing balance = 0 Fees 10,000 500,000 3% 4%

Uplift 20% 12,500 5,000 Interest 7.00% 1,000,000 4% 5%

Plus /ha 250,000 625,000 250,000 RUN CIL MACRO ctrl+l Legal and Valuation 7,500 17,500 above 5% 5%

Viability Threshold 700,000 280,000 Closing balance = 0 Total 35,000

SALES

Check on phasing dwgs nos Agents 2.0% 356,965

Additional Profit 3,645,527 630 £/m2 Legals 0.5% 89,241

Misc. 5,000 451,207 13,795,901

Developers Profit

% of costs (before interest) 20.00% 2,759,180 Post CIL s106 1,000 £/ Unit (all)

% of GDV 0.00% 0 Total 87,000

RESIDUAL CASH FLOW FOR INTEREST Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6

Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4

INCOME

UNITS Started 4 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 2

Market Housing 0 0 0 665,000 1,496,250 1,496,250 1,496,250 1,496,250 1,496,250 1,496,250 1,496,250 1,496,250 1,496,250 332,500 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Shared Ownership 0 0 0 59,850 134,663 134,663 134,663 134,663 134,663 134,663 134,663 134,663 134,663 29,925 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Affordable Rent 0 0 0 95,760 215,460 215,460 215,460 215,460 215,460 215,460 215,460 215,460 215,460 47,880 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Social Rent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Grant and Subsidy 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

INCOME 0 0 0 0 0 0 820,610 1,846,373 1,846,373 1,846,373 1,846,373 1,846,373 1,846,373 1,846,373 1,846,373 1,846,373 410,305 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

EXPENDITURE

Stamp Duty 184,870

Easements etc. 0

Legals Acquisition 55,461

Planning Fee 16,095

Architects 255,638 255,638

QS 42,606 42,606

Planning Consultants 21,303 21,303

Other Professional 106,516 106,516

Build Cost - BCIS Base 0 117,167 380,792 644,417 790,875 790,875 790,875 790,875 790,875 790,875 790,875 585,833 322,208 58,583 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

s106/CIL 435,000

Contingency 0 2,929 9,520 16,110 19,772 19,772 19,772 19,772 19,772 19,772 19,772 14,646 8,055 1,465 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Abnormals 0 3,831 12,452 21,073 25,862 25,862 25,862 25,862 25,862 25,862 25,862 19,157 10,536 1,916 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Finance Fees 10,000

Legal and Valuation 7,500

Agents 0 0 0 0 0 0 16,412 36,927 36,927 36,927 36,927 36,927 36,927 36,927 36,927 36,927 8,206 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Legals 0 0 0 0 0 0 4,103 9,232 9,232 9,232 9,232 9,232 9,232 9,232 9,232 9,232 2,052 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Misc. 5,000
COSTS BEFORE LAND INT AND PROFIT 699,988 0 989,990 402,764 681,600 836,509 857,024 882,668 882,668 882,668 882,668 882,668 665,796 386,959 108,123 46,159 10,258 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

For Residual Valuation Land 3,697,391

Interest 76,954 78,301 96,996 105,742 119,520 136,251 139,272 124,845 110,165 95,228 80,029 64,565 45,035 20,283 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Profit on Costs 2,759,180
Profit on GDV 0

Cash Flow -4,397,379 -76,954 -1,068,291 -499,759 -787,342 -956,029 -172,665 824,432 838,859 853,540 868,476 883,675 1,116,012 1,414,378 1,717,966 1,800,213 400,047 0 0 0 0 0 0 -2,759,180

Opening Balance 0

Closing Balance -4,397,379 -4,474,333 -5,542,624 -6,042,383 -6,829,725 -7,785,754 -7,958,419 -7,133,987 -6,295,127 -5,441,588 -4,573,111 -3,689,437 -2,573,425 -1,159,047 558,920 2,359,133 2,759,180 2,759,180 2,759,180 2,759,180 2,759,180 2,759,180 2,759,180 0

CASH FLOW FOR CIL ADDITIONAL PROFIT Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6

Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4

INCOME As Above

INCOME 0 0 0 0 0 0 820,610 1,846,373 1,846,373 1,846,373 1,846,373 1,846,373 1,846,373 1,846,373 1,846,373 1,846,373 410,305 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

EXPENDITURE

Land 700,000

Stamp Duty 35,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Easements etc. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Legals Acquisition 10,500 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Planning Fee 16,095 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Architects 255,638 0 255,638 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

QS 42,606 0 42,606 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Planning Consultants 21,303 0 21,303 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Other Professional 106,516 0 106,516 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Build Cost - BCIS Base 0 0 117,167 380,792 644,417 790,875 790,875 790,875 790,875 790,875 790,875 790,875 585,833 322,208 58,583 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
POTENTIAL CIL 3,645,527

Post CIL s106 4,000 9,000 9,000 9,000 9,000 9,000 9,000 9,000 9,000 9,000 2,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Contingency 0 0 2,929 9,520 16,110 19,772 19,772 19,772 19,772 19,772 19,772 19,772 14,646 8,055 1,465 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Abnormals 0 0 3,831 12,452 21,073 25,862 25,862 25,862 25,862 25,862 25,862 25,862 19,157 10,536 1,916 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Finance Fees 10,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Legal and Valuation 7,500 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Agents 0 0 0 0 0 0 16,412 36,927 36,927 36,927 36,927 36,927 36,927 36,927 36,927 36,927 8,206 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Legals 0 0 0 0 0 0 4,103 9,232 9,232 9,232 9,232 9,232 9,232 9,232 9,232 9,232 2,052 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Misc. 0 0 5,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
COSTS BEFORE LAND INT AND PROFIT 1,205,158 0 4,200,517 402,764 685,600 845,509 866,024 891,668 891,668 891,668 891,668 891,668 674,796 395,959 110,123 46,159 10,258 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

For CIL calculation

Interest 21,090 21,459 95,344 104,061 117,880 134,739 137,892 123,598 109,053 94,254 79,197 63,875 44,490 19,887 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Profit on cost 2,780,241

Profit on GDV 0

Cash Flow -1,205,158 -21,090 -4,221,976 -498,107 -789,661 -963,389 -180,153 816,812 831,107 845,651 860,450 875,508 1,107,702 1,405,923 1,716,363 1,800,213 400,047 0 0 0 0 0 0 -2,780,241

Opening Balance 0

Closing Balance -1,205,158 -1,226,248 -5,448,224 -5,946,332 -6,735,992 -7,699,381 -7,879,534 -7,062,722 -6,231,615 -5,385,964 -4,525,515 -3,650,007 -2,542,305 -1,136,382 579,981 2,380,194 2,780,241 2,780,241 2,780,241 2,780,241 2,780,241 2,780,241 2,780,241 0

correct



Useful background documents 



Direction of travel 

• Harman Guidance, RICS Guidance, NPPF – 2012 
& PPG 2014, Mayoral SPG 

• What has been in the news? e.g. Shelter, TCPA  

• Issues – communities feeling cheated/mislead, 
reduced levels of affordable housing, insufficient 
infrastructure to support growth, circularity ( 
increasing land prices reducing contributions), lack 
of transparency 

• Changes that have taken place- Appeal decisions, 
Mayoral SPG 

• Aim to improve public confidence in planning and 
delivery the infrastructure to support development 
and more affordable housing to meet need 

 



NPPF/PPG 2018- 
Seismic Shift? 
• It depends where you are starting… 

• Much of the approach was just good practice supported by 
the available guidance and some key appeal decisions 

• Not in London for Development Management- Mayor’s 
approach 

• However, the clarity of the PPG  and the setting out of the 
standardise approach is such that there is now no doubt 
about matters such as plan based, no need for viability 
appraisal for applications, building in all policy costs into 
land value, EUV +, price paid irrelevant, market value is 
the adjusted market value ( not price paid for non 
complaint schemes) 



Essex Viability Protocol 

June 2018 



NPPF 2019 & PPG 2018- 
viability 
• Creates an approach :  

• Proportionate,  

• Simple,  

• transparent &  

• publicly available 

• Land value - Price Paid is irrelevant! 

 



National Planning Policy 
Framework (NPPF)  
• ‘Plans should set out the contributions expected from development. This 

should include setting out the levels and types of affordable housing 
provision required, along with other infrastructure (such as that needed 
for education, health, transport, flood and water management, green and 
digital infrastructure). Such policies should not undermine the 
deliverability of the plan.’ (para. 34) 

•   

• ‘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.’ (para.57) 

 



Viability – Plan making 

• When?- site selection, creation of policy and developing CIL 

• Engagement and collaboration with site owners/ promoters/ 
developers 

• Iterative process 
• SHLAA /SHELAA- Are the sites viable ?– Is there enough of a 

premium? - Have the promoters taken into account all costs 
including infrastructure, abnormal costs & full compliance with 
existing/proposed policy ?  

• Whole plan viability – typology based, sampling & strategic site 
assessment 

• CIL/s 106 viability  

• Standardised methodology 
 

• Do you want to include a review mechanism?  

 
 



Engagement and collaboration 

• Plan makers should engage with landowners, 
developers, and infrastructure and affordable housing 
providers to secure evidence on costs and values to 
inform viability assessment at the plan making stage. 

• It is the responsibility of site promoters to engage in 
plan making, take into account any costs including their 
own profit expectations and risks, and ensure that 
proposals for development are policy compliant. It is 
important for developers and other parties buying (or 
interested in buying) land to have regard to the total 
cumulative cost of all relevant policies when agreeing a 
price for the land. Under no circumstances will the 
price paid for land be a relevant justification for failing 
to accord with relevant policies in the plan. 

• Paragraph: 006 Reference ID: 10-006-20180724 



Policy requirement – increased 
focus? 

 

• Plans should set out the contributions expected from 
development. This should include setting out the levels and types 
of affordable housing provision required, along with other 
infrastructure (such as that needed for education, health, 
transport, flood and water management, green and digital 
infrastructure)… 

• These policy requirements should be informed by evidence of 
infrastructure and affordable housing need, and a proportionate 
assessment of viability that takes into account all relevant policies, 
and local and national standards, including the cost implications of 
the Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) and section 106. Policy 
requirements should be clear so that they can be accurately 
accounted for in the price paid for land… 

• Paragraph: 10-001-20180724 



Plan making Gross Development 
Value (GDV) -PPG 

• Gross development value is an assessment of the 
value of development. For residential development, 
this may be total sales and/or capitalised net rental 
income from developments. Grant and other external 
sources of funding should be considered. For 
commercial development broad assessment of value in 
line with industry practice may be necessary. 

• For broad area-wide or site typology assessment at the 
plan making stage, average figures can be used, with 
adjustment to take into account land use, form, scale, 
location, rents and yields, disregarding outliers in the 
data. For housing, historic information about delivery 
rates can be informative… 

• Paragraph: 011 Reference ID: 10-011-20180724 

 



PPG - Standard Income 
3 elements 

• Market Housing 

• Affordable Housing 

• Other Uses 



PPG - Standard Costs 
7 headings + 1 extra 

build costs 

abnormal costs 

site-specific infrastructure costs 

cost of all relevant policy requirements 

finance 

fees 

contingency  

+ developer’s return 

 



Developer return (Profit) 

• Plan making PPG – Profit - 15-20% 

• Alternative figures- require evidence – scale & 
risk profile 

 

• “Potential risk is accounted for in the assumed 
return for developers at the plan making stage. 
It is the role of developers, not plan makers or 
decision makers, to mitigate these risks…” Paragraph: 

018 Reference ID: 10-018-20180724 

 
 



Land value and Benchmark 
Land Value 

 



Existing Use Value (& 
Alternative Use Value) 

... EUV is the value of the land in its existing use 
together with the right to implement any 
development for which there are policy 
compliant extant planning consents, including 
realistic deemed consents, but without regard to 
alternative uses. Existing use value is not the 
price paid and should disregard hope value... 2018 

PPG 10-015 

… 



Alternative Use Value 

• i.e. other permitted uses 

• …alternative use value (AUV) refers to the value of 
land for uses other than its current permitted use, 
and other than other potential development that 
requires planning consent, technical consent or 
unrealistic permitted development with different 
associated values... If applying alternative uses 
when establishing benchmark land value these 
should be limited to those uses which have an 
existing implementable permission for that use. 
Where there is no existing implementable 
permission, plan makers can set out in which 
circumstances alternative uses can be used… 

 



The Plus + - The Premium 

• Incentive 

• Based on available evidence - sources 

• Comparable evidence/ adjusted 

• collaborative 

• iterative 

 



EUV plus? 

In order to establish benchmark land value, plan 
makers, landowners, developers, infrastructure 
and affordable housing providers should engage 
and provide evidence to inform this iterative and 
collaborative process. 

Paragraph: 013 Reference ID: 10-013-20180724 

 

• Collaborate process needs to be based on 
standardised methodology – comparable 
physical and policy compliant sites (not price 
paid) 



Land Value - Benchmark Land 
Value 

• Benchmark Land Value – EUV + - Existing Use 
Value plus a premium 

• The premium – minimum return at which a 
reasonable land owner would sell. 

• The Premium – is the incentive in comparison 
with other options available ( e.g. …?) 

• Iterative processive - collaboration 



Benchmark Land Value 

• Existing Use value (EUV) 

• Premium ( incentive to the land owner) 

• Reflect abnormal costs 

• Site specific infrastructure costs 

• Professional fees 

• And be informed by market evidence 

 

• Price Paid evidence is irrelevant unless the 
sites are Comparable 



Informed by Market 
evidence… 
 

• Market value – is not price paid 

• Any market evidence of value needs to be 
adjusted to make it comparable in terms of: 

• Physical characteristics 
• Policy compliance 

• Non comparable sites and values are NOT 
acceptable: Historic benchmark land values of 
non compliant development cannot be used as 
these would inflate the values. This leads to 
‘circularity’ 



Circularity 

• The failure to properly ensure that the values for land and 
the benchmark land value have ‘regard to development plan 
policies and all other material planning considerations and 
disregards that which is contrary to the development plan’ 
(RICS) leads to circularity.  

• If land value and benchmark land value only take into 
account the price being paid in the market, then the less 
policy compliant a development is, the higher the ‘market’ 
price. This circularity creates spirals of increasing land value 
and reduces the ability to meet policy requirements. 

• The incorrect interpretation of market value as a comparison 
has increased the price paid ‘market value’ and has thus 
supported the case that the planning policy requirement for 
infrastructure and affordable housing cannot be met. 



Viability Test 

EUV Plus a premium 

 – reality checked against market value ( 
adjusted for comparability) 

 

Will EUV Plus provide acceptable premium for a 
reasonable land owner? 

Land owner’s have expectations (life changing?) 

Will land come forward? 

 



Viability at plan making 

• Typologies 

• Engage  
• costs ( including abnormals) 

• infrastructure 

• Plus/premium 

• Iterate 

 



Q & A 



Decision making- 

• To the extent that development plan policies are 
material to an application for planning permission 
the decision must be taken in accordance with the 
development plan unless there are material 
considerations that indicate otherwise (see section 
70(2) of the Town and Country Planning Act 
1990 and section 38(6) of the Planning and 
Compulsory Purchase Act 2004  

 

• Viability can be a material consideration- the 
weight given to it is up to the decision maker 

http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/1990/8/section/70
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/1990/8/section/70
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/1990/8/section/70
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2004/5/section/38
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2004/5/section/38


Essex Viability Protocol 

June 2018 



Decision Making –Viability - 
PPG 

• 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. 

• Such circumstances could include, for example where 
development is proposed on unallocated sites of a wholly different 
type to those used in viability assessment that informed the plan; 
where further information on infrastructure or site costs is required; 
where particular types of development are proposed which may 
significantly vary from standard models of development for sale 
(for example build to rent or housing for older people); or where a 
recession or similar significant economic changes have occurred 
since the plan was brought into force. 

• Paragraph: 007 Reference ID: 10-007-20180724 

 



Viability - Decision Making 

• Decision taking- in line with plan making viability 
• Why is a viability assessment necessary? 
• Applicant should demonstrate what has changed since 

the plan 
• PPG allows for circumstances where viability is required 

at applications stage 
• Are your policies up to date? Has there been significant 

change since the plan? 
• Weight given to the viability assessment is up to the 

decision maker (LPA/PINS/Minister) 
• Approach: Standardised methodology-  

• EUV + 
• Key inputs 
• Land value- price paid irrelevant x6 

 



4 tests (NPPF 2019/PPG 
2018) 
• where development is proposed on unallocated 

sites of a wholly different type to those used in 
viability assessment that informed the plan; 

• where further information on infrastructure or site 
costs is required; 

• where particular types of development are 
proposed which may significantly vary from 
standard models of development for sale (for 
example build to rent or housing for older people); 

• or where a recession or similar significant 
economic changes have occurred since the plan 
was brought into force. 



Decision making- Site Specific 
Viability 
• Gross development value is an assessment of the value of 

development. For residential development, this may be total 
sales and/or capitalised net rental income from 
developments. Grant and other external sources of funding 
should be considered. For commercial development broad 
assessment of value in line with industry practice may be 
necessary. 

 

• …For viability assessment of a specific site or development, 
market evidence (rather than average figures) from the 
actual site or from existing developments can be used. Any 
market evidence used should be adjusted to take into 
account variations in use, form, scale, location, rents and 
yields, disregarding outliers. Under no circumstances will 
the price paid for land be a relevant justification for failing to 
accord with relevant policies in the plan. 

• Paragraph: 011 Reference ID: 10-011-20180724 

 



Viability (or not) in DM? 

• Is it necessary? 

 

• Method – relative to plan wide viability 

• Transparency 

• Weak points 

 

• Weight (or not) 

 



Seismic Shift –TCPA Journal 

..Following the clear instruction that ‘price paid’ 

and ‘hope value’ are irrelevant, there needs to be 

considerably greater diligence on behalf of site 

promoters and their consultants to ensure that 

development sites are purchased at a level that 

will enable all policy costs – including mitigation, 

infrastructure and affordable housing – to be met. 

Landowners, including public landowning bodies, 

will need to adjust to the land values that may be 

obtained for sites that meet the requirements of 

the revised NPPF and PPG… 
• Gilian Macinnes, Town & Country Planning  Journal September 2018 

 



Compulsory Purchase 

• ‘9 Compensation for compulsory purchase is therefore 
based on the value of land with its current use or any 
prospect of a planning permission being granted which 
meets policy requirements including good design, 
affordable housing and infrastructure. That is, what 
would be acceptable on the land in the public 
interest… 

• ‘10 So Shelter’s aspirations for compulsory purchase 
compensation are already met. Market value is 
assessed under the Land Compensation Act 1961 on 
the basis of the potential to develop in the public 
interest as they propose. There is therefore no need to 
amend the legislation.’ 

 

• R Harwood: Land Value Capture: A New Consensus. Aug. 2018. 

• www.39essex.com/land-value-capture-a-newconsensus-richard-harwood-obe-qc/ 

 

 



Q & A 



Useful Background Appeals 

• Clay Farm, Cambridgeshire 

• Parkhurst Road, Islington 



Clay Farm 

• Clay Farm: 

  

• The Inspector did not consider the price paid to be 
the relevant input into the VA, in this case “the 
appellants approach to assessing viability(..) has 
the effect of protecting historic land values as well 
as insulating the developer against a risk for which 
he is already indemnified by the profit margins. Put 
another way, their approach protects them from 
historic falls and achieves 20% on historic losses..” 

 
• Clay Farm, Cambridgeshire 2009-APP/Q0505/A/09/2103599 

 



Parkhurst Road, LB Islington 
 
 

• Territorial Army Centre (£13.25M from MOD)  

• Proposed scheme – 96 homes 10% AH 

• Council policy 50% AH– accept 34% AH 

 

• The difference was the Benchmark Land Value- 
The price needed to incentivise the owner to sell. 

• Justice Holgate – it is the developers responsibility 
to show why the level of affordable housing is not 
viable 

  

 



Parkhurst Road (cont.) 

• Developers argued for market value approach to 
determining the BLV- in which affordable housing 
plays no part. 

• The LPA called for EUV + (in accordance with the 
RICS guidance – taking into account policy costs) 

• Inspector preferred EUV +   

• The judgement supported Islington’s submission 
that it: 

• reflect policy requirements 

• Provided a competitive return to willing developer and 
land owner 

• Be informed by comparable market based evidence 

 



Accountability & Transparency 

• Viability assessment: 
•  prepared by suitably qualified practitioner 
• In accordance with NPPG 
• Clearly presented 
• Executive summary – example? 
• Clearly set out 
• Clearly stated assumptions 
• Deviation from plan viability clearly explained 

• Transparency – All VAs ‘should be prepared on 
the basis that it will be made publicly available 
other than in exceptional circumstances’ 

 



Reviewing consultant’s report 

• Method 

• Transparency 

• Weak points 

 



Contact 

Gilian Macinnes 

gilian@gmacinnes.co.uk 

0771 4394046 

www.gmacinnes.co.uk 

Twitter: @gilianGMAC 

 

Simon Drummond-Hay 

simon@hdhplanning.co.uk 

015242 51831 / 07989975977 

www.hdhplanning.co.uk 

HDH Planning & Development Ltd 

Clapham Woods Farm, Keasden, 
Nr Clapham, Lancaster.  LA2 8ET 


