


further consideration we think ’s position is fairly judged - agree that the cost of the BSL should be included 
and therefore I have now added this into a revised appraisal.  
 
S106 contributions 

 note that the figure applied by DSP was based on a previous scheme iteration and a lower figure now 
applies  We have updated this in our revised appraisal – which has a positive effect on the 
viability outcome.  also note that the S106 amount might reduce further ‘for both viability and Reg 122 
reasons’. DSP has simply been adopting provided information on this, and we are unable to comment further. 
As noted in our review report, any further reduction in cost would show positively in the viability (as per the 
current adjustment) but the converse could also be seen (HDC will need to consider this and a final appraisal 
iteration could be run to reflect any significant change, if necessary).  
 
Finance costs 
As noted by , amendments to the appraisal as above effect finance costs, and when a higher land cost (at 
the BLV level) is reflected, finance costs will increase (with the land cost being applied at the start of the 
project and then interest charged on that).  
 
Developer return 

 consider that a 20.0% profit on GDV for market housing should apply. DSP have tested 17.5%. This is an 
area where we will have to ‘agree to disagree’. In terms of the profit assumption generally we stand by our view 
due to the nature of the scheme (low rise housing on a village site in a relatively strong market area and without 
any particular high risk site conditions/constraints as far as we can ascertain).  
 
The available profit level is something that will need to be considered in the round, finding the appropriate 
balance between the developer’s risk, scheme deliverability and community benefits such as affordable 
housing. In this case the applicant is offering 35% affordable housing – and also notes that a significant 
amount of public open space land is being gifted to the Parish Council which forms an additional community 
benefit.  
 
Description of application 

 note that DSP described the application as being in outline and that there is in fact a detailed application. 
When commenting on the outline nature of the scheme we were quoting ’s own assessment which noted at 
7.12 that ‘Due to the outline nature of the scheme, further works are ongoing to establish / evidence the costs 
for this scheme, which has only recently been fixed – in layout terms.’. We apologise for continuing that 
terminology in our write-up. To avoid any confusion we have amended our original report to remove reference 
to ‘outline’. Please see attached updated version which can replace the previous, for publication.  
 
Revised appraisal 
We have updated our appraisal to include the Building Safety Levy cost and to reduce the S106 costs as per 

’s update, and have tested an increased BLV of .  
 
The overall outcome indicated by our revised appraisal (when including the revised land cost (BLV) assumption 
and profit at 17.5% GDV is a deficit (overall shortfall) of  and we comment on what this means below.  
 
Conclusion  
Having reviewed ’s comments and revised our appraisal as considered appropriate, as previously we 
consider that the 150 units proposed represent the minimum quantum required to produce a deliverable 
scheme, and we consider the 35% affordable housing being proposed to be a suitable offer in the 
circumstances. Taking into account the deficit shown in our updated appraisal, the ‘actual profit’ indicated 
(target profit minus deficit) is , equating to 16.3% on market housing GDV and 6.0% on affordable 
housing GDV which we consider suitable – noting as previously that the assessment has been carried out at a 
time when the relationship between costs and values is poor and quite likely to be a low point or close to that in 
terms of the various effects of economic cycles. With the scheme appearing deliverable based on the figures 
as assessed and reviewed according to the PPG and under current relatively constrained economic conditions, 
this may well mean that there is capacity to see an improved and more regular returns should the scheme be 
progressed - the circumstances could have recovered to some degree by the time the scheme is actually built. 
 



I hope that is helpful. If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me.  
 
Kind regards, 
 
Nick 
 
 
Nick Molyneux BA (Hons) CIHCM MRICS – Associate Director (Technical) 
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 DSP25252R (F1) Thakeham Mushrooms July 2026 - revised 
 98 units market housing and 52 units AH 
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 PROJECT PRO FORMA  ARGUS SOFTWARE 
 DSP25252R (F1) Thakeham Mushrooms July 2026 - revised 
 98 units market housing and 52 units AH 
 TOTAL COSTS BEFORE FINANCE   

 FINANCE 
 Debit Rate 7.50%, Credit Rate 0.00% (Nominal) 
 Land   
 Construction   
 Total Finance Cost   

 TOTAL COSTS   

 PROFIT 
  

 Performance Measures 
 Profit on Cost%  18.73% 
 Profit on GDV%  15.77% 

 IRR% (without Interest)  33.16% 
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