
  

 

     
 

 

 

GLA Strategic Housing Land Availability 
Assessment (SHLAA) and Housing 
Capacity Study (HCS) Viability 
Assessment 
 
 

 

Pre-Publication Draft 
 

 

 

August 2010 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

Notice 

This document and its contents have been prepared and are intended solely for Greater London Authorityôs 
information and use in relation to GLA Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment.    

Atkins Limited assumes no responsibility to any other party in respect of or arising out of or in connection 
with this document and/or its contents.    

 



GLA SHLAA/HCS Viability Assessment  

 

 2 
 

Contents  

Section  Page 

Executive Summary 5 

Scope and purpose of Study 5 

Methodology 5 

Key Findings 6 

1. Introduction 9 

Purpose of the Study 9 

Report Structure 10 

2. Review of GLA SHLAA/HCS 11 

Introduction 11 

The purpose of the SHLAA/HCS 11 

Methodology 11 

Results 13 

Scenario Testing 14 

Market Assessment 15 

SHLAA/HCS Conclusions 15 

3. Methodology 17 

Introduction 17 

Sampling Approach 17 

Verification of Site data 23 

Residual Valuation 23 

Applying findings 27 

4. Residual Valuation / Sensitivity Cost Benchmarks 29 

Key appraisal variables 29 

Existing Use Value 30 

Specific Modelling Variables 31 

Approach to future trends in variables 36 

5. Appraisal Results 37 

Introduction 37 

Results 37 

Accounting for non-viability of sites 43 

6. Applying findings to SHLAA/HCS Capacity 47 

Introduction 47 

Key residual valuation outcomes to be applied 47 

Approach to Applying Results 48 

Outcome of Applying the Results 49 

Potential Consequences for Delivery 52 

7. Conclusions 55 

Introduction 55 

Market Conditions 55 

Results 55 



GLA SHLAA/HCS Viability Assessment  

 

 3 
 

Implications for housing delivery 56 

Potential Policy Approaches to Viability issues 56 

 
List of Tables 

Table 3.1 - Average Sales Price (by Borough) 19 

Table 3.2 -  Existing use of sites (by average price group) 20 
Table 3.3 ï Number of Sites in Sample (by market group) 21 

Table 3.4 -  Housing Type No. sites by average house price group 21 

Table 3.5 - No. Sites to be sampled by housing type 21 

Table 3.6 -  Planned Use by market group 22 
Table 3.7 - Number of Sites to be Sampled by Constraints Score 22 

Table 4.1 ï Base Construction Costs 32 

Table 4.2 ï Base Construction Costs incorporating Draft Design Guide Requirements 34 

Table 5.1 ï Summary of Results (sales value growth Scenario 1) with grant 37 

Table 5.2 ï Summary of Results (sales value growth scenario 2) with grant 38 

Table 5.3 ï Summary of Results (Sales Value Growth scenario 3) with grant 39 

Table 5.4 ï Summary of Results (sales value growth Scenario 1) without grant 40 

Table 5.5 ï Summary of Results (sales value growth scenario 2) without grant 41 

Table 5.6 ï Summary of Results (Sales Value Growth scenario 3) without grant 42 

Table 5.7 ï Application of adjusted densities to unviable sample sites 44 

Table 5.8 ï Sales Value Growth Scenrio 1 results (with grant) 45 

Table 5.9 ï Sales Value Growth Scenrio 1 results (without grant) 45 

Table 6.1 ï Relationship between sales value and existing use value (with grant) 47 

Table 6.2 - Relationship between sales value and existing use value (without grant) 48 

Table 6.3 ï Application of viability issues (with grant) 49 
Table 6.4 ï Impact of viability on Capacity assuming grant funding (by phase) 49 

Table 6.5 ï Impact of density on capacity (by phase) 50 

Table 6.6 ï Impact of viability on Capacity assuming adjusted densities (by phase) 50 

Table 6.7 ï Application of viability issues (without grant) 50 
Table 6.8 ï Impact of viability on Capacity assuming no grant funding (by phase) 51 

Table 6.9 - Impact of density on Capacity assuming no grant funding (by phase) 51 

 

List of Figures 

Figure 3.1 ï Classification of Boroughs by Average Sales Price 18 

Figure 3.2 ï Residual Valuation Calculation 24 

Figure 3.3 ï Average House Price by Post Code sector 27 

Figure 5.1 ï Sample Site Viability (with grant) 40 

Figure 5.2 ï Sample Site Viability (without grant) 43 

 

 

Appendices  

Appendix A 57 

A.1 Site Sample List 59 

Appendix B ï Site Research Proforma 61 

B.1 Site Proforma 63 



GLA SHLAA/HCS Viability Assessment  

 

 4 
 

Appendix C 65 

C.1 Site Verification and Research Findings 67 

Appendix D ï Assumed Sales Values for Sample Sites 73 

D.1 Assumed Sales Values for Sample Sites 74 

Appendix E - Assumed Unit Mix and Density for sample Sites 75 

E.1 Unit Mix and Density for sample sites 76 

Appendix F ï GLA EAT Model EUV Inputs 77 

F.1 GLA EAT Model EUV inputs 78 

Appendix G 85 

G.1 GLA SHLAA/HCS Viability Growth Assumptions 86 

Appendix H 89 

H.1 Residual Land Valuation Appraisal Results ï With Grant 91 

H.2 Residual Land Valuation ï Without Grant 127 

Appendix I Residual Land Appraisal Results ï Adjusted Densities 164 

I.1 Residual Land Valuation Appraisal Results ï Adjusted densities 165 

 

 

List of Tables 

Table A.1 ï Site Sample List 59 
Table C.1 - Additional Site Information (sample sites) 67 

Table D.1 ï Sales Values 74 

Table E.1 ï Unit Mix and Density 76 

Table G.1 ï Value Growth Sets 86 

Table G.2 ï Cost growth Sets 86 

Table G.3 ï Land Growth Sets 87 

 

List of Figures 

Figure C.1 ï Additional Site Information 67 

 

  



GLA SHLAA/HCS Viability Assessment  

 

 5 
 

 

Executive Summary 

Scope and purpose of Study 
In March 2010 Atkins Ltd and BNP Paribas Real Estate were commissioned by the Greater 

London Authority to carry out a viability assessment of the 2009 GLA Strategic Housing Land 

Availability Assessment and Housing Capacity Study (SHLAA/HCS). 

The principal purpose of this study is to conduct economic viability analysis to test the 

achievability and deliverability of housing sites and their assumed capacities over the plan period. 

The study will also help to demonstrate compliance with Stage 7C (Assessing Achievability for 

Housing) of the CLG SHLAA Guidance. 

The study is supplementary and complimentary to the work already carried out to assess the 

deliverability of site potential in the SHLAA/HCS and will be used as supporting evidence to the 

SHLAA/HCS and should be read in conjunction with the SHLAA/HCS. This study will therefore 

form part of the evidence base supporting the Draft Replacement London Plan. 

Methodology 
The study follows a five stage approach which is as follows: 

Stage 1 ï Selecting a sample of SHLAA/HCS sites; 

Stage 2 ï Verifying and researching sample sites; 

Stage 3 ï Carrying out residual land valuations; 

Stage 4 ï Applying the findings of the residual valuations; and 

Stage 5 ï Identifying implications. 

One of the key elements of the study was to derive a sample that is broadly representative of the 

SHLAA/HCS sites as a whole. The sample was derived by applying various parameters including: 

sales value; existing use value; housing type; planned use; site constraints; site yield (notional 

capacity); and phasing. 

Site data for the sample sites was verified on site by the Consultants in April 2010. 

Residual land valuation methodology followed standard development appraisal conventions, using 

assumptions that reflect local housing market and planning policy circumstances. The study 

therefore reflects the specific circumstances found in London. 

In order to reflect future house price trajectories, the study tested three possible house price 

trajectories: 

¶ Scenario 1 ï 2% real growth per annum; 

¶ Scenario 2 - 3% real growth per annum; and 

¶ Scenario 3 - 4% real growth per annum. 

The sample sites were tested assuming that affordable housing funding grant is available (with 

grant), the sample sites were also tested assuming no affordable housing funding grant is 

available (without grant). 
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In applying the findings of the residual land valuation appraisals to the wider SHLAA/HCS sites the 

Consultants identified sites that could potentially be unviable as a result of the variables identified 

in the appraisals as impacting on viability. 

Key Findings 

Residual Valuations 

The residual valuations show in general that the majority of sites are viable. There is no variation 

according to the sales growth scenario applied. In all three scenarios there are 13 sites (37%) that 

are unviable, and 22 sites that are viable (as shown below). The residual land valuations were 

tested making assumptions that affordable housing funding grant would be available. 

 

  

 

The residual land valuations were also run assuming no affordable housing grant funding was 

available. In general the majority of sites are still viable even when it is assumed that no grant 

funding is available. There is no variation according to the sales growth scenario applied. In all 

three scenarios there are 14 sites that are unviable, 4 sites that are viable at some point in the 

plan period and 17 sites that are viable (see Figure below). 

In accounting for the non viability of sites, the study identifies two key variables, these are the 

relationship of sales value to existing use value, and the scheme density.  

The appraisals for the 13 unviable sites were re-run to test the impact of changes to densities on 

the viability of sites. When the appraisals were re-run assuming grant funding is available, six of 

the unviable sites become viable. When the appraisals were re-run assuming no grant funding is 

available, only one of the unviable sites becomes viable. 

 

37%

63%
Unviable

Viable
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Applying the findings of the residual land valuations 

The study applies the findings from the residual land valuation appraisals to the SHLAA/HCS sites 

in order to identify the impact on housing delivery. 

Where it is assumed affordable housing grant funding is available the potential impact of the 

viability issues is a 64,595 (27%) reduction in phase 2 and 3 large sites capacity (see table 

below), over the period 2011-2021. 

 Phase 2 Phase 3 Total 

Capacity before 
viability findings 

134,214 101,486 235,700 

Capacity after 
applying findings 

98,325 72,781 171,106 

Difference 35,889 28,705 64,595 

% of Total 27% 28% 27% 

 
Where no grant funding is assumed the impact of the viability issues is a potential 70,086 (30%) 

reduction in phase 2 and 3 large sites capacity, over the period 2011-2021. 

 Phase 2 Phase 3 Total 

Capacity before 
viability findings 

134,214 101,486 235,700 

Capacity after 
applying findings 

94,867 70,747 165,614 

Difference 39,347 30,739 70,086 

% of Total 29% 30% 30% 

 

When the findings from the appraisal re-runs
1
 with adjusted densities are applied to SHLAA/HCS 

sites the impact of the viability issues is a potential 36,926 (16%) reduction in phase 2 and 3 large 

sites capacity. Re-running appraisals for unviable sites ówithout grantô with adjusted densities, has 

no impact on viability. 

If the potential viability issues identified with sample sites were to translate to the viability of 

SHLAA/HCS sites more generally, there would be an impact on the amount of potential capacity 

                                                      

1
 assuming affordable housing grant funding is available 

40%

11%

49%
Unviable

Viable at some point

Viable
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at large sites, which could have implications for the average homes per annum that are delivered. 

When the viability findings are applied this physical capacity could reduce as follows: 

¶ óWith grantô ï 64,595 units or 6,459 units per annum for period 2011-2021; 

¶ óWith grantô (densities adjusted) ï 36,926 units or 3,692 units per annum for period 2011-

2021; and 

¶ óWithout grantô ï 70,086 units or 7,008 units per annum for period 2011-2021. 

 

Potential consequences for Housing Delivery 

The study identifies a potential impact of viability on housing delivery of approximately 6,500 

homes per annum with grant and 7,000 homes per annum without grant. 

Sufficient flexibility has been built into the 2009 SHLAA/HCS to take account of challenges to 

delivery and future policy changes. The potential reduction in supply is considered to be within the 

aggregate buffer / discount range assumed from the SHLAA/HCS (8,000 units per annum) and 

therefore the 33,380 minimum housing target in the London Plan remains realistic and achievable 

in light of current economic uncertainties and a period of depressed housing output.  

The positive outlook for future housing delivery in London is further evident when looking at the 

reasons why each of the sites are unviable. This report has demonstrated that viability on many 

(46% of sites) of the unviable sites can be affected by careful adjustment in density of these sites. 
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1. Introduction 
1.1 Atkins and BNP Paribas Real Estate were appointed by the Greater London Authority in March 

2010 to carry out a viability assessment of the 2009 GLA Strategic Housing Land Availability 

Assessment and Housing Capacity Study (SHLAA/HCS). The intention was to ensure that, as far 

as possible, the requirements of PPS3 and associated Government guidance were applied to the 

unique circumstances in London.  

1.2 The study has been carried out in accordance with Communities and Local Government (CLG) 

Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessments, Practice Guidance (2007) and London Strategic 

Housing Land Availability Assessment and Housing Capacity Study Methodology 2009
2
.   

Purpose of the Study 
1.3 The main purpose of the study is to carry out an economic viability assessment of the sites 

identified for housing development in the SHLAA/HCS to test the óachievabilityô of the sites. The 

results of the study will primarily be used as part of the evidence base to support the housing 

supply policies in the draft replacement London Plan. The results may also be used as appropriate 

evidence by the London Boroughs in justifying their overall level of land supply for housing to 

meet their housing requirements.  

1.4 One of the key aims of the study will be to ensure that the SHLAA/HCS is compliant with Stage 7c 

of the CLG SHLAA/HCS Practice Guidance, Stage 7c requires an assessment of achievability for 

housing to be undertaken. To show compliance with Stage 7c, sites need to show that there is a 

reasonable prospect that housing will be developed on the site at a particular point in time. 

1.5 The study answers three key questions for those sites that are tested: 

¶ Is housing an economically viable prospect at the yield identified in the SHLAA/HCS (2009); 

¶ If housing is economically viable at what point in time is the scheme likely to be complete; 

¶ If housing is not economically viable, is an alternative level of housing provision economically 

viable for the site over the period specified. 

1.6 The study is supplementary to the work already carried out to assess the deliverability of site 

potential in the SHLAA/HCS. A key component of the methodology was to assess site constraints, 

ownership issues and consideration of development phasing to determine a realistic timeframe for 

the delivery of the identified sites. The study also included a broad assessment of the housing 

market in order to determine the views of market professionals on the current and future delivery 

of housing in London.  This economic viability study provides an assessment which will be used to 

support the evidence already gathered and provide a further robust evidence base document to 

support the draft replacement London Plan policies on housing supply. 

1.7 This study is based on the most up to date information at the time the analysis was carried out 

(March / April 2010). The full details of sites assessed have deliberately been withheld from the 

study for confidentiality reasons and to ensure the results of the appraisals do not pre-empt or 

prejudice the future decisions of landowners and/or local authorities when and if the sites are 

brought forward for development in the future. The results of the study do not remove the 

requirement for viability to be assessed on a case by case basis using the most up to date site 

specific information at the point of time the planning application is submitted. 

                                                      

2
 http://www.london.gov.uk/who-runs-london/mayor/publications/planning/londonôs-housing-capacity-2009-

methodology 
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Report Structure 
1.8 The report is set out in five sections as follows: 

¶ Section 2: Provides an overview of the GLA SHLAA/HCS and the key issues of relevance to 

this study; 

¶ Section 3: Sets out the methodology that the Consultants have followed to carry out the 

assessment of viability; 

¶ Section 4: Sets out the key appraisal variables; 

¶ Section 5: Sets out a summary of the results of the residual land valuations of the sample 

sites; 

¶ Section 6: Applies the findings from the residual land valuations to the SHLAA/HCS in order 

to identify issues of viability at the regional level; 

¶ Section 7: Sets out the conclusions of the study. 

1.9 Supporting appendices are provided which set out all the key assumptions used in the study and 

provide the detailed findings of residual land valuations from each of the sample sites. 
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2. Review of GLA SHLAA/HCS 

Introduction 
2.1 The Consultants have carried out a review of the SHLAA/HCS, in order to inform the development 

of the methodology and to identify how the viability assessment is likely to impact on the findings 

of the SHLAA/HCS, in particular in terms of the capacity identified in the SHLAA/HCS. This 

section provides a brief review of the GLA SHLAA/HCS to identify the key issues that are of 

relevance to this study. 

The purpose of the SHLAA/HCS 
2.2 The SHLAA/HCS was carried out in order to meet the requirements of Planning Policy Statement 

3 (PPS3) to identify housing land supply in London. PPS3 sets out a national requirement for 

Local Planning Authorities to demonstrate a 15 year supply of land for housing. The 15 year 

supply should include deliverable sites for the first five years, developable sites for years 6 ï 10 

and potential sites for years 11 ï 15. 

2.3 The aim of the SHLAA/HCS was to carry out a pan London study which had the dual use of 

providing the basis for the Mayor to set strategic housing targets for London in his draft 

replacement London Plan as well as providing a sufficient technical evidence base study for 

boroughs to draw on when identifying their housing land supply. This unique City wide approach, 

approved by Government has been taken to reflect the fact that London represents a single 

housing market. 

2.4 The study builds on a long and successful experience of joint working in the Capital and supports 

the recognition that the market for housing in London covers the whole region and effectively 

constitutes a sub region in the sense of PPS3. 

Methodology 
2.5 The SHLAA/HCS has followed the CLG practice guidance (adapted as necessary), and has 

refined this in light of the unique circumstances of London. The SHLAA/HCS followed a 10 stage 

method, each of the stages is identified below along with the key issues of relevance to this study. 

Planning the Assessment 

2.6 The SHLAA/HCS built on work undertaken in the 2004 London Housing Capacity Study (LHCS) 

which was commended by the Examination in Public panel who examined the housing target 

which appeared in the 2008 consolidated London Plan. The objective was to provide a robust 

indication of London wide housing capacity at borough level across London. This was made up of 

a range of sources of supply on individual large sites (>0.25ha), small sites (<0.25ha), non self 

contained units and long term vacant units returning to use.  

2.7 The GLA entered into a confidentiality agreement with each borough to not make any site 

information public which was not already in the public domain. The release of this information   

could pre-empt the statutory planning process, and could also generate increases in land value 

and speculative disposals and purchases that would not necessarily support an optimum housing 

development outcome.  

Determining sources of Supply 

2.8 The SHLAA/HCS identifies four sources of housing capacity. These include sites over 0.25ha with 

planning approvals, sites publicly identified in development plans (allocations), and sites not in the 
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public domain which have potential for housing (potential housing sites). The SHLAA/HCS also 

considers the trends for sites that are less than 0.25ha, trends for non self contained 

accommodation (which includes student accommodation and hostels) and an assumption on 

bringing long term vacant properties back into use. For the purposes of our study we are looking 

at each of the three categories of large housing sites over 0.25ha. The methodology for assessing 

development trends for the small sites, and non self-contained capacities, was based on historic 

trends and not on identifying individual housing sites. A suitable time period was selected to 

assess the trend, taking account of the cyclical nature of the housing market. Further testing of 

deliverability of housing from these sources is not considered necessary. 

Site Surveying 

2.9 Boroughs were asked to confirm the status of sites. Approved sites with permission for 

development are considered to have a reasonable prospect that housing will be delivered within 

five years. Information from the Local Development Database provides confirmed housing yields 

for approved sites. 

2.10 The potential and allocated sites were assessed through a series of questions to allow boroughs 

to classify sites as deliverable, developable or unsuitable. Deliverable sites are those that have a 

reasonable prospect of housing delivery in the study period. Developable sites are those in a 

suitable location for housing and reasonable prospect that it will be available and could be 

developed at a specific point in time. This is based on considerations on suitability (taking into 

account policy and other constraints), actions required to overcome constraints to bring the site 

forward and likely phasing of housing. 

2.11 Boroughs were able to exclude sites that they did not consider suitable for development. Reasons 

for exclusions included where sites had recently completed high value development, which would 

make redevelopment for housing unlikely to be viable. 

Assessing housing Potential 

2.12 The SHLAA/HCS identifies a ónotionalô unconstrained capacity for a site based on site area, 

density assumptions and percentage of mixed use. The study makes assumptions on housing 

capacity based on table 3A.2 of the London Plan ï the Sustainable Residential Quality Density 

Matrix (SRQ matrix). For all large sites, other than approvals which have a known capacity, the 

study assumes the mid point in the density ranges to generate a density. Boroughs were able to 

amend the densities of sites if site specific information was available at the local level. The density 

is based on site area, public transport accessibility levels (PTAL) and site setting.  

2.13 For potential and allocated housing sites, the boroughs applied constraints to derive a housing 

probability. The probability approach was used to take account of development uncertainty of the 

sites coming forward. This was based on constraints including planning policy, strategic 

constraints (air pollution, flood risk and noise pollution) and local constraints (ownership, local 

infrastructure, environmental setting, and contamination). In aggregate the constrained capacities 

provide an estimate of large site capacity at borough, sub regional and regional level. The London 

Plan housing requirements are derived from a consideration of constrained capacities for the 

individual large housing sites and the other sources mentioned above. 

Phasing Capacity 

2.14 Boroughs identified how constraints could be overcome which in turn enabled them to consider 

when sites will come forward for development. For the sites with no identified constraints the 

phasing was a simpler and more certain exercise.  

2.15 Boroughs identified the phasing of capacity on all sites, based on judgements of feasibility and 

market viability. Boroughs were asked to consult with landowners, property agents and local 
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stakeholders to help inform their assumptions on the phasing of individual sites. There are four 

five year phases between 2011 and 2031: 

¶ Phase 1 ï April 2009 ï March 2011; 

¶ Phase 2 ï April 2011 ï March  2016; 

¶ Phase 3 ï April 2016 ï March 2021; 

¶ Phase 4 ï April 2021 ï March 2026; and 

¶ Phase 5 ï April 2026 ï March 2031. 

2.16 As the potential start date for housing provision targets in the London Plan is 2011, this aligns with 

Phase 2 of the study. 

2.17 Sites were included in phases 1 to 3 if one of the following applied: there is a 100% probability; 

sites have a less than 100% probability but are not dependent on future transport provision; sites 

have a less than 100% probability but are dependent on programmed infrastructure provision; 

projection of trends of delivery on small sites and supply from non-self contained accommodation 

and long term vacant units returning to use. 

2.18 For phases 4 and 5: all remaining housing yields were assigned; sites with less than 100% 

probability, dependent on unplanned infrastructure provision; and a further 10 year supply of small 

sites, non-self contained accommodation and long term vacant units returning to use. 

2.19 The phasing is important for this study as in applying the results to the overall sample it is crucial 

to understand whether those sites identified in phases 2 and 3 are likely to be viable as these are 

the ones the housing targets (2011-2021) and overall capacity are based on.   

Results 
2.20 The following section identifies the key results of the SHLAA/HCS, by considering the different 

types of site that make up the SHLAA/HCS large site housing capacity, and the characteristics of 

those sites it is possible to apply the findings from the Consultants residual land valuation (see 

section 5) to the SHLAA/HCS.  

2.21 The calculations of capacity in the SHLAA/HCS for large ópotentialô housing sites (not including 

approvals and allocation) are based on borough aggregates, using the identified constrained 

based probability model capacities from individual sites. They are not intended to imply that a site 

will achieve a specific housing output, but when aggregated provide valid estimates of potential 

capacity from all identified housing sites. 

Identified Large Sites 

2.22 In total the SHLAA/HCS considered 10,245 sites, of these 4,668 were included in the study, the 

boroughs excluded 5,577. The 4,668 sites included 2,174 that were considered to be highly 

constrained and therefore no capacity was assumed on these sites. The remaining 2,494 sites 

contributed to the large site capacity in all phases. For the purpose of this study it is the viability of 

the large sites capacity on these 2,494 remaining sites that is being tested. 

2.23 Of the large sites 680 were classified by boroughs as approvals, 626 as allocation sites and 1,188 

as potential housing sites. The capacity by these site types is 38% from approval sites (89,021 

units), 32% from allocation sites (74,965) and 30% from potential housing sites (70,280). 

2.24 The large site capacity is phased as follows; 11% of units in Phase 1; 36% Phase 2; 26% in 

Phase 3, 18% in Phase 4 and 9% in Phase 5.  
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Large Site Capacity 

2.25 The SHLAA/HCS only uses large site capacity estimates for Phases 2 and 3 to support the 

London Plan housing targets. The total capacity from large sites is estimated as 234,266 units 

between 2011 and 2021. 

2.26 In Phases 2 and 3 potential housing sites make up largest number of sites (44%) compared to 

26% approvals, and 30% allocations. However, in terms of unit contribution to large site capacity, 

approvals provide the largest contribution (39%); followed by allocation sites (36%) and potential 

sites (25%). 

2.27 The sources of large site capacity in terms of existing use are: 

¶ Residential 11% (25,769 units); 

¶ Office 8% (18,741 units); 

¶ Retail 6% (14,055 units); 

¶ Industry 15% (35,140 units); 

¶ Utility 2% (4,685 units); 

¶ Other 23% (53,881 units); and 

¶ Mixed Use 35% (81,993 units). 

2.28 The existing use of large sites is important as it affects the existing use value, which in turn has 

implications for the viability of the site. 

2.29 Of the 2,494 sites, 1,354 were constrained by an identified constraint. 

Total Capacity 

2.30 Trends in small sites and capacity from non-self contained units and long term vacant properties 

are included in the total capacity. However, this study is assessing viability of large sites capacity 

only (see Para 2.8 for an explanation). The total capacity including all sources is 360,062, large 

sites capacity is therefore 65 % of total capacity. 

Scenario Testing 
2.31 The SHLAA/HCS included a scenario testing stage to: test sensitivities of assumptions within the 

system; consider potential policy considerations built into the SHLAA/HCS; and reconcile 

identified capacity on industrial sites with benchmarks for industrial land release. 

2.32 Assumptions in the system (density, constraints etc) are used to estimate capacity on sites that 

are not approvals. Results of the scenario testing provide variations in capacity for the site and 

capacity aggregates at borough and London levels. 

2.33 In general, relaxing the particular constraints realised greater capacity, whilst increasing the effect 

of a constraint or the introduction of new constraints reduced capacity. When policy constraints 

and local and environmental constraints were amended the effects were fairly minimal. 

2.34 Varying density assumptions had a more significant impact on capacity estimates. Substituting 

default densities with higher densities (at the top of the SRQ range) increased overall large sites 

capacity by 15.3% whilst using the bottom end of the ranges decreased overall large sites 

capacity by 14.6%. Scenario testing also tested increases in density on potential sites in town 

centre locations, which had a marginal effect in certain boroughs. PTALs were also tested, by 

increasing PTALs by 1 level there was a 4.4% increase in capacity, while a decrease in 1 PTAL 

level saw a decrease in capacity by 2.6%. 
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2.35 Overall the scenario testing resulted in marginal changes due mainly as a result of capacity being 

largely known (approvals) or identified with some certainty (adopted in borough development 

plans) (75% of sites are approvals or allocations) and therefore not subject to testing. 

Market Assessment 
2.36 A broad market assessment was carried out as part of the report of study which provided views on 

the property market and the ability of the development industry to bring forward the overall 

housing supply total for London. The assessment drew on evidence from various sources to 

determine the current market conditions and its future prospects.  

2.37 As a result sufficient flexibility was built into the SHLAA/HCS to take account of the current 

downturn in the economy, by ensuring that the phasing of large sites over the 20 year study 

period is realistic and extending the development trend period for assessing future supply from 

small sites and non self contained accommodation. This is discussed in detail below. 

SHLAA/HCS Conclusions 
2.38 The SHLAA/HCS provides evidence that London has a theoretical physical capacity to 

accommodate an average of some 37,000 additional homes per annum from 2011-2021. This 

capacity, based on the constraints based probability model, was squared with the London Planôs 

wider policy agenda to ensure deliverable and realistic housing targets, not solely based on 

capacity. This exercise resulted in a reduction in overall capacity taking account of the Mayorôs 

policy priority for supporting boroughs in protecting garden land and the potential consequence of 

the emerging housing design standards in the draft replacement London Plan on land take. The 

reduction also took account of the historic trend analysis of supply from small sites which, based 

on current market uncertainties, was difficult to project with any precision (see Para 2.36/2.37 

above). The reduction resulted in a pan London housing target of 33,380 per annum - a reduction 

of almost 4,000 units per annum. 

2.39 The annual 33,380 pan London housing target supports one of the key premises of the 

SHLAA/HCS which is in accordance with the Governmentôs SHLAA guidance note
3
 - to ensure the 

resulting housing targets had sufficient flexibility to enable individual boroughs to take account of 

future changes in the housing market and planning policy which could affect housing potential on 

individual sites. Not only has the reduction for deliverability and realism produced a conservative 

housing target which boroughs should be able to meet and exceed, but the constraint based 

probability model used to assess individual site capacities has also limited the potential unit yield 

of large allocated and potential housing sites. This limit shows a further potential theoretical 

capacity beyond the 37,000 which could be realised over the 10 year period of the housing 

targets.  

2.40 In most cases a constraint identified in the SHLAA/HCS should be possible to overcome through 

the planning process and the use of mitigation measures. The SHLAA/HCS allows for boroughs to 

consider mitigation measures when phasing appropriate sites but the final capacities do not take 

full account of the potential to overcome the constraints. Opportunity Areas provide good 

examples of planning on a larger scale which can usually take account of physical and land owner 

constraints through the preparation of Area Action Plans or Opportunity Area Planning 

Frameworks, thus allowing housing potential to be maximised and potentially resulting in greater 

housing capacities than the SHLAA/HCS identified.  

2.41 Quantifying the potential opportunity of all constrained sites being developed beyond the 

SHLAA/HCS capacities is difficult. However analysis of the individual site data shows there is 

potentially an extra capacity of around 2,500 additional dwellings per year from 2011-2021. This 

                                                      

3
 Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessments, CLG, 2007 
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means that should all the identified constraints be overcome on each site, an additional 2,500 

dwellings per year could come forward for development over and above the theoretical capacity of 

37,000 identified in the SHLAA/HCS. In reality there will be constraints which cannot be mitigated 

or completely overcome so it should not be assumed that this capacity will be entirely realised. 

2.42 Another assumption of the SHLAA/HCS, which adds to the overall conservative nature of housing 

targets, is the assumptions of density used in the individual site assessments. As indicated in Para 

2.12 of this report, unless boroughs indicated otherwise, for ópotentialô and some óallocatedô sites 

default density assumptions based on the mid point of the appropriate density range were used to 

ensure that potential site capacity was not over ambitious and to allow for the consideration of larger 

family sized dwellings. In most cases, the use of a mid point default density could have underestimated 

potential capacity of sites. Annex 4 of the SHLAA/HCS report of study provides evidence that with 

density development beyond the mid range point there might be theoretical potential to increase 

capacity up to approximately 40,000 dwellings per year (or 41,000 if no account was taken of the new 

back garden policy). Mechanistic application of this scenario to the final overall housing provision target 

of 33,380 could theoretically increase output to approximately 37,000 dwellings per year, or an addition 

of some 3,600 dwellings per year. In reality the Mayorôs aspiration for óoptimisingô housing potential in 

his draft replacement London Plan instead of ómaxmisingô in the existing London Plan may prevent 

opportunities for reaching the top end of the density ranges, however considering the optimum potential 

of sites may support a case for higher densities in certain parts of the capital.  

2.43 In summary, the SHLAA/HCS identified a deliverable and realistic conservative housing capacity 

of 33,380 units per annum between 2011-2021. The 33,380 per annum is derived by taking 

account of long term trends in small site assumptions reducing capacity from 36,000 units per 

annum. 36,000 units per annum was the London wide capacity figure after taking account of 

garden land reductions of 1,000 units per annum. Therefore total theoretical capacity, including 

garden land could be 37,000 units per annum. This is approximately an additional 4,000 units per 

annum. There is a further additional capacity of 4,000 units per annum, when considering: the 

difference between notional and constrained capacity which is equivalent to 2,500 units per 

annum; and assuming órealô densities of potential housing sites are included would be equivalent 

to 3,000 additional units per annum, which when a prudent view of densities is applied is reduced 

to 1,500 additional units per annum. In summary this would mean that there is a theoretical 

capacity of 41,000 units per annum from 2011-2021. This is an additional 8,000 units per annum 

over the 33,380 units per annum identified in the SHLAA.
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3. Methodology 

Introduction 
3.1 This section sets out the methodological approach to the study, it highlights the stages that the 

Consultants have gone through and any methodological constraints. 

3.2 The Consultants have undertaken the study using a five stage approach as follows: 

¶ Stage 1 ï Sampling of the GLA SHLAA/HCS sites; 

¶ Stage 2 ï Verifying and researching sample sites; 

¶ Stage 3 ï Residual land valuation; 

¶ Stage 4 - Applying findings of residual land valuation; and 

¶ Stage 5 ï Identifying implications / conclusions. 

3.3 Each of the five stages are described in detail below. 

Sampling Approach 
3.4 The Consultants were provided with outputs from the SHLAA/HCS database as an excel 

spreadsheet. The spreadsheet included all 2,494 sites and details of: site location; site area; 

percentage of site to be developed for residential development; the existing use; planning 

permission status; the housing source (allocation, approval or potential site); site constraints; 

planned housing type; potential density; unconstrained capacity; phasing of capacity; and the 

constrained capacity. This data has been used to derive the site sample. 

Selecting the sample 

3.5 The key parameters that were used to select the site sample were agreed with the GLA these 

included: sales values; existing use value; planned use; housing type, site constraints, site 

capacity and phasing. 

3.6 Sales values are key indications of market attractiveness, which will have a major impact on 

viability of a site. Sales values have therefore been identified as the first parameter for deriving the 

sample. It should be noted that detailed post code sales data was requested from the Land 

Registry, but they could not provide detailed data across all London post codes at the time of 

developing the sample. As a result the sample frame used data extracted from the Land Registry 

House Price Index (HPI), for each of the London Boroughs
4
 for January 2010. Table 3.1 sets out 

the average house price per borough sorted lowest to highest, and shows the number of sites in 

each borough and the notional dwelling capacity. 

3.7 Post code sales value data was provided by the Land Registy later on in the study. This was used 

in applying the findings of the appraisals to the wider SHLAA / HCS sites (see para 3.44 and 

Figure 3.3 below). 

3.8 Boroughs have been grouped according to the average house price and classified as either low, 

medium 1, medium 2 or high value areas. The classification of boroughs into these average house 

price groups has been mapped in Figure 3.1 below.  

                                                      

4
 No data average price data available for City of London 
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3.9 Based on the average sales price classification set out in Table 3.1 and Figure 3.1, the sample of 

35 sites was split to take account of the percentage of total sites that are in each average house 

price group as follows: 

¶ Low value areas ï 33% of total sites - 11 sites to be sampled; 

¶ Medium 1 value areas ï 19% of total sites - 7 sites to be sampled; 

¶ Medium 2 ï 34% of total sites - 12 sites to be sampled; and 

¶ High ï 13% of total sites - 5 sites to be sampled. 

 

 

 

Figure 3.1 ï Classification of Boroughs by Average Sales Price 

 

 

Source: Land Registry HPI, March, 2010 
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Table 3.1 - Average Sales Price (by Borough) 

Sales Value Borough Average 
Price

5
 

No of 
sites 

Notional 
Capacity 

Low Barking and Dagenham 207,390 40 24,849 

Newham 215,263 83 34,530 

Bexley 221,845 85 7,471 

Brent 221,845 86 14,150 

Waltham Forest 229,409 80 9,384 

Sutton 236,276 40 3,041 

Croydon 238,355 140 19,187 

Enfield 247,291 43 6,296 

Havering 248,292 118 17,741 

Hillingdon 248,666 100 8,297 

Sub Total  815 144,946 

% of Total  33% 34% 

Medium 1 Lewisham 254,204 68 14,326 

Greenwich 256,862 73 36,013 

Hounslow 271,430 65 9,982 

Redbridge 277,795 90 10,669 

Harrow 279,069 42 4,383 

Bromley 281,273 98 5,595 

Kingston 291,480 46 3,528 

Sub Total  482 84,496 

% of Total  19% 20% 

Medium 2 Ealing 308,668 79 14,446 

Merton 311,085 46 4,572 

Haringey 317,780 54 6,812 

Lambeth 326,131 160 24,121 

Barnet 331,349 143 28,397 

Tower hamlets 338,598 199 35,208 

Hackney 348,244 67 10,338 

Southwark 350,598 109 20,035 

Sub Total  857 143,929 

% of Total  34% 33% 

High Wandsworth 367,009 78 17,855 

Islington 401,307 45 7,896 

Richmond 418,093 34 1,797 

Hammersmith and Fulham 473,048 39 9,598 

Camden 511,062 56 7,078 

City of Westminster 598,088 52 5,402 

Kensington and Chelsea 824,707 30 6,896 

Sub Total  334 56,522 

% of Total  13% 13% 
Source: Land Registry HPI March 2010 

 

3.10 The next key parameter used in identifying the sample of sites was the existing use value. The 

following use types are identified in the SHLAA/HCS database: utility; industry; retail; office; 

residential; mixed use and other. In addition to these types of existing use there are 150 sites in 

the database where no existing use has been specified. For the purpose of identifying the sample 

these sites were therefore excluded. The existing uses have been classified as either, low, 

medium or high value uses as follows: 

                                                      

5
 January 2010 
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¶ Other ï Low; 

¶ Utility  ï Low; 

¶ Industry  ï Medium; 

¶ Retail ï Medium; 

¶ Office ï High; and 

¶ Residential ï High, except sites that are housing area regeneration, these are classified as 

low. 

3.11 For mixed uses where the mix includes residential or office development the site was classified as 

high value, for those that include retail or industrial uses the site was classified as medium. 

3.12 Table 3.2 sets out the total number of sites for each of the existing use values by average house 

price group (excluding those where no existing use was specified). 

Table 3.2 -  Existing use of sites (by average price group) 

Market 
Group 

 Existing Use Value Total
6
 

Low Medium high 

Low No. Sites 240 278 232 750 

 % of Total 32% 37% 31% 100% 

Medium 1 No. Sites 139 119 193 451 

 % of Total 31% 26% 43% 100% 

Medium 2 No. Sites 197 313 318 828 

 % of Total 24% 38% 38% 100% 

High No. Sites 118 85 112 315 

 % of Total 37% 27% 36% 100% 

Total No. Sites 694 795 855 2,344 

 % of Total     
 Source: Consultants 

3.13 The total percentage across all sites (Table 3.2) for each existing use value was applied to the 

sample frame of 35 to establish the number of sites for each existing use that should be included 

in the sample, this means the following: 

¶ Low existing use value ï 34% of sites - 11 sites to be sampled; 

¶ Medium existing use value ï 34% of sites - 12 sites to be sampled; and 

¶ High existing use value ï 37% of sites - 13 sites to be sampled. 

3.14 The percentage for each existing use value by average sales price group is then applied to the 

total number of sites to be sampled for each use, to take account of differences in the sites in 

each market group. The outcome of this in terms of the sample frame is set out in Table 3.3 

below. 

    

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                      

6
 Total excludes sites where no existing use was identified 
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Table 3.3 ï Number of Sites in Sample (by market group) 

Market 
Group 

Total 
Sites to 

be 
sampled 

Existing Use Value (sites to be 
surveyed) 

Low Medium High 

Low 11 4 4 3 

Medium 1 7 2 2 3 

Medium 2 12 3 5 5 

High 5 2 1 2 

Total 35 11 12 13 
  Source: Consultants 

3.15 The next parameter used in defining the sample of sites, is the planned housing type at sites. The 

SHLAA/HCS database defines housing type as óflatsô, óflats and housesô or óhousesô. The split of 

housing types by site in the SHLAA/HCS is as follows: 50% of sites will comprise flats; 18% of 

sites will comprise houses and 32% of sites will be a mix of houses and flats. However, as would 

be expected there are some differences when the sites are considered by average sales price 

group. Table 3.4 shows that in low and medium 1 value areas roughly a third of sites are in each 

of these housing types, however, in the medium 2 and high value areas the proportion of sites that 

are purely flatted development increases significantly whilst the proportion of sites defined as 

houses decreases as does the proportion of sites with a mix of housing and flats. 

Table 3.4 -  Housing Type No. sites by average house price group 

Market 
Group 

Housing Type Total 

Houses Flats Houses 
and Flats 

Low 224 248 343 815 

 27% 30% 42% 100% 

Medium 1 134 173 175 482 

 28% 36% 36% 100% 

Medium 2 78 571 208 857 

 9% 67% 24% 100% 

High 20 256 64 340 

 6% 75% 19% 100% 

Total 456 1248 790 2494 

    Source: SHLAA/HCS database 2009 

3.16 The percentages for each housing type identified above were applied to the sample frame as set 

out in Table 3.5 below.  

 Table 3.5 - No. Sites to be sampled by housing type 

Market Group Houses Flats Houses and 
Flats 

Total 

Low 3 3 5 11 

Medium 1 2 3 2 7 

Medium 2 1 8 3 12 

High 0 4 1 5 

Total 6 18 11 35 
  Source: SHLAA/HCS database 2009 
 
3.17 Planned Use was the next parameter used in defining the sample of sites. The SHLAA/HCS 

database identified sites as either residential (100% residential) or mixed use. Analysis of the 

database identifies; 69% of sites are planned to be residential, with 31% of sites mixed use. When 
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considered by average house price group there are some variations in the split of sites that are 

either 100% residential or mixed use. This is set out in Table 3.6. 

Table 3.6 -  Planned Use by market group 

Market 
Group 

Residential 
(% of total 

sites) 

Mixed Use 
(% of total 

sites) 

Residential 
(No. sites to 
be sampled) 

Mixed Use 
(No. site to 

be sampled) 

Low 82 18 9 2 

Medium 1 70 30 5 2 

Medium 2 62 38 7 5 

High 40 60 2 3 

 69 63 23 12 
Source: SHLAA/HCS database 2009 

3.18 Site constraints are identified in the SHLAA/HCS database. Constraints identified include: air 

pollution; flood risk; noise pollution; ownership issues; infrastructure; local environment; wharves; 

and pylons. The constraints are graded in the database from Low to High. In order that the 

constraints data can be used as a parameter a composite constraints score was identified where 

each type of constraint was scored depending on the grading of the constraint. Sites had a 

potential score of between 8 and 15 (depending on how many constraints are present at the site). 

The results of applying this parameter to the sites are shown in Table 3.7.  

 Table 3.7 - Number of Sites to be Sampled by Constraints Score 

Total Constraints 
Score 

% of Sites No. Sites to be 
Surveyed 

8 34 12 

9 24 9 

10 21 7 

11 11 4 

12 6 2 

13 3 1 

14 1 0 

15 0 0 
Source: Consultants 

 
3.19 The site yield (notional capacity) is also a key parameter for selecting the sample. The database 

shows a range of different site yields, so these have been banded, to reflect small sites less than 

10 units, medium sites up to 200 units and large sites of over 200 units. The percentages of sites 

in these bands are: 

¶ Small sites - 6% of total sites; 

¶ Medium sites - 74% of total sites; and 

¶ Large sites - 20% of total sites.  

3.20 In selecting the site sample it was also considered important to sample broadly across the five 

phases identified in the SHLAA/HCS.  The notional capacity across the phases is as follows: 

¶ Phase 1 ï 9%; 

¶ Phase 2 ï 34%; 

¶ Phase 3 ï 28%; 

¶ Phase 4 ï 19%; and 

¶ Phase 5 ï 10%. 

3.21 The phasing of capacity identified in the SHLAA/HCS has been broadly applied to the site sample. 
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3.22 The above parameters were used to sift the 2,494 sites within the SHLAA/HCS. The process has 

enabled the Consultants to identify 35 sample sites that are broadly indicative of the type of sites 

that are identified within the SHLAA/HCS, the details of the site sample list are identified in the 

Appendix A (for reasons of confidentiality the site address has been removed). 

3.23 Once the site sample had been identified, the sample was agreed with the GLA prior to 

undertaking the next stage of the study. 

Verification of Site data 
3.24 A programme of site visits was undertaken to identify additional information about the sample sites 

that could not be gleaned from the SHLAA/HCS database. The site visits sought to establish 

information on two fronts; firstly to inform the existing use of the site; and secondly to gather 

further data to inform the residual valuations of each site. 

3.25 The information collected was as follows: 

¶ Existing use; 

- Current use or apparent previous use (if unoccupied); 

- Approximate floor areas and number of storeys; 

- Condition (including details of any repairs that might currently be required); 

- Site occupiers or type of occupiers; 

- Marketing of the site (to identify agents who might have knowledge of similar uses 

nearby); 

¶ New build appraisal; 

- Size and construction of existing buildings to inform demolition costs; 

- Potential contamination arising from existing / historic use; 

- Difficult ground conditions; 

- Overhead cables or sub stations; 

- Setting ï type of area, surrounding buildings, transport accessibility, on street parking 

etc; 

- Access to the site; and 

- Marketing boards of nearby developments. 

3.26 A site proforma was developed to enable consistent approach to information collection (this is 

attached as appendix B). Results of the site verification process are included in Appendix C. 

Residual Valuation 
3.27 The Consultantsô residual land valuation methodology follows standard development appraisal 

conventions, using assumptions that reflect local housing market and planning policy 

circumstances.  The study is therefore specific to development circumstances found in London 

and generally reflects the policy requirements that the boroughs are likely to set over the plan 

period.  The Consultants have attempted to ensure that the study reflects longer term housing 

market trends, rather than focusing on the current low point in the cycle.  As far as is possible, the 

Consultants have taken account of all these variables in carrying out this study. 

3.28 Development appraisals using the residual valuation method can be summarised using the 

equation shown in Figure 3.2. 
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Figure 3.2 ï Residual Valuation Calculation 

Completed Development Value 

MINUS 

Total construction costs 

MINUS 

Developerôs profit 

EQUALS 

Residual land value 

 

3.29 Residual Land Value - the sum that the developer will pay to the landowner to secure a site for 

development ï will normally be the key variable.  If a proposal generates sufficient positive land 

value, it will be implemented.  If not, the proposal will not go ahead, unless there are alternative 

funding sources to bridge the ógapô (and these will normally be particular to regeneration areas via 

public bodies such as the London Development Agency or Homes and Community Agency). 

3.30 The problems with Development Appraisals all stem from the requirement to identify the key 

variables ï sales values, costs etc ï with some degree of accuracy in advance of implementation 

of a scheme.  Even on the basis of the standard convention that current values and costs are 

adopted (not values and costs on completion), this can be very difficult.  Issues associated with 

establishing key appraisal variables can be summarised as follows: 

¶ Development costs are subject to extensive national and local monitoring and can be 

reasonably accurately assessed in ónormalô circumstances. In London, the vast majority of 

sites will be previously developed.  These sites sometimes encounter óexceptionalô costs 

such as decontamination and flood risk mitigation. Such costs can be very difficult to 

anticipate before detailed site surveys are undertaken.  Clearly these surveys should be 

carried out prior to acquisition, wherever possible, in view of the high risks of exceptional 

costs being incurred on brownfield sites.   

¶ Development value and costs will also be significantly affected by assumptions about the 

nature and type of affordable housing provision and other Planning Obligations.  In addition, 

on major projects, assumptions about development phasing; and infrastructure required to 

facilitate each phase of the development will affect residual values.  Where the delivery of the 

affordable units and/or other obligations are deferred, the less the real cost to the applicant 

(and the greater the scope for increased affordable housing and other planning obligations).  

This is because the interest cost is reduced if the costs are incurred later in the development 

cashflow.   

¶ While Developerôs Profit has to be assumed in any appraisal, its level is closely correlated 

with risk. The greater the risk, the higher the profit level.  While profit levels were typically 

around 15% of completed development value at the peak of the market in 2007, banks now 

require schemes to show a higher profit to reflect the current risk profit.  It is unknown when 

and if profit levels may begin to fall back.  

3.31 Ultimately, the landowner will make a decision on implementing a project on the basis of return 

and the potential for market change, and whether alternative developments might yield a higher 

value.  The landownerôs óbottom lineô will be achieving a residual land value that sufficiently 

exceeds óexisting use valueô (EUV) or another appropriate benchmark to make development 

worthwhile.  For modelling purposes, the Consultants have assumed a 15% margin above EUV.  
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Margins above EUV may be considerably different on individual sites, where there might be 

particular reasons why the premium to the landowner should be lower or higher than the 

Consultants assumption.  

3.32 The standard appraisal calculation shown above is reasonably clear, subject to the issues noted 

earlier in this section.  However, the delivery of Planning Obligations, and in particular the 

provision of affordable housing, complicates the calculation by reducing Completed Development 

Value.  The extent to which Completed Development Value is reduced depends on the 

percentage, tenure and funding of the affordable housing.  On the assumption that other 

development costs remain unchanged, a reduced Completed Development Value resulting from 

the requirement to provide affordable housing results in a lower Residual Land Value.  

3.33 With the exception of affordable housing ï which is determined according to targets set by 

individual boroughs in conformity with the London Plan ï other planning obligations must be 

directly related to schemes themselves.  The level of obligations can therefore vary between sites, 

depending on the needs created by the development and, for example, availability of places in 

pre-existing services, such as schools.  

3.34 Developers will seek to mitigate the impact of óunknownô development issues through the following 

strategies:   

¶ When negotiating with the landowner, the developer will either attempt to reflect planning 

requirements in the offer for the land, or seek to negotiate an option to purchase, or complete 

a deal ósubject to planningô which will enable any additional costs arising (Planning 

obligations and affordable housing for example) to be passed on to the landowner.  

Ultimately, the landowner pays through reduced land value, providing the basic condition for 

Residual Land Value to exceed existing use value (plus landownersô margin) or other 

appropriate benchmark is met; and/or, 

¶ The developer will seek to build in sufficient contingency into the development appraisal to 

offset risks including, for example, design development where costs might be incurred to 

satisfy planning requirements or design coding etc.  

¶ The extent to which developers can successfully mitigate all risks outlined above depends 

largely on the degree to which they have to compete to purchase sites.  In a competitive land 

market, the developer who is prepared to ótake a viewô on the risks is likely to offer the 

winning bid.   

3.35 Clearly, however, landowners have expectations of the value of their land which often exceed the 

value of the existing use.  Planning obligations required by local policy will be a cost to the 

scheme and impact on the residual land value. Ultimately, landowners cannot be forced to sell 

their land and (unless a Local Authority is prepared to use its compulsory purchase powers) some 

may simply hold on to their sites, in the hope that policy may change at some future point with 

reduced requirements.  It is within the scope of those expectations that developers have to 

formulate their offers for sites.  The task of formulating an offer for a site is complicated further still 

during buoyant land markets, where developers have to compete to secure a site, often 

speculating on continued increases in value.   

Viability benchmark  

3.36 PPS3 provides no specific guidance on how local authorities should test the viability of 

developments for planning purposes.  However, there is a range of guidance generated by both 

the Homes and Communities Agency (HCA) and appeal decisions that give general guidance in 

how planning authorities should approach viability.   

3.37 The HCA recently published a good practice guidance manual óInvestment and Planning 

Obligations: Responding to the Downturnô.  This defines viability as follows:  ña viable 

development will support a residual land value at level sufficiently above the siteôs existing use 
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value (EUV) or alternative use value (AUV) to support a land acquisition price acceptable to the 

landownerò. 

3.38 A number of planning appeal decisions provide guidance on the extent to which the residual land 

value should exceed existing use value to be considered viable:       

¶ Barnet & Chase Farm:  APP/Q5300/A/07/2043798/NWF: ñthe appropriate test is that the 

value generated by the scheme should exceed the value of the site in its current use. The 

logic is that, if the converse were the case, then sites would not come forward for 

developmentò 

¶ Bath Road, Bristol: APP/P0119/A/08/2069226: ñThe difference between the RLV and the 

existing site value provides a basis for ascertaining the viability of contributing towards 

affordable housing.ò 

¶ Beckenham: APP/G5180/A/08/2084559: ñwithout an affordable housing contribution, the 

scheme will only yield less than 12% above the existing use value, 8% below the generally 

accepted margin necessary to induce such development to proceed.ò 

¶ Oxford Street, Woodstock: APP/D3125/A/09/2104658: ñThe main partiesô valuations of the 

current existing value of the land are not dissimilar but the Appellant has sought to add a 

10% premium. Though the site is owned by the Appellants it must be assumed, for valuation 

purposes, that the land is being acquired now. It is unreasonable to assume that an existing 

owner and user of the land would not require a premium over the actual value of the land to 

offset inconvenience and assist with relocation. The Appellants addition of the 10% premium 

is not unreasonable in these circumstances.ò 

3.39 It is clear from the decisions above and from HCA guidance that the most appropriate test of 

viability for planning policy purposes is to consider the residual value of schemes compared to the 

existing use value plus a premium of between 10% and 20%.  As discussed later in this report 

(Section 4), the study adopts a premium above EUV of 15% as a viability benchmark for testing 

purposes, with an additional sensitivity of a higher benchmark. This approach has been 

recognised and accepted at Core Strategy examinations elsewhere, including the London 

boroughs of Wandsworth and Brent.  Other examinations, such as London Borough of Richmond 

and Windsor & Maidenhead District Council, have accepted that schemes are viable if the residual 

land value is simply higher than EUV.    

3.40 The premium required by an individual landowner to release their site for an alternative use will 

depend on a number of factors, the most important of which being the strength of demand for the 

current use.  If there is strong demand for the type of space the site provides, it is likely that 

continuing the existing use is a more attractive prospect than if demand is weak.  The premium 

demanded for a change of use will thus be higher if demand for the current use is strong; and 

lower if demand for the current use is weak.   

3.41 The premium required will also depend upon the circumstances of the individual landowner.  At 

London Borough of Wandsworthôs Core Strategy Examination, the Inspector concluded that the 

level at which the premium was set was relatively unimportant as many of the landowners had 

purchased sites with the intention of developing them.  These landowners would therefore focus 

on securing a return from the development itself, rather than from trading the land.  In other cases, 

the landowner will have already decided that a change of use is the preferable option for their land 

and may seek planning permission for development prior to marketing.  Other landowners may be 

distressed sellers, who are selling with or without planning consent.  In these cases, a premium 

starting anywhere from zero may be adequate.  Clearly, if the landowner does not need to sell 

now, a higher premium is likely to be required; the GLAôs Development Control Toolkit Guidance 

indicates that the premium in these cases could be as high as between 20% and 30%.   

3.42 Providing definitive evidence on this matter is difficult and it is therefore only possible to provide 

an indicative range and adopt a mid point.  Further, it is not possible to indicate which sites will fall 
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above or below that mid point.  The Consultantsô experience from reviewing and undertaking a 

high volume of development appraisals on behalf of local authorities and developers is that a 

significant landowner premium is rarely sought and these tend to be limited to cases where 

individual owner-occupied properties are being purchased for redevelopment or where a 

developer is engaging in a land assembly exercise.  In the Princegate Estate appeal 

(APP/L5810/A/05/1181361), the Appellant argued that they had to offer a premium of 26% to 

individual owner occupiers to incentivise them to release their properties for development.  In 

contrast, the developer at Chiswick High Road (APP/F5540/E/06/2016806/NWF) argued that a 

15% return was required to incentivise owners of adjacent properties to sell to enable a wider 

redevelopment. Other appeals that have addressed the issue of an appropriate landowner 

premium have concluded that a range of between 10% and 20% would be appropriate.   

3.43 The proposed approach of adopting a 15% landowner premium as an average or a mid point was 

also tested at Core Strategy examinations at Brent and Barking & Dagenham.  At Barking & 

Dagenham, the Inspector had sought the assistance of a Technical Assessor from the RICS 

Expert Appointments in Planning Service panel, who was promoting an approach where the uplift 

in land value (i.e. the difference between EUV and an unencumbered residential scheme) would 

be simply split equally between the local authority and the landowner.  This would imply that the 

landowner could achieve a considerable uplift in their return, despite having made little or no 

contribution towards creating value.  Such an approach has never been promoted or supported at 

any planning appeal and is, in any case, perhaps more suited to a rural environment where 

existing land values are often very low.  In contrast the Inspector at Brentôs Core Strategy 

Examination accepted the logic of a 15% return above EUV, based on the fact that many sites 

already had relatively high values. 

Applying findings 
3.44 Post code sales value data (see Figure 3.3) was provided by the Land Registry after the 35 

sample sites had been selected. The post code sales data was used to categorise SHLAA / HCS 

sites into Low, Medium 1, Medium 2, and High value sales areas.  

Figure 3.3 ï Average House Price by Post Code sector 

 
 



GLA SHLAA/HCS Viability Assessment  

 

 28 
 

3.45 The approach to applying the viability results has been to use a series of parameters to identify 

sites that are likely to be viable, and to identify those SHLAA / HCS sites that are potentially 

unviable (considering the results of the appraisals), so that the effect on capacity can be 

estimated. 

3.46 The findings of the residual valuation appraisals have only been applied to the large sites capacity 

in Phases 2 and 3. The Consultants have applied various sifts to the large sites in order to take 

account of the variables that have been found to have an impact on viability (see section 5). 

3.47 After taking account of the relevant variables the sites that are left are those that the residual 

valuation appraisal have shown could potentially be unviable. In order to assess the impact on 

total large sites capacity, it was necessary to apply an assumption about the proportion of the 

sites that might not come forward due to viability issues.  

3.48 A proportional reduction in overall large sites capacity is applied on sites that could be unviable in 

order to identify the impact on overall large sites capacity (in Phases 2 and 3) and the per annum 

housing provision. 

3.49 Section 6 provides further detail on how the application of the findings of residual land valuation 

appraisals has been carried out.
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4. Residual Valuation / Sensitivity Cost 

Benchmarks 

Key appraisal variables 
4.1 The key variables in any development appraisal are set out in the following sections.  

4.2 Sales values: Sales values for residential and the investment value of commercial rents will vary 

between local authority areas (and within local authority areas) and are constantly changing.  

Developers will try to complete schemes in a rising or stable market, but movements in sales 

values are a development óriskô.  During times of falling house prices, local authorities may need to 

apply their policy requirements flexibly, or developers may cease bringing sites forward.   

4.3 Density: Density is an important determinant of development value.  Higher density development 

results in a higher quantum of units than a lower density development on the same site, resulting 

in an increase in gross development value.  However, high density development often results in 

higher development costs, as a result of the need to develop taller buildings, which are more 

expensive to build than lower rise buildings and the need to often provide basements for car 

parking and plant.  Planning obligations on higher density schemes will also be higher than on 

lower density schemes.  It should therefore not automatically be assumed that higher density 

development results in higher residual land values; while the gross development value of such 

schemes may be higher, this can be partially (or wholly) offset by increased build costs and higher 

planning obligations.     

4.4 Gross to net floor space: The gross to net ratio measures the ratio of saleable space (i.e. the 

area inside residential units) compared to the total area of the building (i.e. including the 

communal spaces, such as entrance lobbies and stair and lift cores).  The higher the density, the 

higher the gross to net floor space ratio; in taller flatted schemes, more floor space is taken up by 

common areas and stair and lift cores, and thus less space is available for renting or sale - and 

this will adversely affect the residual land value. 

4.5 Base construction costs: While base construction costs will be affected by density and other 

variables such as flood risk, ground conditions etc., they are well documented and can be 

reasonably accurately determined in advance by the developer.   

4.6 Exceptional costs: across London, clean, serviced greenfield sites are almost unheard of
7
.  With 

the vast majority of schemes coming forward on previously developed land, exceptional costs 

have become more common and need to be monitored carefully.  Exceptional costs relate to 

works that are óatypicalô, such as remediation of sites in former industrial use and that are over 

and above standard build costs.  However, for the purposes of this exercise, it is not possible to 

provide a reliable estimate of what exceptional costs would be, as they will differ significantly from 

site to site.  Our analysis therefore excludes exceptional costs, as to apply a blanket allowance 

would generate misleading results.  An óaverageô level of costs for decontamination, flood risk 

mitigation and other óabnormalô costs is already reflected in BCIS data, as such costs are 

frequently encountered on sites in London.   

4.7 Developerôs Profit: Following the standard convention, developer profits are based on an 

assumed percentage of gross development value.  While developer profit ranged from 15% to 

17% of gross development value in 2007, banks currently require a scheme to show higher profits.  

Higher profit figures reflect levels of perceived and actual risk; the higher the potential risk, the 

                                                      

7
 The London Plan Annual Monitoring Report 5 (2009) shows that 96% of new units were developed on 

previously developed land. 
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higher the profit margin in order to offset those risks.  At the current time, development risk is high 

and the Consultants have therefore run appraisals with a profit level of 20%.  However, it is 

possible that, in the medium term, the banksô requirements in terms of profit levels may change.  If 

conditions improve, it is possible (but by no means guaranteed) that banks will relax their lending 

criteria and reduce the amount of profit they require schemes to achieve.   

Existing Use Value  
4.8 Existing Use Value (ñEUVò), Alternative Use Value (ñAUVò) and acquisition costs are key 

considerations in the assessment of development economics. Clearly, there is a point where the 

Residual Land Value (what the landowner receives from a developer) that results from a scheme 

may be less than the landôs EUV.  Existing use values in London vary significantly, depending on 

the demand for the type of building relative to other areas.  Similarly, subject to planning 

permission, the potential development site may be capable of being used in different ways ï as a 

hotel rather than residential for example;  or at least a different mix of uses (the latter being a key 

factor). EUV / AUV is effectively a óbottom lineô in a financial sense and therefore a key factor in 

this study.   

4.9 In this study, the Consultants have adopted EUVs that reflect current uses of the 35 sites.  In each 

case, the calculations assume that the landowner has made a judgement that the current use 

does not yield an optimum use of the site; for example, it has many fewer storeys than 

neighbouring buildings; or there is a general lack of demand for the type of space, resulting in low 

rentals, high yields and high vacancies (or in some cases no occupation over a lengthy period).  

The Consultants would not expect a building which makes optimum use of a site and that is 

attracting a high rent to come forward for residential development, as residential value is unlikely 

to exceed existing use value in these circumstances.   

4.10 In considering the value of commercial property, it is necessary to understand the concept of 

óyieldsô.  Yields form the basis of the calculation of a buildingôs capital value, based on the net 

rental income that it generates.  Yields are used to calculate the capital value of any building type 

which is rented, including both commercial and residential uses.  Yields are used to calculate the 

number of times that the annual rental income will be multiplied to arrive at a capital value. Yields 

reflect the confidence of a potential purchaser of a building in the income stream (i.e. the rent) that 

the occupant will pay. They also reflect the quality of the building and its location, as well as 

general demand for property of that type.  The lower the covenant strength of the occupier (or 

potential occupiers if the building is currently vacant), and the poorer the location of the building, 

the greater the risk that the tenant may not pay the rent.  If this risk is perceived as being high, the 

yield will be high, resulting in a lower number of years rent purchased (i.e. a lower capital value).    

4.11 During 2008 and 2009, yields for commercial property ómoved outô (i.e. increased), signalling lower 

confidence in the ability of existing tenants to pay their rent and in future demand for commercial 

space.  This had the effect of depressing the capital value of commercial space.  However, as the 

economy began to recover towards the end of 2009, yields have improved (i.e. decreased), which 

has resulted in increased capital values.  Consequently, EUVs will increase, increasing the base 

value of sites that might come forward as potential residential sites, which may have implications 

for the delivery of affordable housing and other planning obligations.    

4.12 Redevelopment proposals that generate residual land values below EUV plus an appropriate 

margin to the landowner are unlikely to be delivered.  While any such thresholds are only a guide 

in ónormalô development circumstances, it does not imply that individual landowners, in particular 

financial circumstances, will not bring sites forward at a lower return or indeed require a higher 

return.  It is simply indicative. If proven existing use value justifies a higher EUV than those 

assumed, then appropriate adjustments may be necessary.  Similarly, the margin above EUV that 

individual landowners may require will inevitably vary.  As such, EUVs should be regarded as 

benchmarks rather than definitive fixed variables on a site by site basis.   
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4.13 The EUVs of the individual sites identified in this study therefore give a broad indication of likely 

land values across London, but it is important to recognise that other site uses and values may 

exist.   

4.14 In the very short term, some ódistressed salesô of land may result in very low land values, as 

existing owners seek to realise cash to cover their credit commitments.  In some cases, 

administrators may instruct site sales, although such sales appear to have been more limited than 

at first expected.  These sites might therefore be purchased by developers at low cost, making the 

delivery of housing a more viable prospect (even at todayôs relatively depressed unit sales 

values).      

Specific Modelling Variables 
4.15 This section summarises the particular assumptions used in the benchmarking exercise for the 35 

SHLAA/HCS sites.  

Sales Values  

4.16 Residential values vary significantly across London and also vary within each borough.  

Consequently, the Consultants have not relied upon the Borough data used for sampling in 

Section 3.  They have instead relied on Land Registry data for each postcode sector to arrive at 

approximate sales values for each site.  While this is necessarily a broad-brush approach only, as 

in most cases, no actual scheme exists, or is sufficiently advanced to price, using Land Registry 

data at postcode sector provides a greater level of accuracy than simply adopting Borough-wide 

values.  Values assumed for each site are provided as Appendix D.      

4.17 Sales values fell between late 2007 and the middle of 2009 but there is widespread expectation 

that they will recover over the medium term (indeed, there are now early signs that the decline in 

prices may be coming to an end, with increases in values during the second half of 2009 and early 

2010).  Sales values achieved at the peak of the housing market cycle in late 2007/early 2008 

were clearly higher and the Consultants would expect values to return to those levels over the 

next six to eight years.   

4.18 However, accurately predicting the likely future trajectory of house prices is inherently difficult. The 

Consultants have therefore inflated sales values using three growth scenarios (high, medium and 

low growth), to provide an indication of viability using a range of circumstances.  This follows the 

logic of the High Court judgement on the approach taken by Wakefield Metropolitan District 

Council
8
 in regards to its viability study.   

Sales Rates 

4.19 The Consultants have taken a cautious approach to rate of sale, given the likely constraints that 

will face buyers over the next decade.  In all cases, the Consultants have assumed that the bulk of 

sales are completed post build completion, while a smaller proportion of units will be sold off plan.  

Prior to the current housing market recession, the reverse was the case, with a majority of units 

sold prior to completion.   

4.20 The Consultants take this view for the following reasons.  Firstly, the market is unlikely to be as 

accessible as it was in 2007, as deposit levels have increased.  As a result, there is likely to be 

lower overall demand for owner occupied properties.  Secondly, this lack of accessibility will drive 

lower sales growth and the sort of speculation seen between 2005 and 2007 is unlikely to be 

repeated.  Thirdly, demand from overseas buyers is likely to fall back if Sterling appreciates 

against other currencies (as is likely when interest rates increase from their current low).  

                                                      

8
 Barrat Developments Vs Wakefield Metropolitan District Council ï First Hearing Dec 2009 Ref 

CO/5036/2009, Appeal (July 2010) ref C1/2010/0044. 
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Unit mix and density 

4.21 Unit mix will vary with density, with a greater proportion of houses than flats in lower density 

schemes, and a greater proportion of smaller flats in higher density schemes.  The Consultantsô 

assumptions on unit mix for each scheme are attached as Appendix E.  The table also shows the 

resulting density on a units per hectare measure.   

Gross to Net Floor space 

4.22 The higher the density in a development, the greater the amount of communal space which has to 

be provided, which generates no value.  This is because flatted schemes require common areas 

and stair cores, whereas houses provide 100% ósaleable spaceô.   

4.23 The Consultants have adopted a gross to net ratio for flats of 85%.  This reflects the typical ratio in 

schemes that BNP Paribas Real Estate has valued or appraised on behalf of developers, banks 

and local authorities.  The gross to net ratio is reflected in the build cost when measured on the 

total saleable area (i.e. the area that excludes common areas).  For example, if a building is 

comprised of 10 flats each with a net internal area (i.e. the floorspace inside the flat itself) of 100 

square metres, the total net area of the building is 1,000 square metres.  However, when the 

entrance lobbies, corridors and stair cores are taken into account, the total floor area (what is 

known as the gross internal area) is 1,200 square metres.  The net area is 83% of the gross area.  

If the build cost is £1,500 per square metre of gross internal floorspace, this equates to £1,800 per 

square metre per net square metre. This is an important distinction when considering whether a 

build cost is reasonable ï the unit of measurement (i.e. gross or net) needs to be consistent.   

Base Construction Costs 

4.24 The modelling exercise plots a range of base construction costs (Table 4.1) reflecting scheme 

density ranging from £100 per square foot to £278 per square foot (gross).  These costs are 

drawn from the RICS Building Cost Information Service (BCIS) and subject to adjustment to take 

account of external works (which are excluded from the BCIS figures).   

Table 4.1 ï Base Construction Costs 

Density Rate per sq ft (gross 
internal) 

Rate 
incorporating an 

allowance for 
Code for 

Sustainable 
Homes 

Up to 55 units  £90 £100 

56 to 100 units  £110 £122 

101 to 175 units £130 £144 

176 to 250 units  £150 £167 

251 - 325 units £180 £200 

326 - 405 units  £200 £222 

872 units  £250 £278 

    Source: BCIS, CLG      

4.25 The Consultants also draw attention to a consensus among forecasters on the future trend of 

build costs, which fell during 2009 and are expected to remain broadly flat during 2010.  The RICS 

BCIS predicts that costs will remain broadly flat during 2010 and increase from 2011 onwards.  

Lower costs (or no increase in costs) will help to improve viability over the next year to 18 months 

by offsetting some of the impact of potential falls in values over 2010 (despite the recent positive 

house price data from Nationwide, Halifax and the Land Registry many commentators still see 

downside risks to the economy which will place continued downwards pressure on house prices).  

However, in the medium term, build costs will increase in response to rising demand for materials 

and labour. Historically, sales value inflation has increased at a faster rate than build cost inflation, 

including adapting to new regulatory requirements.  Clearly, requirements under the Code for 

Sustainable Homes represent a challenge. This is discussed further below.   
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4.26 It is important to note that build costs could increase further should óexceptional costsô arise.  Such 

costs include decontaminating and remediating sites.  As a result, costs need to be treated with 

caution and where normal levels are exceeded, the capacity of the site concerned to meet a local 

planning authorityôs planning obligations will be affected.  However, with almost all developments 

in London coming forward on previously developed sites, the build costs the Consultants have 

sourced from BCIS includes an óaverageô cost for decontamination and site clearance. This 

approach has been recognised and accepted at Core Strategy examinations elsewhere, including 

the London boroughs of Wandsworth, Barking & Dagenham and Brent. 

4.27 However, there will inevitably be larger sites which sit outside these assumptions, where costs of 

the development are so large or unusual that they attract their own level of abnormal costs that 

are above the average.  These developments will typically be on sites where there is no or little 

pre-existing infrastructure in place or where exceptional costs will be incurred to make otherwise 

unsuitable land suitable for residential use.  Examples include Barking Riverside, where extensive 

works were required to bury overhead power lines.  On these óexceptionalô sites, decisions will 

need to be made about the desirability of development coming forward versus the achievement of 

other objectives, including the delivery of target levels of affordable housing and the need for 

public subsidy.   At Barking Riverside, a relatively high proportion of affordable housing has been 

possible due to significant public investment in site infrastructure and abnormal costs.   

Code for Sustainable Homes  

4.28 Meeting the requirements of the Code for Sustainable Homes (CSH) will result in increased costs 

above those required to meet Part L of the 2006 Building Regulations.  The Consultants have 

relied on the Communities and Local Government/Cyril Sweett study
9
 and the follow on study

10
 by 

Davis Langdon in 2010 to estimate these additional costs.  The uplift in costs above base 

construction costs used in the Cyril Sweet report is shown in table 4.1. 

4.29 The extra over costs in both the Cyril Sweett and Davis Langdon studies are based on relatively 

low density schemes and the potential for economies of scale that are possible on developments 

in London are therefore not accounted for.  The costs in the studies assume the provision of 

separate energy provision on each site, whereas increasingly developers are seeking to pool 

resources through shared facilities.  For example, energy production facilities within Stratford City 

will provide sustainable energy for developments in the wider area; while energy production at the 

Battersea Power Station development will be shared by other sites in the Vauxhall Nine Elms 

Opportunity Area.   

4.30 The study therefore assumes that developments will meet CSH Level 4 across all tenures and that 

the higher CSH levels (if and when they are introduced as mandatory requirements) will be 

achieved through technological developments that will reduce costs below those anticipated by 

the CLG studies.  There is currently a high degree of uncertainty on the Governmentôs intention for 

both standards required and the timetable for introduction.  However, the Consultants would 

suggest that it is unlikely that the higher CSH levels will be introduced as a mandatory 

requirement until technology has advanced to reduce the costs to a level that can be 

accommodated.   

4.31 Furthermore, there is a widespread expectation that more investment in research and 

development by the house building industry will result in technologies that can be delivered at 

lower costs.  The Consultants therefore assume an 11% increase above base BCIS costs (which 

in many parts of London already accounts for Code for Sustainable Homes Level 3).    

                                                      

9
 Costs Analysis of the Code for Sustainable Homes ï Final Reportô July 2008 

10
 Code for Sustainable Homes:  A Cost Reviewô 
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Cost implications of the Draft Housing Design Guide 

4.32 The GLA has commissioned GVA Grimley to consider the cost and value implications of the Draft 

London Housing Design Guide.  The study focused on a number of key requirements of the 

Guide.  The approximate average uplift in cost associated with each requirement is shown below:   

¶ Internal floor area (2-3%); 

¶ Open space (2%);  

¶ Floor to ceiling heights ï minimum 2.5 metres (3%);  

¶ Avoiding single aspect, north facing flats (no cost);  

¶ Energy requirements - 44% reduction in carbon emissions between 2010 and 2013, which 

equates to meeting CSH level 4 (3%);  

¶ Shared circulation space - no more than 8 flats per floor sharing a core (0%); and 

¶ Living areas - units with 3 or more beds to have two living spaces (0%). 

4.33 The requirements for minimum internal floor area and energy are accounted for within cost 

allowances elsewhere within our appraisal assumptions.  This leaves open space (2%) and floor 

to ceiling heights (3%), a total uplift in costs of 5%.  This uplift is applied to the costs in Table 4.1 

before the addition for Code for Sustainable Homes.  Total adjusted costs are shown in Table 4.2. 

Table 4.2 ï Base Construction Costs incorporating Draft Design Guide Requirements 

Density Rate per sq ft 
(gross internal) 

Rate adjusted 
for Design 

Guide 
requirements 

Rate 
incorporating 
an allowance 
for Code for 
Sustainable 

Homes 
Up to 55 units  £90 £95 £105 

56 to 100 units  £110 £116 £128 

101 to 175 units £130 £137 £152 

176 to 250 units  £150 £158 £175 

251 - 325 units £180 £189 £210 

326 - 405 units  £200 £210 £233 

872 units  £250 £263 £291 

  Source: BCIS, CLG  

Developerôs profit  

4.34 As noted in paragraph 4.7, developerôs profit is closely correlated with the perceived risk of 

residential development.  The greater the risk, the greater the profit level, which helps to mitigate 

the risk, but also to ensure that the potential rewards are sufficiently attractive for a bank to fund a 

scheme.  In 2007, profit levels were at around 15-17% of Gross Development Value.  However, 

following the impact of the credit crunch and the collapse in interbank lending and the various 

government bailouts of the banking sector, profit margins have increased.  It is important to 

emphasise that the level of minimum profit is not necessarily determined by developers (although 

they will have their own view and the Boards of the major housebuilders will set targets for 

minimum profit).   

4.35 The views of the banks which fund development are more important; if the banks decline an 

application by a developer to borrow to fund a development, it is very unlikely to proceed, as 

developers do not necessarily carry sufficient cash to fund it themselves.  Consequently, future 

movements in profit levels will largely be determined by the attitudes of the banks towards 

residential development.   

4.36 The near collapse of the global banking system in the final quarter of 2008 is resulting in a much 

tighter regulatory system, with UK banks having to take a much more cautious approach to all 
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lending.  In this context, the banks may not allow profit levels to decrease much lower than their 

current level, if at all.   

4.37 The minimum generally acceptable profit level is currently around 20% of GDV.  The appraisals 

therefore show the viability of schemes adopting this profit level on the private housing and 6% on 

the affordable housing.  A lower return on the affordable housing is appropriate as there is very 

limited sales risk on these units for the developer; there is often a pre-sale of the units to an RSL 

prior to commencement.  A reduced profit level on the affordable housing reflects the Homes and 

Communities Agencyôs guidelines in its Economic Appraisal Tool.   

Planning Obligations  

4.38 Levels of Planning Obligations will vary according to needs arising from individual developments.  

The extent of any planning obligations will depend upon a number of factors, including child yield; 

availability of school places in the locality; trip generation and highways impacts and other related 

factors.   

4.39 For the purposes of this study, Planning Obligations are modelled at an indicative level of £5,000 

per unit.  This reflects and average of planning obligations that BNP Paribas Real Estate has 

adopted in numerous viability studies for London boroughs.     

4.40 The level of obligations applied to individual sites may, however, be higher or lower than the levels 

indicated by our assumption to reflect individual site requirements and mitigation.  Such sums will 

not be determined until schemes are brought forward through development control.   

Affordable housing mix and values  

4.41 The Consultants have adopted an assumption of 30% affordable housing across all 35 sites for 

testing purposes, this is based on historic delivery of affordable housing as identified in the 

London Plan AMR.  The tenure of the affordable housing is assumed to be 60% social rent and 

40% intermediate, this is based on the split identified in Policy 3.12 of the draft replacement 

London Plan. 

4.42 The Consultants have calculated the value of social rented housing by capitalising the net target 

rents, set in accordance with government formulae. This results in an average value of circa £700 

per square metre, assuming no grant is available.    

4.43 As intermediate housing is linked to market values, the values will be determined in part by 

varying market values.  The values adopted for this tenure are based on the assumption that 25% 

of the equity is sold to the occupier and the RSL charges a rent of 2.75% on the retained equity.    

4.44 PPS 3 Para 29 requires councils to take account their viability assessment an ñinformed 

assessment of the likely level of finance available for affordable housing including public subsidyò.  

Therefore the appraisals are run both with and without public subsidy.  Where grant is assumed to 

be available, the Consultants have adopted a current maximum average of £25,000 grant per 

person for social rented units and £15,000 grant per person for intermediate units.   

4.45 The level of Public Sector Grant available for delivery through the planning system has been 

relatively high over the past five years.  Forthcoming downwards pressure on public expenditure is 

likely to result in a reduction in the availability of grant funding for affordable housing procured 

through planning obligations. This will inevitably reduce the levels of affordable housing that can 

be generated through Section 106 sites.  Consequently, a greater number of units will be required 

from other sources, such as Council building programmes and RSL led schemes with high 

proportions of affordable housing.   

Existing use values 

4.46 The Consultants have researched values of each of the 35 sites.  These existing use values and 

the approach to providing and arriving at these values is set out in Appendix F.  
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4.47 The Consultantsô analysis incorporates a 15% return above EUV as a premium to the landowner 

to incentivise him/her to bring the site forward for development.   

Approach to future trends in variables  
4.48 In order to reflect possible future house price trajectories, the Consultants have inflated sales 

values and base existing use values using three potential sets of growth scenarios, representing 

low, medium and high growth in values over the plan period.  These growth scenarios are not 

intended to be predictions of future movements in variables, but are designed to illustrate the 

viability outcomes under a range of circumstances.   

4.49 The sales values, build cost and land value growth scenarios are attached as Appendix G.  For 

each variable, growth is shown on a per annum basis and in real terms. 

Value and Cost Indices   

4.50 The Consultants have adopted three possible house price growth trajectories.  The first assumes 

2% real growth per annum (Scenario 1); the second assumes 3% real growth per annum 

(scenario 2); and the third assumes 4% real growth per annum (scenario 3).  While house price 

inflation has been running at an average of 3% in real terms over the past fifty years, it is possible 

that growth may be lower over the Plan period.  There are three reasons for this assumption.  

Firstly, households and the government are de-leveraging following a long period of growth largely 

fuelled by an appreciating asset values.  The next fifteen years are therefore likely to see a period 

of slower growth; constrained household finances; and a more cautious approach to lending by 

banks.  Secondly, overseas investment in UK property is currently strong, supported by the fall in 

values in 2008 and, more recently, by the fall in value of Sterling against other currencies.  Over 

time, the value of Sterling is likely to increase as interest rates rise, diminishing the value of UK 

property as an investment to overseas buyers.  Our base assumption is therefore that house 

prices will increase at 2% per annum in real terms over the plan period.  This is, of course, not a 

prediction, but our assumption for modelling purposes.         

4.51 For each of the growth scenarios above, build costs are assumed to increase at 0.5% less in real 

terms than the associated growth in sales values, i.e. 1.5%; 2.5% and 3.5%.  This reflects historic 

trend that indicates that house price inflation runs at approximately 0.5% ahead of build cost 

inflation.  

4.52 Existing Use Values will also change over time and the Consultantsô assumption for modelling 

purposes is that they will increase in real terms at 2% per annum.  As a sensitivity, Existing Use 

Values are also inflated at 1% and 3% in real terms.  Although there is no direct link between 

residential sales values and the value of commercial property, they are both affected (in a general 

sense) by the health of the economy in similar ways.    



GLA SHLAA/HCS Viability Assessment  

 

 37 
 

5. Appraisal Results 

Introduction 
5.1 This section sets out a summary of the results of the residual valuation appraisal. The appraisal 

results for each of the 35 sites are provided as Appendix H. 

Results 
5.2 Tables 5.1 to 5.3 below provide a summary of the results for each of the three sales value growth 

scenarios at each five year interval of the plan period, assuming grant funding for affordable 

housing is available. 

Table 5.1 ï Summary of Results (sales value growth Scenario 1) with grant 

Site No. Sales 
Value  

Borough Density 
(dph) 

Sales values 

2010/11 2015/16 2020/21 2025/26 

1 high  Wandsworth 197 y y y y 

2 high Camden 55 y y y y 

3 
high 

Hammersmith 
and Fulham 183 y y y y 

4 high Islington 260 y y y y 

5 
high 

Kensington 
and Chelsea 349 y y y y 

6 medium 1 Redbridge 300 n n n n 

7 medium 1 Hounslow 50 n n n n 

8 
medium 1 

Kingston 
upon Thames 106 n n n n 

9 medium 1 Lewisham 312 n n n n 

10 medium 1 Redbridge 55 y y y y 

11 
medium 1 

Kingston 
upon Thames 106 y y y y 

12 medium 1 Greenwich 73 y y y y 

13 medium 2 Ealing 50 n n n n 

14 medium 2 Merton 183 y y y y 

15 medium 2 Lambeth 317 n n n n 

16 medium 2 Hackney 169 n n n n 

17 medium 2 Barnet 158 n n n n 

18 
medium 2 

Tower 
Hamlets 56 y y y y 

19 medium 2 Barnet 201 y y y y 

20 medium 2 Lambeth 319 y y y y 

21 medium 2 Ealing 66 y y y y 

22 medium 2 Merton 50 y y y y 

23 medium 2 Lambeth 872 y y y y 

24 
medium 2 

Tower 
Hamlets 405 y y y y 

25 low Hillingdon 43 y y y y 

26 low Havering 319 n n n n 

27 low Sutton 34 n n n n 

28 low Newham 59 y y y y 

29 low Brent 133 n n n n 

30 low Enfield 54 y y y y 

31 low Newham 44 y y y y 

32 
low 

Waltham 
Forest 50 y y y y 
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Site No. Sales 
Value  

Borough Density 
(dph) 

Sales values 

2010/11 2015/16 2020/21 2025/26 

33 low Croydon 319 n n n n 

34 
Low 

Barking and 
Dagenham 100 y y y y 

35 low Croydon 1 n n n n 
  Source: Consultants 

 

Table 5.2 ï Summary of Results (sales value growth scenario 2) with grant 

Site No. Sales 
Value  

Borough Density 
(dph) 

Sales values 

2010/11 2015/16 2020/21 2025/26 

1 high  Wandsworth 197 y y y y 

2 high Camden 55 y y y y 

3 
high 

Hammersmith 
and Fulham 183 y y y y 

4 high Islington 260 y y y y 

5 
high 

Kensington 
and Chelsea 349 y y y y 

6 medium 1 Redbridge 300 n n n n 

7 medium 1 Hounslow 50 n n n n 

8 
medium 1 

Kingston 
upon Thames 106 n n n n 

9 medium 1 Lewisham 312 n n n n 

10 medium 1 Redbridge 55 y y y y 

11 
medium 1 

Kingston 
upon Thames 106 y y y y 

12 medium 1 Greenwich 73 y y y y 

13 medium 2 Ealing 50 n n n n 

14 medium 2 Merton 183 y y y y 

15 medium 2 Lambeth 317 n n n n 

16 medium 2 Hackney 169 n n n n 

17 medium 2 Barnet 158 n n n n 

18 
medium 2 

Tower 
Hamlets 56 y y y y 

19 medium 2 Barnet 201 y y y y 

20 medium 2 Lambeth 319 y y y y 

21 medium 2 Ealing 66 y y y y 

22 medium 2 Merton 50 y y y y 

23 medium 2 Lambeth 872 y y y y 

24 
medium 2 

Tower 
Hamlets 405 y y y y 

25 low Hillingdon 43 y y y y 

26 low Havering 319 n n n n 

27 low Sutton 34 n n n n 

28 low Newham 59 y y y y 

29 low Brent 133 n n n n 

30 low Enfield 54 y y y y 

31 low Newham 44 y y y y 

32 
low 

Waltham 
Forest 50 y y y y 

33 low Croydon 319 n n n n 

34 
Low 

Barking and 
Dagenham 100 y y y y 

35 low Croydon 1 n n n n 

Source: Consultants 
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Table 5.3 ï Summary of Results (Sales Value Growth scenario 3) with grant 

Site No. Sales 
Value  

Borough Density 
(dph) 

Sales values 

2010/11 2015/16 2020/21 2025/26 

1 high  Wandsworth 197 y y y y 

2 high Camden 55 y y y y 

3 
high 

Hammersmith 
and Fulham 183 y y y y 

4 high Islington 260 y y y y 

5 
high 

Kensington 
and Chelsea 349 y y y y 

6 medium 1 Redbridge 300 n n n n 

7 medium 1 Hounslow 50 n n n n 

8 
medium 1 

Kingston 
upon Thames 106 n n n n 

9 medium 1 Lewisham 312 n n n n 

10 medium 1 Redbridge 55 y y y y 

11 
medium 1 

Kingston 
upon Thames 106 y y y y 

12 medium 1 Greenwich 73 y y y y 

13 medium 2 Ealing 50 n n n n 

14 medium 2 Merton 183 y y y y 

15 medium 2 Lambeth 317 n n n n 

16 medium 2 Hackney 169 n n n n 

17 medium 2 Barnet 158 n n n n 

18 
medium 2 

Tower 
Hamlets 56 y y y y 

19 medium 2 Barnet 201 y y y y 

20 medium 2 Lambeth 319 y y y y 

21 medium 2 Ealing 66 y y y y 

22 medium 2 Merton 50 y y y y 

23 medium 2 Lambeth 872 y y y y 

24 
medium 2 

Tower 
Hamlets 405 y y y y 

25 low Hillingdon 43 y y y y 

26 low Havering 319 n n n n 

27 low Sutton 34 n n n n 

28 low Newham 59 y y y y 

29 low Brent 133 n n n n 

30 low Enfield 54 y y y y 

31 low Newham 44 y y y y 

32 
low 

Waltham 
Forest 50 y y y y 

33 low Croydon 319 n n n n 

34 
Low 

Barking and 
Dagenham 100 y y y y 

35 low Croydon 1 n n n n 
Source: Consultants 

5.3 In general the majority of sites are viable. There is no variation according to the sales growth 

scenario applied. In all three scenarios there are 13 sites (37%) that are unviable, and 22 sites 

that are viable (see Figure 5.1). 
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Figure 5.1 ï Sample Site Viability (with grant) 

 
Source: Consultants 

 
5.4 The same growth scenarios were also run again but assuming no grant funding for affordable 

housing is available. The appraisal results assuming no grant are worse than those with grant, as 

is it to be expected.  These results are summarised in tables 5.4, 5.4 and 5.6. 

 

Table 5.4 - Summary of Results (sales value growth Scenario 1) without grant 

Site No. Sales 
Value  

Borough Density 
(dph) 

Sales values 

2010/11 2015/16 2020/21 2025/26 

1 high  Wandsworth 197 y y y y 

2 high Camden 55 y y y y 

3 
high 

Hammersmith 
and Fulham 183 y y y y 

4 high Islington 260 n y y y 

5 
high 

Kensington 
and Chelsea 349 y y y y 

6 medium 1 Redbridge 300 n n n n 

7 medium 1 Hounslow 50 n n n n 

8 
medium 1 

Kingston 
upon Thames 106 n n n n 

9 medium 1 Lewisham 312 n n n n 

10 medium 1 Redbridge 55 y y y y 

11 
medium 1 

Kingston 
upon Thames 106 y y y y 

12 medium 1 Greenwich 73 n n y y 

13 medium 2 Ealing 50 n n n n 

14 medium 2 Merton 183 y y y y 

15 medium 2 Lambeth 317 n n n n 

16 medium 2 Hackney 169 n n n n 

17 medium 2 Barnet 158 n n n n 

18 
medium 2 

Tower 
Hamlets 56 y y y y 

19 medium 2 Barnet 201 y y y y 

20 medium 2 Lambeth 319 y y y y 

21 medium 2 Ealing 66 y y y y 

22 medium 2 Merton 50 y y y y 

37%

63%
Unviable

Viable
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Site No. Sales 
Value  

Borough Density 
(dph) 

Sales values 

2010/11 2015/16 2020/21 2025/26 

23 medium 2 Lambeth 872 y y y y 

24 
medium 2 

Tower 
Hamlets 405 n y y y 

25 low Hillingdon 43 y y y y 

26 low Havering 319 n n n n 

27 low Sutton 34 n n n n 

28 low Newham 59 n n n y 

29 low Brent 133 n n n n 

30 low Enfield 54 y y y y 

31 low Newham 44 y y y y 

32 
low 

Waltham 
Forest 50 y y y y 

33 low Croydon 319 n n n n 

34 
Low 

Barking and 
Dagenham 100 n n n n 

35 low Croydon 1 n n n n 
Source: Consultants 

 

Table 5.5 ï Summary of Results (sales value growth scenario 2) without grant 

Site No. Sales 
Value  

Borough Density 
(dph) 

Sales values 

2010/11 2015/16 2020/21 2025/26 

1 high  Wandsworth 197 y y y y 

2 high Camden 55 y y y y 

3 
high 

Hammersmith 
and Fulham 183 y y y y 

4 high Islington 260 n y y y 

5 
high 

Kensington 
and Chelsea 349 y y y y 

6 medium 1 Redbridge 300 n n n n 

7 medium 1 Hounslow 50 n n n n 

8 
medium 1 

Kingston 
upon Thames 106 n n n n 

9 medium 1 Lewisham 312 n n n n 

10 medium 1 Redbridge 55 y y y y 

11 
medium 1 

Kingston 
upon Thames 106 y y y y 

12 medium 1 Greenwich 73 n n y y 

13 medium 2 Ealing 50 n n n n 

14 medium 2 Merton 183 y y y y 

15 medium 2 Lambeth 317 n n n n 

16 medium 2 Hackney 169 n n n n 

17 medium 2 Barnet 158 n n n n 

18 
medium 2 

Tower 
Hamlets 56 y y y y 

19 medium 2 Barnet 201 y y y y 

20 medium 2 Lambeth 319 y y y y 

21 medium 2 Ealing 66 y y y y 

22 medium 2 Merton 50 y y y y 

23 medium 2 Lambeth 872 y y y y 

24 
medium 2 

Tower 
Hamlets 405 n y y y 

25 low Hillingdon 43 y y y y 

26 low Havering 319 n n n n 

27 low Sutton 34 n n n n 

28 low Newham 59 n n n y 
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Site No. Sales 
Value  

Borough Density 
(dph) 

Sales values 

2010/11 2015/16 2020/21 2025/26 

29 low Brent 133 n n n n 

30 low Enfield 54 y y y y 

31 low Newham 44 y y y y 

32 
low 

Waltham 
Forest 50 y y y y 

33 low Croydon 319 n n n n 

34 
Low 

Barking and 
Dagenham 100 n n n n 

35 low Croydon 1 n n n n 
Source: Consultants 

 

Table 5.6 ï Summary of Results (Sales Value Growth scenario 3) without grant 

Site No. Sales 
Value  

Borough Density 
(dph) 

Sales values 

2010/11 2015/16 2020/21 2025/26 

1 high  Wandsworth 197 y y y y 

2 high Camden 55 y y y y 

3 
high 

Hammersmith 
and Fulham 183 y y y y 

4 high Islington 260 n y y y 

5 
high 

Kensington 
and Chelsea 349 y y y y 

6 medium 1 Redbridge 300 n n n n 

7 medium 1 Hounslow 50 n n n n 

8 
medium 1 

Kingston 
upon Thames 106 n n n n 

9 medium 1 Lewisham 312 n n n n 

10 medium 1 Redbridge 55 y y y y 

11 
medium 1 

Kingston 
upon Thames 106 y y y y 

12 medium 1 Greenwich 73 n n y y 

13 medium 2 Ealing 50 n n n n 

14 medium 2 Merton 183 y y y y 

15 medium 2 Lambeth 317 n n n n 

16 medium 2 Hackney 169 n n n n 

17 medium 2 Barnet 158 n n n n 

18 
medium 2 

Tower 
Hamlets 56 y y y y 

19 medium 2 Barnet 201 y y y y 

20 medium 2 Lambeth 319 y y y y 

21 medium 2 Ealing 66 y y y y 

22 medium 2 Merton 50 y y y y 

23 medium 2 Lambeth 872 y y y y 

24 
medium 2 

Tower 
Hamlets 405 n y y y 

25 low Hillingdon 43 y y y y 

26 low Havering 319 n n n n 

27 low Sutton 34 n n n n 

28 low Newham 59 n n n y 

29 low Brent 133 n n n n 

30 low Enfield 54 y y y y 

31 low Newham 44 y y y y 

32 
low 

Waltham 
Forest 50 y y y y 

33 low Croydon 319 n n n n 

34 Low Barking and 100 n n n n 
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Site No. Sales 
Value  

Borough Density 
(dph) 

Sales values 

2010/11 2015/16 2020/21 2025/26 

Dagenham 

35 low Croydon 1 n n n n 
Source: Consultants 

5.5 In general the majority of sites are still viable even when it is assumed that no grant funding is 

available. There is no variation according to the sales growth scenario applied. In all three 

scenarios there are 14 sites that are unviable, 4 sites are viable at some point in the plan period 

and 17 sites that are viable (see Figure 5.2). 

Figure 5.2 ï Sample Site Viability (without grant) 

 
Source: Consultants 

 

5.6 The results of the appraisals with the three growth sets yield identical patterns in terms of viability 

and non-viability of development schemes.  This is to be expected, as each scheme will have a 

common starting residual land value, to which the three levels of growth are applied.  When grant 

was available, none of the scheme residuals was close enough to the existing use value (plus 

premium) for sales value growth to push it óabove the lineô over the plan period.  In the appraisals 

assuming grant is not available, some of the scheme residuals fell marginally below existing use 

value (plus premium), so that when growth was applied to sales values, the residual increased 

óabove the lineô at some point over the plan period.   

Accounting for non-viability of sites  
5.7 As shown in tables 5.1 ï 5.6 above, some of the sites are not viable over the plan period.  This 

relates primarily to factors relating to the wider areas themselves (market factors) and to 

assumptions relating to the proposed scheme.   

Scheme density  

5.8 Where sales values are low, very low or high density schemes are frequently unviable.  For 

example, sites 26 and 33 (located in Havering and Croydon respectively) are assumed to be 

developed at a density of 319 units per hectare.  Schemes developed at these densities carry high 

build costs (our assumption is Ã200 per square foot).  When fees, interest and developerôs profit 

are added, the costs will often exceed the sales value (which can often be as low as £250 per 

square foot in some areas).   There is consequently no margin to provide for a land value for the 

landowner.   

40%

11%

49%
Unviable

Viable at some point

Viable
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5.9 Similarly, low density schemes in areas with low values suffer from similar viability issues.  

Although the sales revenue is greater than build costs in most cases, the total quantum of 

development is often insufficient to generate a land value that exceeds existing use value.   

5.10 Resolving non-viability in such cases would require a change in density; for high density schemes 

in low value areas, a reduction would reduce build costs and bring scheme costs in line with 

revenue.  For low density schemes in low value areas, an increase in density would generate 

additional value to acquire the site at a price that the landowner might accept.   

Relationship between sales values and existing use values  

5.11 In some cases (for example, sites 6 to 9), values are relatively good, but sites are still unviable, 

with a range of densities.  In these cases, the viability issue relates to the existing use value; a 

residual scheme simply does not generate a value that exceeds the value of the current use.  This 

is not an unusual scenario on many sites in London, where existing buildings have many years of 

revenue generating potential (either as offices, storage, industry or other uses).  In contrast to 

residential development (which has to fund a range of planning obligations, as well as the costs of 

the scheme itself), revenue from existing uses is not encumbered by such obligations.  In these 

cases, the planning obligations packages might need to be structured differently to ensure the 

sites can be brought forward. 

Adjustments to variables to achieve viability 

5.12 In some cases, schemes that were unviable using the density assumed by the Boroughs can 

become viable at alternative densities.  In many cases, this is because costs are reduced to a 

level that can be supported by the sales values in the relevant area. Conversely, where density is 

very low, viability can be improved by increasing the density. 

5.13 Appraisals of the 13 unviable sites have been re-run with alternative densities than those 

suggested in the SHLAA/HCS. Table 5.8 shows the original and revised density for these sites.  

5.14 All schemes were initially tested at up to double their existing density, or up to London Plan 

density ranges if schemes were already at high density.  For schemes that remained unviable, the 

Consultants then tested both a lesser increase and a decreased density.  If neither an increase 

nor a decrease in density made the scheme viable, the appraisals results represent the óleast 

worstô position that was tested (see Appendix I for appraisal results).   

Table 5.7 ï Application of adjusted densities to unviable sample sites 

Site 
Number 

Value Code Borough SHLAA Density Revised Density 

6 Medium 1 Redbridge 300 200 

7 Medium 1 Hounslow 50 186 

8 Medium 1 Kingston upon Thames 106 184 

9 Medium 1 Lewisham 312 168 

13 Medium 2 Ealing  50 100 

15 Medium 2 Lambeth 317 666 

16 Medium 2 Hackney 169 107 

17 Medium 2 Barnet 158 100 

26 Low Havering  319 200 

27 Low Sutton 34 100 

29 Low Brent 133 250 

33 Low Croydon 319 100 

35 Low Croydon 1 13 
Source: Consultants 
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5.15 The outcome of these adjustments for the scenarios
11

 ówith grantô is summarised in Table 5.9. Of 

the 13 unviable sites 6 became viable when densities were changed. The majority of unviable 

sites in medium value areas became viable when scheme density was changed.  However, 

changes in density do not always make an unviable scheme viable.  Whilst the residual land value 

of site 26 improved in response to lower density, the improvement was not sufficient so that the 

scheme became viable.  In the case of site 26, an increase in density actually worsened scheme 

viability.  These results indicate that carefully applied changes in density can sometimes improve 

viability, but this cannot be guaranteed in every case. 

Table 5.8 ï Sales Value Growth Scenario 1 results (With Grant) 

Site No. Sales 
Value  

Borough Density 
(dph) 

Sales values 

2010/11 2015/16 2020/21 2025/26 

6 medium 1 Redbridge 200 y y y y 

7 medium 1 Hounslow 186 y y y y 

8 
medium 1 

Kingston 
upon Thames 

184 
y y y y 

9 medium 1 Lewisham 168 n n n n 

13 medium 2 Ealing 100 y y y y 

15 medium 2 Lambeth 666 n n n n 

16 medium 2 Hackney 107 y y y y 

17 medium 2 Barnet 100 n n n n 

26 low Havering 200 n n n n 

27 low Sutton 100 n n n n 

29 low Brent 250 n n n n 

33 low Croydon 100 n n n n 

35 low Croydon 13 y y y y 
Source: Consultants 

5.16 The outcome of these adjustments for the scenarios
12

 ówithout grantô are shown in Table 5.10 

below. With the exception of site 35, none of the sites that are unviable under the without grant 

scenarios become viable when densities are adjusted. 

Table 5.9 - Sales Value Growth Scenario 1 results (Without Grant) 

Site No. Sales 
Value  

Borough Density 
(dph) 

Sales values 

2010/11 2015/16 2020/21 2025/26 

6 medium 1 Redbridge 200 n n n n 

7 medium 1 Hounslow 186 n n n n 

8 
medium 1 

Kingston 
upon Thames 

184 
n n n n 

9 medium 1 Lewisham 168 n n n n 

13 medium 2 Ealing 100 n n n n 

15 medium 2 Lambeth 666 n n n n 

16 medium 2 Hackney 107 n n n n 

17 medium 2 Barnet 100 n n n n 

26 low Havering 200 n n n n 

27 low Sutton 100 n n n n 

29 low Brent 250 n n n n 

33 low Croydon 100 n n n n 

35 low Croydon 13 y y y y 
Source: Consultants 

                                                      

11
 The results for Scenarios 1, 2 and 3 are the same 

12
 The results for Scenarios 1, 2 and 3 are the same 
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Moving grant away from high value sites to aid viability on 

lower value sites  

 
5.17 In many cases, the provision of grant simply contributed towards generating a greater distance 

between the residual land value and the existing use value (plus premium).  In other words, grant 

was simply feeding into a higher land value and developments could, in principle, be delivered 

without grant, or with reduced amounts of grant.  In these cases, which were often sites with 

higher sales values, there is a case for reducing allocations of grant so that resources can be 

focused on developments where viability is marginal.  This will enable more sites to come forward 

with an adequate provision of affordable housing to meet local housing needs and to contribute 

towards the Mayorôs London-wide target.  

  
5.18 Allocations of grant are currently controlled by the Homes and Communities Agency, but these will 

shortly be controlled by the Mayor.  This shift should enable a more joined up approach between 

investment functions and planning functions and a ósmarterô use of available grant funding 

resources.  This will be particularly important in light of likely reductions in the grant funding 

budget due to the forthcoming fiscal squeeze.   
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6. Applying findings to SHLAA/HCS 

Capacity 

Introduction 
6.1 This section sets out how the findings of the residual land valuation appraisals have been applied 

to the SHLAA/HCS large sites capacity in order to assess the impacts of viability on total housing 

capacity in London over the plan period. 

6.2 As identified in section 2 the London Plan housing requirements are based on the total housing 

capacity of 360,000, large sites identified in Phases 2 and 3 form part of this capacity. Therefore in 

applying the findings of the residual land valuation appraisals to the large site capacity, it is only 

necessary to take account of the sites that are identified as coming forward in phases 2 and 3. 

6.3 It should be noted that in applying the results of the residual valuations the Consultants have used 

the óconstrainedô
13

 capacity of large sites to estimate the likely impact on capacity. 

Key residual valuation outcomes to be applied 
6.4 Section 5 identified that the relationship between sales value and existing use value has a 

significant impact on the viability of a site. There are 12 possible combinations of sales value to 

existing use value. The site sample covered each of these possibilities. Tables 6.1 and 6.2 show 

the total number of sample sites by sales value and existing use value, and how many of these 

are unviable under the sales growth scenarios ówith grantô and ówithout grantô. It should be noted 

that as site 35 is not considered a typical site this has been removed and the findings from 

appraisals of this site are not applied to the SHLAA/HCS sites. 

Table 6.1 ï Relationship between sales value and existing use value (with grant) 

Sales value EUV Total sampled Total unviable % unviable 

High Low 2 0 0% 

High Medium 1 0 0% 

High High 2 0 0% 

Medium 1 Low 2 0 0% 

Medium 1 medium 2 1 50% 

Medium 1 High 3 3 100% 

medium 2 low 3 0 0% 

medium 2 Medium 4 0 0% 

medium 2 high 5 4 80% 

Low low 3 1 33% 

low medium 4 1 25% 

low high 3 2 67% 

Total 
 

34 12 34% 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                      

13
 For an explanation of constrained capacity see GLAôs SHLAA/HCS Report. 
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Table 6.2 - Relationship between sales value and existing use value (without grant) 

Sales value EUV Total sampled Total unviable % unviable 

High Low 2 0 0% 

High Medium 1 0 0% 

High High 2 0 0% 

Medium 1 Low 2 0 0% 

Medium 1 medium 2 1 50% 

Medium 1 High 3 3 100% 

medium 2 low 3 0 0% 

medium 2 Medium 4 0 0% 

medium 2 high 5 4 80% 

Low low 3 2 67% 

low medium 4 1 25% 

low high 3 2 67% 

Total   34 14 40% 

 

6.5 As the relationship between sales value and existing use value has a significant impact on 

viability, this will be the key parameter that is used to apply to the SHLAA/HCS large sites 

capacity. 

6.6 The other key variable that has had an impact on scheme viability is density. Section 5 identifies 

that density is mainly an issue in low value areas. In particular where there are very high or very 

low densities. As a result density is also used as a parameter for applying the viability results to 

the SHLAA/HCS large sites capacity, in low value areas. 

Approach to Applying Results 
6.7 The approach to applying the viability results has been to use a series of parameters to identify 

sites that are likely to be viable, and to identify those sites that are potentially unviable 

(considering the results of the appraisals), so that the effect on capacity can be estimated. 

6.8 The first parameter has been to consider the large sites by phase. As the London Plan housing 

requirements are based on the total housing capacity identified in Phases 2 and 3, sites identified 

as coming forward in phases other than Phase 2 and 3 are therefore not considered in the 

analysis below. 

6.9 The next step has been to sort sites by their sales value, in order that the findings identified above 

can be applied. Sites are then sorted by the existing use value, and finally sites are sorted by 

density. 

6.10 Following this exercise, the relationship of sales value to existing use value is considered. So 

where a particular combination of sales value to EUV has been shown to be viable (or viable at 

some point in the plan period as set out in Tables 6.1 and 6.2) all sites that have that particular 

combination of sales value to EUV are considered deliverable. For example sample sites in high 

value areas with a low EUV have been shown to be viable, and as a result capacity at these sites 

is considered to be deliverable. 

6.11 Where a particular combination of sales value to EUV is shown to be potentially unviable (see 

Tables 6.1 and 6.2), all sites in the SHLAA/HCS that have the same particular sales value to EUV 

are identified. To estimate the impact of viability on capacity the percentage of sites unviable (as 

shown in Table 6.1 and 6,2) is applied to total capacity for that particular combination of sales 

value to EUV. For example 25% of sites with low sales value and medium EUV are unviable, 

therefore impact on capacity is calculated by applying 25% reduction to the capacity generated by 

sites of this type. 

6.12 The above was carried out for both ówith grantô and ówithout grantô scenarios. The results of this 

exercise are identified in Tables 6.3 - 6.4 for ówith grantô and Tables 6.7 - 6.8 for ówithout grantô. 
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6.13 Section 5 identified that density was a particular issue in low value areas where the density was 

particularly low or particularly high. Therefore the above exercise was undertaken but with some 

sensitivity analysis for density in low value areas. The results of this exercise are set out in Table 

6.5 for ówith grantô and Table 6.9 for ówithout grantô below. 

Outcome of Applying the Results 
6.14 The outcome of the above approach to applying the residual valuation findings is obviously a 

reduction in overall total capacity at large sites. The outcome of this process is set out in Tables 

6.3 to 6.9.  

óWith Grantô 

6.15 There is some variation in outcome depending on whether it is assumed grant funding is available 

or not. Table 6.3 sets out the total capacity of sites for phases 2 and 3 for each of the different 

sales / EUV combinations. Table 6.3 also identifies the capacity for each sales / EUV combination 

once viability findings from the appraisals are applied. Once viability issues are applied to the 

SHLAA/HCS sites total capacity would be 171,106 in phases 2 and 3. 

Table 6.3 ï Application of viability issues (with grant) 

Site Type Total Capacity 
(phase 2 / 3) 

Total Capacity 
taking account 

of viability  

% difference 

Sales value EUV 

High Low 10,486 10,486 0% 

High Medium 12,150 12,150 0% 

High High 13,093 13,093 0% 

Medium 1 Low 27,143 27,143 0% 

Medium 1 medium 16,020 8,010 -50% 

Medium 1 High 20,870 0 -100% 

medium 2 low 16,348 16,348 0% 

medium 2 Medium 15,940 15,940 0% 

medium 2 High 16,997 3,399 -80% 

Low Low 16,152 10,822 -33% 

Low Medium 20,774 15,580 -25% 

Low High 17,304 5,710 -67% 

Total 
 

235,700* 171,106 -28% 
Source: Consultants. *Total includes 32,423 capacity on sites where no existing use data was included in the SHLAA/HCS 

data set 

6.16 When it is assumed grant funding is available the impact of the viability issues is a potential 

64,595 (27%) reduction in phase 2 and 3 large sites capacity as set out in Table 6.4. 

Table 6.4 ï Impact of viability on Capacity assuming grant funding (by phase) 

 Phase 2 Phase 3 Total 

Capacity before 
viability findings 

134,214 101,486 235,700 

Capacity after 
applying findings 

98,325 72,781 171,106 

Difference 35,889 28,705 64,595 

% of Total 27% 28% 27% 
Source: Consultants. 

6.17 As identified above there is also a need to take account of density of development, particularly in 

low value areas. By applying the findings of the appraisal based on sales/EUV/density the impact 

on viability is estimated. Table 6.5 identifies capacity by each of the sales/EUV/density 

combinations in low value areas. The total capacity from low value areas would be 37,872 as 

opposed to 32,112 that results from just applying the findings based on sales / EUV (See Table 
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6.3). This would mean overall capacity is 176,903, or 25% reduction on that identified in the 

SHLAA/HCS. 

 

Table 6.5 ï Impact of density on capacity (by phase) 

Site Type Total Capacity 
(phase 2 / 3) 

Total Capacity 
taking account 

of viability  

% 
difference 

Sales value EUV Density 

Low Low High 2,126 0 -100% 

Low Low Medium 13,968 13,968 0% 

Low Low Low 59 59 0% 

Low Medium High 2,782 2,782 0% 

Low Medium Medium 17,840 13,380 -25% 

Low Medium Low 153 153 0% 

Low High High 2,309 0 -100% 

Low High Medium 14,926 7,463 -50% 

Low High Low 69 69 0% 

Total 
 

 54,230 37,872 
 

Source: Consultants. 

 
6.18 As noted in section 5, when densities are amended some of the sample sites become viable. The 

key impacts are that all of the medium 1 sales value / high EUV become viable, and two of the 

unviable medium 2 / high EUV sites become viable. If this were applied to the SHLAA/HCS sites 

generally the impact of viability issues on capacity would be significantly less than that identified in 

Table 6.4 above. Capacity after applying findings of the viability assessments where adjustments 

to density have been assumed would be 198,774 (see Table 6.6) or a 36,926 (16%) reduction in 

capacity than that identified in the SHLAA/HCS. 

Table 6.6 ï Impact of viability on Capacity assuming adjusted densities (by phase) 

 Phase 2 Phase 3 Total 

Capacity before 
viability findings 

134,214 101,486 235,700 

Capacity after 
applying findings 

115,692 83,083 198,774 

Difference 18,522 18,403 36,926 

% of Total 14% 18% 16% 
Source: Consultants. 

 

óWithout Grantô 

6.19 Table 6.7 identifies the capacity for each sales / EUV combination for ówithout grantô. When it is 

assumed grant funding is not available the SHLAA/HCS sites total capacity would be 165,614 in 

phases 2 and 3. 

Table 6.7 ï Application of viability issues (without grant) 

Site Type Total Capacity 
(phase 2 / 3) 

Total Capacity 
taking account 

of viability  

% difference 

Sales value EUV 

High Low 10,486 10,486 0% 

High Medium 12,150 12,150 0% 

High High 13,093 13,093 0% 

Medium 1 Low 27,143 27,143 0% 

Medium 1 medium 16,020 8,010 -50% 

Medium 1 High 20,870 0 -100% 

medium 2 low 16,348 16,348 0% 

medium 2 Medium 15,940 15,940 0% 
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Site Type Total Capacity 
(phase 2 / 3) 

Total Capacity 
taking account 

of viability  

% difference 

Sales value EUV 

medium 2 High 16,997 3,399 -80% 

Low Low 16,152 5,330 -67% 

Low Medium 20,774 15,580 -25% 

Low High 17,304 5,710 -67% 

Total 
 

235,700* 165,614 -31% 
Source: Consultants. *Total includes 32,423 capacity on sites where no existing use data was included in the SHLAA/HCS 

data set 

6.20 When it is assumed grant funding is not available the impact of the viability issues is a potential 

70,086 (30%) reduction in phase 2 and 3 large sites capacity as set out in Table 6.7. 

Table 6.8 ï Impact of viability on Capacity assuming no grant funding (by phase) 

 Phase 2 Phase 3 Total 

Capacity before 
viability findings 

134,214 101,486 235,700 

Capacity after 
applying findings 

94,867 70,747 165,614 

Difference 39,347 30,739 70,086 

% of Total 29% 30% 30% 
Source: Consultants. 

 
6.21 For the without grant scenario, when the analysis takes account of density in low value areas the 

impact of viability in capacity in the low value areas is less. Table 6.8 sets out the capacity of sites 

depending on sales/EUV/density combination. The total capacity from low value areas would be 

30,888 as opposed to 26,621 that results from just applying the findings based on sales and/ EUV 

(See Table 6.6). This would mean overall capacity is 169,819, or 28% reduction on that identified 

in the SHLAA/HCS. 

Table 6.9 - Impact of density on Capacity assuming no grant funding (by phase) 

Site Type Total Capacity 
(phase 2 / 3) 

Total Capacity 
taking account 

of viability  

% 
difference 

Sales value EUV Density 

Low Low High 2,126 0 -100% 

Low Low Medium 13,968 6,984 0% 

Low Low Low 58.5 58.5 0% 

Low Medium High 2,782 2781.5 0% 

Low Medium Medium 17,840 13,380 -25% 

Low Medium Low 152.5 152.5 0% 

Low High High 2,309 0 -100% 

Low High Medium 14,926 7,463 -50% 

Low High Low 68.9 68.9 0% 

Total 
 

 54,230 30,888 
 

  Source: Consultants. 
 
6.22 As noted in Section 5 re-running appraisals for unviable sites with adjusted densities has no 

impact on viability when it is assumed that no affordable housing grant is available. 

6.23 If the potential viability issues identified with sample sites were to translate to the viability 

SHLAA/HCS sites more generally, there would be an impact on the amount of potential capacity 

at large sites, which could have implications for the average homes per annum that are delivered. 

When the viability findings are applied this physical capacity could reduce as follows: 

¶ óWith grantô ï 64,595 units or 6,459 units per annum for period 2011-2021; 

¶ óWith grantô ï 36,926 units or 3,692 units per annum for period 2011-2021; 
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¶ óWithout grantô ï 70,086 units or 7,008 units per annum for period 2011-2021 

6.24 The potential consequences of this are discussed further below. 

Potential Consequences for Delivery 

Housing Land Availability and capacity 

6.25 As noted in Section 2 of this report the SHLAA/HCS provides evidence that London has a 

theoretical physical capacity to accommodate an average of some 37,000 additional homes per 

annum from 2011-2021. After taking account of constraints and Mayorôs policies, emerging 

standards and past trends an overall reduction in capacity resulted in a pan London housing 

target of 33,380 per annum - a reduction of almost 4,000 units per annum. 

6.26 It is important to reiterate the conservative nature of the housing targets. The annual London 

housing target provides sufficient flexibility to enable individual boroughs to take account of future 

changes in the housing market and planning policy which could affect housing potential on 

individual sites. There is further potential theoretical capacity beyond the 37,000 which could be 

realised over the 10 year period of the housing targets.  

6.27 The SHLAA/HCS highlights the potential for constraints on capacity to be overcome and estimates 

that this could be an extra capacity of around 2,500 additional dwellings per year from 2011-2021 

over and above the theoretical capacity of 37,000 identified in the SHLAA/HCS. In reality there will 

be constraints which cannot be mitigated or completely overcome so it should not be assumed 

that this capacity will be entirely realised. 

6.28 Another assumption of the SHLAA/HCS, which adds to the overall conservative nature of housing 

targets, is the assumptions of density used in the individual site assessments. Annex 4 of the 

SHLAA/HCS report of study provides evidence that with higher densities there might be theoretical 

potential to increase capacity up to approximately 40,000 dwellings per year (or 41,000 if no account 

was taken of the new back garden policy). Mechanistic application of this scenario to the final overall 

housing provision target of 33,380 could theoretically increase output to approximately 37,000 

dwellings per year, or an addition of some 3,600 dwellings per year.  

6.29 In summary, the SHLAA/HCS identified a deliverable and realistic conservative housing capacity 

of 33,380 units between 2011-2021. The prudent assumptions underlying the SHLAA/HCS make 

clear that the assessment provided a sufficient flexible buffer against any impact on housing 

delivery and uncertainty in the housing market. The buffer provides for additional capacity up to 

8,000 additional units per annum, including 4,000 from the reduction for deliverability and 

proportions of additional capacity from realising higher densities and opportunities for mitigating 

and overcoming the identified constraints (the proportions reflect the change in density policy in 

the draft replacement London Plan and to acknowledge that some constraints will not be 

overcome). In total this means London could have a potential housing capacity of about 41,000 

units per annum from 2011-2021. 

6.30 The findings set out in Tables 6.1 to 6.9 identify a potential impact of viability on housing delivery, 

it is however important to stress that this is a theoretical application of appraisal findings of 34 

sample sites to the wider SHLAA/HCS sites. The impact is potentially a reduction in capacity 

through large sites of between 6,459 ï 7,008 units per annum depending on whether grant 

funding is available. The analysis above shows that some unviable sites can become viable when 

densities are adjusted in site appraisals. The impact of applying the findings of adjusted site 

appraisals is that the reduction in capacity through large sites is only 3,962 units per annum. 

6.31 It is important to reiterate that the London housing capacity targets are conservative in nature and 

therefore the impact of potentially higher yields on viable sites through overcoming constraints or 

building at higher densities is likely to make up for any reduction in capacity through unviable 

sites. The potential reduction in capacity is therefore considered to be within the aggregate buffer / 
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discount rate assumed in the SHLAA/HCS and therefore London Plan housing targets are likely to 

be achievable. 
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7. Conclusions 

Introduction 
7.1 The study has identified a sample of 35 sites that are broadly representative of the SHLAA/HCS 

sites. The viability of these sites has been tested by undertaking a residual land valuation 

appraisal. The appraisals tested three different growth scenarios, representing low, medium and 

high growth in values over the plan period.  These growth scenarios are designed to illustrate the 

viability outcomes under a range of circumstances.  

Market Conditions 
7.2 Markets are inherently cyclical and the GLA is testing the SHLAA/HCS at a time of a downturn in 

housing market conditions.  Historical trends indicate that the market will return to trend fairly 

shortly; indeed there has been a significant recovery since the trough of the market in early 2009.  

While the timescale for a recovery is difficult to predict, many commentators expect a return to 

2007 values (if not sales rates experienced at that time) by 2015-2016.  Tight fiscal conditions 

may delay a full recovery, although it is thought that a fiscal squeeze will enable the Bank of 

England to hold interest rates at their record low for longer, which will improve affordability by 

keeping mortgage payments low.   

7.3 This is a difficult economic and housing market context in which to be testing the viability of 

Londonôs future housing supply.  However, the same could be said of a period of a booming 

housing market, which may overstate the ability of the market to supply housing, as both sales 

values and rates of sale could be unrealistically high.  This study has attempted to deal with the 

cyclical nature of the housing market and its interrelationship with testing the robustness of long 

term supply by adopting realistic growth assumptions.  The mid-point of these growth assumptions 

reflects the long run average annual house price growth (3% in real terms).  The Consultants have 

also tested with more cautious growth rates, which may reflect slower growth resulting from a 

period of de-leveraging of both personal and government debt.   

7.4 Our approach is reflective of numerous other similar studies across the country, including those 

that have been through their Examination in Public and found to be sound.  The approach of 

considering future market conditions was also adopted in Wakefield Metropolitan District Councilôs 

Affordable Housing Viability Study, which was challenged in the High Court and found to be 

sound
14

.   The ruling found that the approach suggested by the Claimants, namely that the 

Councilôs affordable housing target should be linked to future movements in sales values (as and 

when they occur) was ñdoomed to failure because of the difficulties of accurate prediction and 

definitionò.  Such approaches are clearly superfluous when an affordable housing requirement is 

expressly stated as a target which is subject to viability on an individual scheme basis.   

Results 
7.5 Appraisal results have shown that of the 35 sample sites some are unviable throughout the plan 

period, some are viable at certain points in the plan period and most are viable. Three sales 

growth scenarios were tested, however it was found that there was no variation in impact 

depending on the growth scenario that is applied. The scenarios were also tested with 

assumptions about the availability of affordable housing grant. The results vary depending on 

                                                      

14
 Barrat Developments Vs Wakefield Metropolitan District Council ï First Hearing Dec 2009 Ref 

CO/5036/2009, Appeal (July 2010) ref C1/2010/0044. 
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whether it is assumed grant funding for affordable housing is available or not, with more sites 

unviable when no grant funding is available. 

7.6 Although the residual valuations have identified that some sites are unviable, there is in some 

cases potential to improve the chances of viability by increasing or decreasing the density of the 

scheme.  

7.7 The relationship between sales value and existing use value is another reason that schemes are 

potentially unviable. In some cases the residential scheme does not generate a value that 

exceeds the value of the current use.  

7.8 In order to assess the impact of the viability issues on the total large sites capacity identified in the 

SHLAA/HCS, the Consultants have applied the findings from the residual valuation appraisals to 

the full list of sites within the SHLAA/HCS that have been used by the GLA to derive London Plan 

housing targets (those identified as coming forward in Phases 2 and 3).  

7.9 The potential impact of viability issues is a reduction in housing capacity from large sites. 

Assuming a worse case where no grant funding is available would result in a potential reduction in 

identified constrained capacity of some 70,086 units (30%). With grant funding available the large 

sites constrained capacity could potentially reduced by 64,595 (27%). 

Implications for housing delivery 
7.10 When the viability findings are applied to the SHLAA / HCS sites the impact is potentially a 

reduction in capacity through large sites of between 6,459 ï 7,008 units per annum (2011-2021) 

depending on whether grant funding is available. However, some unviable sites can become 

viable when densities are adjusted in site appraisals. The impact of applying the findings of 

adjusted site appraisals is that the reduction in capacity through large sites is only 3,962 units per 

annum (2011-2021). 

7.11 It is important to reiterate that the London housing capacity targets are conservative in nature and 

therefore the impact of potentially higher yields on viable sites through overcoming constraints or 

building at higher densities is likely to make up for any reduction in capacity through unviable 

sites. 

7.12 Sufficient flexibility has been built into the 2009 SHLAA/HCS to take account of challenges to 

delivery and future policy changes. The potential reduction in supply is considered to be within the 

aggregate buffer / discount range assumed from the SHLAA/HCS (8,000 units per annum) and 

therefore the 33,380 minimum housing target in the London Plan remains realistic and achievable 

in light of current economic uncertainties and a period of depressed housing output.  

Potential Policy Approaches to Viability issues 
7.13 The results have shown that in some cases sales values are insufficient to generate a value that 

exceeds the existing use value. Planning obligations can be a factor in this. The revenue from 

existing uses is not encumbered by such obligations.  In these cases, a relaxation of planning 

obligations may be required to ensure the sites can be brought forward. 
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Appendix A  

Site Sample List 
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A.1 Site Sample List 

 
A.1.1 Table A1 is the site sample list. It includes selected details from the SHLAA/HCS database, as well additional information from the Consultants including: the value code (based on average house price value); existing use 

value (based on the current use of the site); and constraints value. 

 
 Table A.1 ï Site Sample List 
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Unconstrained ónotionalô Capacity  

Air 
pollution 

Flood Risk Noise Ownershi
p 

Infrastructur
e 

Local 
Environment 

Contamina
tion 

Wharves Pylons Total P1 P2 P3 P4 P5 

high  Wandsworth SW17 0.57 0.57 100 
Retail/ Office 

High Approval LOW LOW 
MEDIU

M LOW LOW LOW LOW N LOW 9 FLATS 319 112 0 112 0 0 0 

high Camden NW8  0.41 0.29 70 
Residential 

High Allocation LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW N LOW 8 
HOUSES
FLATS 90 16 0 16 0 0 0 

high 
Hammersmith and 

Fulham SW6  0.82 0.41 50 
Retail 

Medium 
Potential 

Housing Site LOW MEDIUM 
MEDIU

M LOW LOW LOW LOW N LOW 11 FLATS 183 75 0 0 0 0 75 

high Islington N1   0.47 0.47 100 
Other 

Low 
Potential 

Housing Site MEDIUM LOW 
MEDIU

M LOW LOW LOW LOW N LOW 10 FLATS 260 122 0 122 0 0 0 

high 
Kensington and 

Chelsea W14  0.77 0.77 60 
Other 

Low Approval LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW N LOW 8 FLATS 238 268 
26

8 0 0 0 0 

med 1 Redbridge IG1  0.67 0.67 100 Office High Allocation LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW N LOW 8 FLATS 300 202 0 0 202 0 0 

med 1 Hounslow TW4  1.65 1.65 100 
Office 

High 
Potential 

Housing Site LOW LOW 
MEDIU

M MEDIUM LOW LOW MEDIUM N LOW 11 HOUSES 50 83 0 0 27 27 28 

med 1 
Kingston upon 

Thames KT6 0.36 0.32 90 
Residential/Other 

High 
Potential 

Housing Site LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW N LOW 8 
HOUSES
FLATS 109 34 0 34 0 0 0 

med1 Lewisham SE13 1.11 0.89 80 
Retail 

Medium 
Potential 

Housing Site LOW 
MEDIUM 

HIGH 
MEDIU

M LOW LOW LOW LOW N LOW 12 FLATS 319 278 0 0 278 0 0 

med 1 Redbridge IG8  0.47 0.47 100 Retail/Other Medium Allocation LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW N LOW 8 HOUSES 56 26 0 0 26 0 0 

med 1 
Kingston upon 

Thames KT1  0.61 0.61 100 
Other 

Low Allocation LOW 
MEDIUM 

LOW LOW MEDIUM LOW LOW LOW N LOW 10 FLATS 109 65 0 0 0 65 0 

med 1 Greenwich SE18 1.02 1.02 100 
Other 

Low Approval LOW LOW 
MEDIU

M LOW LOW LOW LOW N LOW 9 
HOUSES
FLATS 109 75 0 0 75 0 0 

med 2 Ealing UB1  1.63 0.16 10 
Resi / office /retail / 

other High Allocation LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW N LOW 8 FLATS 50 8 8 0 0 0 0 

med 2 Merton SW19 1.80 0.36 20 
Resi / office /retail / 

utility/other High Allocation LOW LOW LOW LOW MEDIUM LOW LOW N LOW 9 FLATS 183 66 0 0 0 66 0 

med 2 Lambeth SE1  0.59 0.06 10 
Office 

High Allocation MEDIUM MEDIUM 
MEDIU

M LOW LOW MEDIUM LOW N LOW 13 FLATS 319 19 0 0 0 19 0 

med 2 Hackney E9 6 0.74 0.74 100 
Resi / office /retail / 

industrial/other High 
Potential 

Housing Site LOW LOW LOW MEDIUM LOW LOW LOW N LOW 9 FLATS 170 125 0 0 0 0 125 

med2 Barnet HA8  0.85 0.85 100 
Residential 

High Approval LOW 
MEDIUM 

LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW N LOW 9 FLATS 158 134 0 134 0 0 0 

Med 2 Tower Hamlets E14  2.49 1.99 80 Industrial Medium Allocation LOW MEDIUM LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW N LOW 10 HOUSES 56 111 0 0 111 0 0 

med 2 Barnet NW9  0.43 0.43 100 
Industrial 

Medium Approval LOW LOW 
MEDIU

M LOW LOW LOW LOW N LOW 9 FLATS 158 86 0 86 0 0 0 

med 2 Lambeth SW4  0.32 0.16 50 
Industrial 

Medium Allocation LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW MEDIUM N LOW 9 
HOUSES
FLATS 319 51 0 0 51 0 0 

med 2 Ealing W5 5 0.30 0.30 100 
Industrial 

Medium 
Potential 

Housing Site LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW N LOW 8 
HOUSES
FLATS 65 20 0 0 0 20 0 

med 2 Merton SW19 0.66 0.66 100 Other Low Approval LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW N LOW 8 FLATS 238 33 0 33 0 0 0 

Med 2 Lambeth  0.26 0.26 100 
Other 

Low Approval MEDIUM MEDIUM 
MEDIU

M LOW LOW LOW LOW N LOW 12 FLATS 319 223 0 223 0 0 0 

med 2 Tower Hamlets E14 4.66 4.66 100 
Other 

Low Approval LOW MEDIUM LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW N LOW 10 
HOUSES
FLATS 132 1884 0 0 0 

188
4 0 

low Hillingdon UB9  7.33 7.33 100 
Office 

High 
Potential 

Housing Site LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW N LOW 8 FLATS 43 315 0 0 0 315 0 

low Havering RM1  2.07 0.52 25 
Office/retail/other 

High Allocation LOW 
MEDIUM 

LOW LOW MEDIUM LOW LOW LOW N LOW 10 FLATS 319 166 0 0 166 0 0 

low Sutton SM5  0.53 0.53 100 Residential High Approval LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW N LOW 8 HOUSES 64 18 0 18 0 0 0 

low Newham E16  8.58 8.58 100 
Industrial/utility 

Medium Allocation LOW MEDIUM LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW N MEDIUM 11 
HOUSES
FLATS 59 506 0 253 253 0 0 

low Brent NW9  0.35 0.35 100 
Retail 

Medium Allocation LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW N LOW 8 
HOUSES
FLATS 132 47 0 47 0 0 0 

low Enfield N18  0.33 0.33 100 
Industrial 

Medium 
Potential 

Housing Site LOW 
MEDIUM 

LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW N LOW 9 
HOUSES
FLATS 55 18 0 0 18 0 0 

low Newham  3.82 3.82 100 Industrial/utility Medium Allocation LOW MEDIUM LOW LOW LOW LOW MEDIUM N LOW 11 HOUSES 44 168 0 84 84 0 0 

low Waltham Forest E4 7 1.41 1.38 100 
Other 

Low 
Potential 

Housing Site LOW 
MEDIUM 

LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW N LOW 9 
HOUSES
FLATS 50 69 0 0 0 69 0 

low Croydon  0.31 0.31 100 
Other 

Low 
Potential 

Housing Site LOW LOW LOW MEDIUM MEDIUM LOW LOW N LOW 10 FLATS 319 99 0 0 99 0 0 

low 
Barking and 
Dagenham IG11 0.44 0.25 57 

Other 
Low Allocation LOW MEDIUM LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW N LOW 10 

HOUSES
FLATS 98 25 0 25 0 0 0 

low Croydon CR8  2.75 2.75 100 Other Low Approval LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW N LOW 8 HOUSES 50 4 0 4 0 0 0 
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B.1 Site Proforma 
GLA ï Viability Assessment Site Visits 
 
The purpose of the site visit is to establish information that will inform our view on establishing the óexisting 
use valueô and secondly, to run residual valuations of the development proposals.  
 
Site Information 

Site ID: 
 

Site Address: 
 
 

Surrounding area: type of area, surrounding buildings (type and density) / land uses, transport 

accessibility, on street parking etc 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Existing Use on site 

Current Use (enter current use or apparent previous use of site if unoccupied / unused) 
 
 
 
 
 

Approx Floor 
area and 
Building 
Heights 
 
 

(estimate footprint of buildings ï perhaps estimate site coverage and use database site area to 
calculate ï average building height across site) 
 

Condition 
 
 

(good, fair, poor ï but include some commentary on why, and include details of any repairs that 
appear to be required) 
 
 
 
 

Occupiers 
 
 
 

(enter type of occupier and name where possible to get info) 
 
 
 
 

Marketing 
 
 
 
 

(see if marketing boards on site ï get contact details of agents who might have knowledge of 
similar uses in the area) 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  
New build appraisal 

Size and 
construction 
of existing 
buildings 

(this will inform demolition costs) 

Size 
construction 

(where the site is a conversion ï see database for whether planned development will be) 
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of buildings to 
be retained 

 
 
 
 
 

Potential 
contamination 

(arising from existing use / historic use (this info is in the database so make sure we are 
consistent unless we really think theyôve got it wrong) 
 
 
 

Difficult 
ground 
conditions  / 
topgraphical 
features 

 

Overhead 
Cables  / sub 
stations 

(note if cables going through the site or adjacent to site) 
 
 
 

Marketing 
Boards 

(get contact details off marketing boards at nearby / surrounding  residential developments 

 
 
 
 

Access to site  
 
 
 

 

Comments (any other issues that could impact on viability / anything out of the ordinary 
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C.1 Site Verification and Research Findings 
C.1.1 Table C.1 identifies additional information collected during site visits to sample sites. 

  Table C.1 - Additional Site Information (sample sites) 

Site 
No. 

Borough Surrounding Area Current Use Approx. 
Floor 
area 

(sqm) 

Building 
Height 

Condition Occupiers Marketing Size and 
construction 
of buildings 

Size and 
construction 
of buildings 

to be retained 

Contaminat
ion 

Ground 
condition

s 

Overhea
d cables  

Marketing Access to Site Comments 

1 

Wandsworth 

3 storey mixed 
use (retail ground 

and 2 floors 
apartments) 

Car 
Showroom/office 

13,644 
1 and 3 
storey 

Fair 

Greyfords (car 
showroom), 
and carpet 
right (201 - 
207) None 

1 storey 
showroom , 
2/3 storey 
office, one 

storey retail N/A None None None None None None 

2 

Camden 

High density 
residential 

(apartments - 3 to 
8 storeys). 

Bordered by 
Primrose Hill. 
Picturesque 

setting, mature 
planting, limited 

on-street parking.  

Potential access 
to Council Depot? 
UN-occupied resi 
buildings on site. 

Car-parking? 

2,050 2.5 

Poor. Council? None 
Brick 

construction. N/A None None None None 

Via St Edmunds 
Terrace - onto 

quiet residential 
street.  None 

3 

Hammersmith 
and Fulham 

Commercial, 
retail area. 

Building heights 
2-4storeys. High 

density. Near 
Fulham 

Broadway Tube 
Statiom, bus 

services pass the 
site. 

Site is 
predominately 
used for retail 

services although 
there is also 

commercial office 
space. 

17,176 3 

Fiar Condition. 

Euro Food & 
Wine; ABC 
Pharmacy; 
Blockbuster; 
Waitrose; 
Chelsea 
Building 
Society; The 
Kiwi Kitchen. 

Chesterton 
Humberts - For 
Sale Sign - 020 

73849898; 
Bernard Marcus - 
Let By - 020 7610 

3434; Boston 
Gilmore - To Let - 

020 76 031616 
Brick 

construction. N/A None None None 

Altus Edwin 
Hall - 01753 

689000; 
CBRE - 020 
71822000; 
Hargreaves 

Newbery  
Gynall 020 
7486 3400; 
Cowan & 

Rutter 020 
7349 6666 

Site is 
surrounded by 
urban streets. 
Parking is poor 

due to 
constrained 

street parking.  

4 

Islington 

Large car park on 
site. Bus stop off 
road to the East. 
Medium density 
terraced housing 

surrounds.  

Commercial retail 
units and indoor 
secure car-park.  

6,581 2 
Fiar condition - 
The buildings are 
mainted to working 
order. 

Black Swan 
Interiors; 
Mears; 
Gymboree; 
Play & Music.  None 

Brick base 
with pre-fab 

upper.  N/A None None None None 

Access is via a 
side road which 
comes off the 

A1200 
Cannonbury 

Road. The side 
road is in poor 

condition.  None 

5 

Kensington 
and Chelsea 

Mix of office 
blocks to either 

side of the 
development site. 
Resi apts across 

the road. 4-8 
storeys - high 

density. Limited 
on-street parking 

is available.  None 

0 0 

None None None None None None None None None 

Off Warwick 
road, access is 

good.   

6 

Redbridge 

Commercial hub. 
Accessibility by 

car is poor. 
Pedestrian 

access is good. 
Bus stop's ensure 

good public 
transport links. 

Surrounding land-
use includes 
Library and 

Cinema to the 
South, Town hall 
and retail space 

to the North. 

Car Park; Funeral 
Directors; Town 

Hall 

14,146 3.5 

Fair to Good 

Gillian Funeral 
Directors - 
Redbridge 
Borough 
Council None 

Victorian - 
Brick with 
Masonary.  N/A None None None None 

Access is from 
pedestrian 

precinct and key 
route to rear of 
town hall where 
car-parking can 
be accessed.  None 

7 

Hounslow 

Leisure centre, 2 
storey mixed use 
(retail ground and 

residential 1st 
Office  building (11 

storeys) 

109,118 11 
Good (historic 

building, 
conversion) Vista Centre 

200-50,700sqft 
office space to let  
(www.vistacentre.

co.uk)  

Conversion 
of office 

building 11 
storeys None None None None 

From Salisbury 
Road None 
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Site 
No. 

Borough Surrounding Area Current Use Approx. 
Floor 
area 

(sqm) 

Building 
Height 

Condition Occupiers Marketing Size and 
construction 
of buildings 

Size and 
construction 
of buildings 

to be retained 

Contaminat
ion 

Ground 
condition

s 

Overhea
d cables  

Marketing Access to Site Comments 

floor), derelict 
pub building 

(02085380100) 

8 

Kingston 
upon Thames 

Adjacent to retail 
premises (3 

storey with retail 
on ground floor) 

opposite park and 
residential 

properties (2 
storey). Also 
close to retail 

units on the main 
road 

Underconstruction 
- former The Red 
Lion (harvester) 

0 0 

Under construction 
CNME states 

(agency) 
CNME 

(cnmestates.com) None None None None None None 
From Ewell 

Road None 

9 

Lewisham 

industrial uses 
(warehousing one 

storey), MOT 
centre, Sherwood 
Court (industrial 

units) Retail 

10,034 1 

Fair 

Matalan, 
Mother Care, 
Sports Direct, 
Carpet Right None 

One storey 
warehouse  N/A None None None None 

From Loamp pit 
Vale  

10 

Redbridge 

Bordered by dual-
carriageway and 

abutted by 
housing. Semi-

detached housing 
to the East. On 
street parking is 

available and 
there is a bus 

stop on the site.  
Car showroom 

and pub 

7,499 2 
The pub is in fair 
condition, the car 
showroom good. 

The pub is an 
older building. 

Toyota / Wells 
car sales; Pub  None 

Car 
showroom - 

steel 
structure 
pre-fab 

shell. Pub - 
red brick.  N/A None None None None 

Acess is of dual 
carriageway. Not 

good.  None 

11 

Kingston 
upon Thames 

opposite river, 
adjacent to 2 

storey residential 
premises TA centre 

6,109  
Good (historic 

building, 
conversion) TA centre None N/A 

Building 
could be 

converted 
for 

residential 
use 

(apartments) None None None None 

From 
Portsmouth 

Road None 

12 

Greenwich 

2 and 3 storey 
Large manor 

houses (historic 
value) and 2 

storey residential 
premises in the 

area 
Army use (2 

storey) 

14,322 2 
Good (historic 

building, 
conversion) Army use None N/A 

Building 
could be 

converted 
for 

residential 
use 

(apartments) None None None None 
From Shooters 

Hill  

13 

Ealing 

Retail opposite 
site, high street 
location. Along 

north road there a 
couple of 

industrial units 

Place of worship, 
council bulding, 

retail units (2 
storey, retail 

ground floor), fire 
station, 

underconstruction 
5 storey 

apartments, Acorn 
independent 

college, 
undconstruction 

development site, 
1 storey retail 
units, police 

station (viewed on 
map from west to 

east) 

25,312 2, 4 and 5 
Good condition 
(council building, 
place of worship), 
some premises 
still 
underconstruction. 
Fair quality retail, 
police station and 
college)  

Under 
construction 

building (3,000 
sqft retail, 22 
apartments) 5 
storey building 

with the 1st floor 
dedicated to retail 

use 

Under 
construction 

( 5 storey 
apartments 
and 5 storey 
mixed use 

development
) N/A None None None None 

From High 
Street None 

14 

Merton 

High street 
location (2 storey 
retail units). To 
the rear of the 
station (kenley 

road) are 
residential 
premises 

Station and car 
park, Athena 

House is an office 
block (3 storey 
office block with 
1st floor retail) 

which is combined 
with the station. 
Warehouse one 
storey located to 
the read of the 

28,766 1 and 3 

Fair 

Office 
occupier - 
some vacancy 

Refurbished 
offices with 

parking 3,210 sqft 
- 15,030sqft 
(Caltaneo 

commercial 
02085462166) 

Warehouse 
units to rear 

of office 

Conversion 
of Athena 

House None None None None 

A24 and  access 
off windermere 

avenue 

The train station use 
could impact on future 

development 
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Site 
No. 

Borough Surrounding Area Current Use Approx. 
Floor 
area 

(sqm) 

Building 
Height 

Condition Occupiers Marketing Size and 
construction 
of buildings 

Size and 
construction 
of buildings 

to be retained 

Contaminat
ion 

Ground 
condition

s 

Overhea
d cables  

Marketing Access to Site Comments 

offices (could be 
associated with 
the station use) 

15 

Lambeth 

Council estate 
buildings, major 
transport route, 
opportunity area 

for upgrading 

12 storey office 
building 

(occupied) 

0 0 
Fair - Poor quality 
(dated building) 

Office 
Occupier None 

12 storey 
office 

building  None None None None 
From Lambeth 
Palace Road None 

16 

Hackney 

Resi, Retail, 
Commercial. 2 - 4 

storeys. Dense 
good transport 
links including 

Homerton 
Overground Rail 
Station and bus 

links on 
Homerton High 

St. 

Various 
Businesses 

operating out of 
multiple premises. 

14,754 2.5 

Range from Fir to 
Poor. Many of the 
buildings are old 
and in poor repair 
- most are 
Victorian. 

Bents Plant 
Hire Ltd; 
Vinmag 
House; 
Hackney 
MOT; The 
Carpet and 
Furniture 
Warehouse 
Centre; EKO 
Wine Bar& 
Restaurant; 
JK London; 
Homerton Car 
Sales; Evo 
Car Repairs; 
Monerton 
Tyres None 

Varity of 
brick 

buildings & 
arehouse. N/A None None None None 

Good - road 
access on both 
sides of site off 

Homerton Road. 
Rail station is to 
rear, Bus routes 

to front.  

17 

Barnet 

Terraced 
residential area - 
medium density - 
2 storeys - limited 
on-street parking 
- bus routes run 

along nearby 
Edgeware Road.  Office complex 

6,771 4 
Fair - The 
buildings are old 
although they are 
reasonably well 
maintained. Merrivale None 

Concrete 
construction. N/A None None None None 

From East Road 
- this is a narrow 

residential 
street.   

18 

Tower 
Hamlets 

Residential - 
Social housing - 
High Density to 

the West (3 
storeys). Part of 

this site has been 
built out. Limited 
on street parking. 

Limited public 
transport. To the 
South - 2 storey 

terraced housing. 

Mix of light 
industry and 

services.  

39,774 2 

Fair to Good - Car 
wash is poor.  

Iron Mountain, 
Joseph ASH 
Galvanising; 
Car wash. 

Galliford Try 
Partnership - 

History Terraced 
Housing. 

Large - 
yellow brick 
- Historical 

warehousing N/A 

Potential 
contamina
tion due to 
historical 

and 
present 
land-use 
activities 

and 
location 
next to 

River Lea. 

River 
Lea 

borders 
site to 

the 
North None None 

Site is bounded 
by Levin Road. 
Good access - 

no public 
transport.   

19 

Barnet 

Residential - semi 
detached housing 
- small plots. Bus 
route to the front 

of property on 
Edgeware Rd 
including bus 

priority measures 
(bus lane). On 

street parking on 
the 

Greenway.There 
is a large office 

block to the North 
of the Site, 3 
storeys, also 

vacant.  

Existing building is 
un-used - 

potentially light 
manufacturing. 

4,058 1 

Poor condition - 
The building is in 
poor condition. 
Windows are 
covered over, 
structure is not 
maintained. None 

Sold Sign - Savills 
- 020 7409 9947 

Brick 
warehouse. N/A 

Potential 
contamina
tion due to 
historical 

and 
present 
land-use 
activities. None None None 

Access is good 
from 'The 

Greenway'. Site 
fronts onto the 

Edgeware Road.  

20 

Lambeth 

Opposite 3 storey 
new build 
residential 

development and 
close to retail (on 
the high street) 

Industrial 
warehouse units 

3,898 3 

Fair quality 

Britannia Tiles 
Suppliers, 
Moors 
Building 
Supplies  

One storey 
warehouse 

units N/A None None None None 
From Bedford 

road None 

21 

Ealing 

Close to 
residential 
properties, 

1 storey 
warehouse units 
and fenced off 

903 1 
Poor quality 

Office 
occupier - 
some vacancy None 

One storey 
warehouse 

units N/A None None None 

2 storey office 
building in 
front of site 

From Warwick 
Road None 
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Site 
No. 

Borough Surrounding Area Current Use Approx. 
Floor 
area 

(sqm) 

Building 
Height 

Condition Occupiers Marketing Size and 
construction 
of buildings 

Size and 
construction 
of buildings 

to be retained 

Contaminat
ion 

Ground 
condition

s 

Overhea
d cables  

Marketing Access to Site Comments 

adjacent to the 
site is Thames 

Valley University. 
There is also a 

high quality 
residential 
apartment 

fronting onto the 
main road. In 

front of the site is 
is a 2 storey 

office building 
(with some 
vacancy) 

area. 3,525sqft 
office space to 

let (DTZ 
02032963000) 

22 

Merton 

Residential 
premises, 

suburban area 

Pantiles House is 
a new housing 
block for older 

people located at 
the end of Langley 

Road (1-33, 
langley road). It 
provides 33 one 

and two-bedroom 
flats. Wykeham 
House is part of 

this housing 
scheme (20- 26, 

langley road) 

13,262 2 and 3 

Pantiles House is 
good condition, 
Wykeham house 
is fair quality, 
which may be 
upgraded as part 
of this partnership 
scheme (Housing 
21 and Merton 
Council) 

Older peoples 
housing estate 
scheme None 

3 storey 
palisade 
building 

(new build) 

 2 storey 
building 

(Wykeham 
house) None None None None 

From Langley 
Road None 

23 

Lambeth 

Adjacent to St 
George's Wharf, 
a good quality 

office 
development 

Under 
Construction site 

0 0 
Under 
Construction - None 

Under 
construction N/A None None None None 

From Nine Elms 
Road None 

24 

Tower 
Hamlets 

Post-Industrial 
Area. Few 

Buildings nearby 
- commercial - 4-
5 stories. Site is 

bounded by River 
Lea. There is no 
formal on-street 

parking provision.  

Un-used - empty 
wasteground - old 
industrial site. A 

single building has 
been constructed 
although this is 
unfinished and 

derelict. 

0 0 

None None 

Ballymore 
Properties Ltd - 
02075109100 None None 

Old 
industrial 

site - there 
may be a 
requireme

nt for 
decontami

nation 
works.  None None None 

Good access 
from strategic 
road network 
(Lower Lea 

Crossing). No 
public transport 

in place.  None 

25 

Hillingdon 

Adjacent to 
Heregrove Farm, 

rural area 

Service offices 
and gardens ( 2 

buildings) 

29,332 2 Good condition 
Sensormatic 
european HQ 

(company) 

500-20,000 sqft 
office space 

(Comer Group 
harefield@comerh

omes.co.uk 
0203612424) N/A 

2 storey and 
3 storey 

(converted 
buildings) None None None None 

From 
Rickmansworth, 
gated entrance 

to the site  

26 

Havering 

Large Bus Station 
as well as rail 

halt. Paid-for car 
parking. Bus 

stops in 
surrounding 

streets (excellent 
transport links). 
Buildings vary 
from 8 storey 

apartment 
complex to 2 

storey retail. This 
area functions as 

a local centre.  
Bus station; Retail; 
Car parking; Gym 

21,768 3.5 

The area is fair 
overall. The bus 
station appears 

badly laid out. The 
commercial 

buildings are in 
fair-good 
condition. 

Fitness First; 
Lydl; 

Moneyshop 

Hilbery Choplin / 
0708 745000 N/A None None None None None 

Single road 
running through 

the middle of 
site providing 

turning 
opportunity. This 
is not a through 

road.  None 

27 

Sutton 

Close to retail 
premises, local 

shops 

Residential 
apartments 

located around a 
central green 

space (3 storey x 
5 blocks) 

14,405 3 Good condition 
Residential 

development 
Some advertising, 

to let Keynons 
(02086699333), 

To Let As Estates 
(0208 365 93999) N/A 

Residential 
apartments  
(3 storey x 5 

blocks)  None  None None 

From Carshalton 
Road (2 blocks 
front onto the 
street), the 

remaining three 
are accessed 
from a side 
driveway 

entrance leading  
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Site 
No. 

Borough Surrounding Area Current Use Approx. 
Floor 
area 

(sqm) 

Building 
Height 

Condition Occupiers Marketing Size and 
construction 
of buildings 

Size and 
construction 
of buildings 

to be retained 

Contaminat
ion 

Ground 
condition

s 

Overhea
d cables  

Marketing Access to Site Comments 

from the main 
road 

28 

Newham 

Gas storage and 
Chanelsea River 

to the West. 
Business estate 

to the South. Rail 
station and resi to 
the East. Waste 

ground to the 
North. 

Site is 
inaccessable 

although it 
appears it is not 
currently in use. 
Previously Royal 

Mail Depot. 

0 0 Unknown. Unknown 

None Unknown Unknown 

Potential 
for ground 
contamina
tion given 
this areas 
reputation 

for 
historical 

heavy 
industry. 

Unknow
n 

Unknow
n Unknown 

Access is via 
Crows Road - 

Manor Road and 
potentially from 
business estate 

to the South. 
There is a train 
station nearby.   

29 

Brent 

This block is 
predominately 

retail.  

It appears this 
poarticular Big-
Box retail unit is 
unoccupied at 

present. 
Surrounding 

stores include 
Paul Simon; 

Carpet Right and 
Harveys.  

3,541 2 
Poor - The 

building appears 
un-maintained. 

None 

None 
Pre-fab 

structure N/A None None None None 

Access is off 
Edgeware Rd. 

Excellent 
parking as this is 

a retail park.   

30 

Enfield 

Semi-detached 
resi area. The 

N/E of the site is 
bordered by 
apartments. 

There is little on-
street parking 

and accessibility 
is constrained by 
narrow residential 
streets. There is 

also some 
recreational open 
space to the rear. Laundary 

5,309 2 

Fair-Poor. Most of 
the site appears to 

be run down 
although there is 

little sign of 
vandalism. 

Sinclairs 
Laundry 

None 
Brick 

construction N/A None None None None 

Off Brettenham 
Road which is a 

residential 
street.   

31 

Newham 

Semi-detached 
resi to the West. 

School and 
playing fields to 
the North. A406 
to the East and 

open space to the 
South. A bus 

route runs along 
Folkestone Rd 

and there is 
limited on-street 

parking. 

Site is currently 
used as a Council 
Depot with offices. 

Could not gain 
access to site so 
specific uses are 

unknown.  

19,120 2.5 Unknown. Newham BC 

None 

Brick 
construction 

& pre-fab Unknown Unknown 
Unknow

n 
Unknow

n Unknown 

Folkestone 
Road / Jenkins 
Lane - Council 

staff only.  

32 

Waltham 
Forest 

Site is bounded 
by Canal, Lea 

Valley Road and 
playing fields. 
There is also 
come sem-

detached resi in 
this suburban 

location. Car showrooms. 

2,829 1 

Good condition. 
This is a sales 
site, all of the 

structures are in 
good condition. 

Auto Planet - 
Mazda, Kia 

Motors, 
Peugeot. 

None 
Brick & pre 

fab. N/A None None None None 

Adequate 
access off Lea 
Valley Road.  None 

33 

Croydon 

New build 
residential 

apartment block 
(4 storeys). 

Adjacent to the 
car is an old 

church building 
and fenced off 

area marked for 
residential 

development 6 storey car park 

18,558 6 
Town centre car 

park - good 
condition 

Car Park 

None 
6 Storey car 

park N/A None None None 

Moat.co.uk (5 
x 2 bed 

apartments 
and 25 x 1 bed 

apartments 
underconstruct
ion, located o 
n the site with 
the old church 
(dating from 

1861).  
From Charles 

Street  

34 
Barking and 
Dagenham 

Residential 
Streets. Terraced 
housing. There is 

Community centre 
and car parking 

1,095 1 
Fair condition. 

Building appears 
to be well 

Upney Lane 
Centre. 

None 
Pre-fab 

construction.  N/A None None None None 

Single access 
point through 

residential None 
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Site 
No. 

Borough Surrounding Area Current Use Approx. 
Floor 
area 

(sqm) 

Building 
Height 

Condition Occupiers Marketing Size and 
construction 
of buildings 

Size and 
construction 
of buildings 

to be retained 

Contaminat
ion 

Ground 
condition

s 

Overhea
d cables  

Marketing Access to Site Comments 

on-street parking.  maintained. housing area. 

35 

Croydon 

Rural area, 
residential area 
(good quality 

large houses), 
nature park 

High quality large 
manor houses (65 

and 67 Kenley 
lane). One of the 

houses is currently 
being completed 

16,520 2 Good condition 
Residential 

development 

None 

2 x 2 storey 
manor 

houses (new 
build) N/A None None None None 

From Kenley 
lane None 
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D.1 Assumed Sales Values for Sample Sites 
 Table D.1 ï Sales Values 
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E.1 Unit Mix and Density for sample sites 
 Table E.1 ï Unit Mix and Density 
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F.1 GLA EAT Model EUV inputs 

GLA SHLAA Viability Testing ï EUV Benchmarks 

 

Site 1 - ref 641 

¶ Current use - Car Showroom/office 

¶ Floor area ï 13,644 sq ft 

¶ Gross site area ï 0.5685 ha (100% residential) 

¶ Occupied car show room on ground floor with a market rent of £10 per sq ft. Ancillary offices 

first and second floors with a market rent of £10 per sq ft. £500 per external car display space 

(c24 spaces). We capitalised the rent at 9.0%  

¶ Model benchmark - £1.65m 

 

Site 2 - ref 1557 

 

¶ Current use ï Un-occupied resi buildings on site. Car-parking. 

¶ Gross site area ï 0.41 ha (70% residential) 0.29ha net 

¶ Assuming use as a surface car park, £2,000 annual ticket per space, assuming a density of 

350 spaces per ha. We made the assumption of a 70% occupancy rate and a 5% 

maintenance and management cost. We capitalised the rent at a yield of 7%.  

¶ Model benchmark - £1.93m 

 

Site 3 - ref 3182 

 

¶ Current use ï Site is predominately used for retail services although there is also commercial 

office space.  

¶ Gross site area ï 0.82 ha (50% residential) 0.41 ha net 

¶ Current occupiers ï Euro Food & Wine; ABC Pharmacy; Blockbuster; Waitrose; Chelsea 

Building Society; The Kiwi Kitchen. 

¶ The Kiwi Kitchen; c2000 sq ft of offices with a market rent of £15.00 per sq ft, we made the 

assumption of a 6 month void with 6 months rent free upon taking a 5 year lease with no 

break option. We capitalised this at element 9.5%. The market rent for the ground floor and 

basement space occupied by Kiwi Kitchen is £35,000 per annum. We capitalised this 

element at 7.5%. Euro Food & Wine; ABC Pharmacy; Blockbuster; Waitrose; Chelsea 

Building Society; c17,500 sq ft. We applied an overall rent of £25 per sq ft and capitalised this 

element at 5.75%.  

¶ Model benchmark - £4.15m 

 

Site 4 - ref 915 

 

¶ Current use - Commercial retail units and indoor secure car-park. 

¶ Gross site area ï 0.47 ha (100% residential) 
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¶ Floor area ï c18,000 sq ft 

¶ We have assumed a market rent £18 per sq ft, and capitalised this at 8.5%.  

¶ Model benchmark - £3.85m 

 

Site 5 - ref 4236 

 

¶ Gross site area ï net residential area 0.7669 ha 

¶ We made the assumption of community use at £5m per ha.  

¶ Model benchmark - £3.85m 

 

Site 6 - ref 1165 

 

¶ Gross site area ï 0.6736 ha (100% residential) 

¶ Assuming use as a surface car park, £800 annual ticket per space, assuming a density of 

350 spaces per ha. We made the assumption of a 70% occupancy rate and a 5% 

maintenance and management cost. We capitalised the rent at a yield of 7%.  

¶ Model benchmark - £1.8m 

 

Site 7 - ref 3249 

 

¶ Gross site area ï 1.6533 ha (100% residential) 

¶ Vista Office centre, c100,000 sq ft of offices, market rents are between £6 and £14 per sq ft, 

we have assumed a rent of £10,000 per sq ft and capitalised the rent at 8%. The property 

was also sold in around March 2008 for £12.77m. 

¶ Model benchmark - £12.5m 

 

Site 8 ï ref 101136 

 

¶ Gross site area ï 0.3599 (90% residential) 0.32 ha net 

¶ In April 2008, Savills reported an Existing Use Value of £3.2 million, based on the value of 

Public House; the residential unit at 2 Red Lion Road; and release of the car park site for 

development.  At the same time, an offer of £4 million had been received from a food store 

operator.   

¶ Model benchmark - £2.88m 

Site 9 - ref 5157 

¶ Gross site area ï 1.1149 (80% residential) 0.89 ha net 

¶ Floor area 20,034 sq ft at a market rent of £20 per sq ft, we capitalised the rent at 7.5%. 

¶ Model benchmark £4.25m 

 

Site 10 -  ref 1138 
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¶ Gross site area ï 0.4687 ha (100% residential) 

¶ Current use ï car showroom 

¶ Single storey of c20,500 sq ft with a market rent of £10 per sq ft. £500 per external car 

display space (c60 spaces). We capitalised the rent at 9%.  

¶ Model benchmark - £2.6m 

 

Site 11 - ref 1124 

 

¶ Gross site area ï 0.6109 ha (100% residential) 

¶ We made the assumption of community use at £2.5m per ha.  

¶ Model benchmark - £1.525m 

Site 12 - ref 2449 

¶ Gross site area ï 1.023 ha (100% residential) 

¶ We made the assumption of community use at £2.5m per ha.  

¶ Model benchmark - £2.55m 

 

Site 13 - ref 4311 

 

¶ Gross site area ï 1.6312 ha (10% residential) 0.16ha 

¶ The overall floor area is 25,312 sq ft, we have applied a market rent of £15.00 per sq ft. We 

assumed a void of 12 month with a 12 months rent free period upon a tenant taking a 5 year 

lease with no break option. We capitalised this at 9% 

¶ Model benchmark - £280k 

 

Site 14 - ref 1293 

 

¶ Gross site area ï 1.7979 ha (20% residential) 0.36ha 

¶ Current use - Station and car park, Athena House is an office block (3 storey office block with 

1st floor retail) which is combined with the station. Warehouse one storey located to the rear. 

¶ We have applied an industrial land value to the site of £1.36m. 

¶ Model benchmark ï £500k 

 

Site 15 - ref 5904 

¶ Gross site area ï 0.5911 ha (10% residential) 0.06 ha net 

¶ Current use ï occupied 12 storey office building c120,000 sq ft.  

¶ We have applied a rent of £27.50 per sq ft and capitalised the rent at 8.50%.  

¶ Model benchmark - £3.75m 
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Site 16 - ref 2840 

 

¶ Gross site area ï 0.7377 ha (100% residential)  

¶ Current use - various businesses operating out of multiple premises 14,754 sq ft total. We 

applied at rent of £15 per sq ft and capitalised the rent at 7.5%. 

¶ Model Benchmark - £2.95m 

 

Site 17 - ref 589 

 

¶ Gross site area ï 0.8464 ha (100% residential) 

¶ The property is currently run as an old peopleôs home, specializing in car for those with 

Alzheimerôs with 56 beds. We applied a weekly rent of Ã700 to each bed and assumed a 95% 

occupancy rate. We assumed a 25% profit margin and applied a multiplier of 7.  

¶ Model benchmark - £3.4m 

 

Site 18 - ref 5445 

 

¶ Gross site area ï 2.4859 ha (80% residential) 1.99 ha net 

¶ We have assumed an industrial land value of £2m per ha.  

¶ Model benchmark - £4m 

 

Site 19 - ref 644 

 

¶ Gross site area ï 0.4272 ha (100% residential) 

¶ We have assumed an industrial land value of £2.2m per ha.  

¶ Model benchmark - 900k 

 

Site 20 - ref 934 

 

¶ Gross site area ï 0.3248 ha (50% residential) 0.16 ha net 

¶ We have assumed an industrial land value of £2m per ha. 

¶ Model benchmark - £350k 

 

Site 21 - ref 2723 

 

¶ Gross site area ï 0.301 ha (100% residential) 

¶ We have assumed an industrial land value of £1.8m per ha. 

¶ Model benchmark - £540k 

 

Site 22 - ref 746  

¶ Gross site area ï 0.6631 ha (100% residential) 
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¶ Pantiles House is a new housing block for older people located at the end of Langley Road 

(1-33, langley road). We assumed an average market value of £180k and an average unit 

size of 570 sq ft.  

¶ Model benchmark - £4.2m 

 

Site 23 - ref 4438 

 

¶ Gross site area ï 0.2557 ha (100% residential) 

¶ We have assumed an industrial land value of £3m per ha. 

¶ Model benchmark - £750k 

 

Site 24 - ref 461 

 

¶ Gross site area ï 0.46561 ha (100% residential) 

¶ We have assumed an industrial land value of £2m per ha. 

¶ Model benchmark - £9.3m 

 

Site 25 - ref 1033 

 

¶ Gross site area ï 7.3331 ha (100% residential) 

¶ Current use - Offices and gardens 29,332 square feet, we assumed a market rent of £15 per 

sq ft and capitalised the income at 7.5%.  

¶ Model benchmark - £5.9m 

 

Site 26 - ref 3886 

 

¶ Gross site area ï 2.0731 ha (25% residential) 0.52 ha net 

¶ Bus station and car parking, assuming use as a surface car park, £800 annual ticket per 

space, assuming a density of 350 spaces per ha. We made the assumption of a 70% 

occupancy rate and a 5% maintenance and management cost. We capitalised the rent at a 

yield of 7%.  

¶ Model benchmark - £1.38m 

 

Site 27 - ref 1185 

 

¶ Gross site area ï 0.5335 ha (100% residential) 

¶ Residential apartments located around a central green space, 14,404 sq ft. We assumed an 

average market value of £180k and average unit size of 625 sq ft. The capital value produced 

has been reduced by 10% taking into account the discount a buyer would require to buy the 

freehold of this type of property.  

¶ Model benchmark - £3.75m 
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Site 28 - ref 9804 

 

¶ Gross site area ï 8.5767 ha (100% residential) 

¶ Site is inaccessible although it appears it is not currently in use. Previously Royal Mail Depot. 

We have assumed an industrial land value of £2m per ha. 

¶ Model benchmark - £17.2m 

 

Site 29 - ref 1514 

¶ Gross site area ï 0.3541 ha (100% residential) 

¶ It appears this poarticular Big-Box retail unit is unoccupied at present. Surrounding stores 

include Paul Simon; Carpet Right and Harveys. We assumed a market rent of £7.50 per sq ft, 

the unit is c16,000 sq ft. we capitalised the income at 7.50%. 

¶ Model benchmark - £1.6m 

 

Site 30 - ref 1654 

 

¶ Gross site area ï 0.3318 ha (100% residential) 

¶ We have assumed an industrial land value of £1.5m per ha. 

¶ Model benchmark - £500k 

 

Site 31 - ref 801 

 

¶ Gross site area ï 3.8239 ha (100% residential) 

¶ Site is currently used as a Council Depot with offices. Could not gain access to site so 

specific uses are unknown. We have assumed an industrial land value of £2m per ha. 

¶ Model benchmark - £7.65m 

 

Site 32 - ref 5235 

 

¶ Gross site area ï 1.41 ha (100% residential) 

¶ Car showrooms, the two showrooms are c28,500 in total, we assumed a market rent of £10 

per sq ft. £500 per external car display space (c100 spaces). We capitalised the rent at 9.0%  

¶ Model benchmark - £3.7m 

 

Site 33 - ref 9087 

 

¶ Gross site area ï 0.31 ha (100% residential) 

¶ 6 storey car park of 685 spaces, we assumed an annual ticket price of £1,250 per space. We 

made the assumption of a 70% occupancy rate and a 5% maintenance and management 

cost. We capitalised the rent at a yield of 7%.  

¶ Model benchmark - £8.15m 
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Site 34 - ref 3993 

 

¶ Gross site area ï 0.438 ha (57% residential) 0.25 ha net  

¶ Community centre and car parking. We assumed a community use value of £1.8m / ha.  

¶ Model benchmark - £450k 

 

Site 35 - ref 447 

 

¶ Gross site area ï 2.7534 ha (100% residential)  

¶ High quality large manor houses (65 and 67 Kenley lane). One of the houses is currently 

being completed. Longwood Manor, 65 Kenley Lane, sold for £3.3m in October 2009. 

¶ Model benchmark - £6.6m 
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Growth Assumptions 
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G.1 GLA SHLAA/HCS Viability Growth Assumptions 
 Table G.1 ï Value Growth Sets 

Indices  1 2 3 

2010.11 0.02 0.03 0.04 

2011.12 0.02 0.03 0.04 

2012.13 0.02 0.03 0.04 

2013.14 0.02 0.03 0.04 

2014.15 0.02 0.03 0.04 

2015.16 0.02 0.03 0.04 

2016.17 0.02 0.03 0.04 

2017.18 0.02 0.03 0.04 

2018.19 0.02 0.03 0.04 

2019.20 0.02 0.03 0.04 

2020.21 0.02 0.03 0.04 

2021.22 0.02 0.03 0.04 

2022.23 0.02 0.03 0.04 

2023.24 0.02 0.03 0.04 

2024.25 0.02 0.03 0.04 

2025.26 0.02 0.03 0.04 

2026.27 0.02 0.03 0.04 

2027.28 0.02 0.03 0.04 

2028.29 0.02 0.03 0.04 

2029.30 0.02 0.03 0.04 

 
 
 

 Table G.2 ï Cost growth Sets 

 

Indices  1 2 3 

2010.11 0.015 0.025 0.035 

2011.12 0.015 0.025 0.035 

2012.13 0.015 0.025 0.035 

2013.14 0.015 0.025 0.035 

2014.15 0.015 0.025 0.035 

2015.16 0.015 0.025 0.035 

2016.17 0.015 0.025 0.035 

2017.18 0.015 0.025 0.035 

2018.19 0.015 0.025 0.035 

2019.20 0.015 0.025 0.035 

2020.21 0.015 0.025 0.035 

2021.22 0.015 0.025 0.035 

2022.23 0.015 0.025 0.035 

2023.24 0.015 0.025 0.035 

2024.25 0.015 0.025 0.035 

2025.26 0.015 0.025 0.035 

2026.27 0.015 0.025 0.035 

2027.28 0.015 0.025 0.035 

2028.29 0.015 0.025 0.035 

2029.30 0.015 0.025 0.035 
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Table G.3 ï Land Growth Sets 

Indices  1 2 3 

2010.11 0.02 0.03 0.04 

2011.12 0.02 0.03 0.04 

2012.13 0.02 0.03 0.04 

2013.14 0.02 0.03 0.04 

2014.15 0.02 0.03 0.04 

2015.16 0.02 0.03 0.04 

2016.17 0.02 0.03 0.04 

2017.18 0.02 0.03 0.04 

2018.19 0.02 0.03 0.04 

2019.20 0.02 0.03 0.04 

2020.21 0.02 0.03 0.04 

2021.22 0.02 0.03 0.04 

2022.23 0.02 0.03 0.04 

2023.24 0.02 0.03 0.04 

2024.25 0.02 0.03 0.04 

2025.26 0.02 0.03 0.04 

2026.27 0.02 0.03 0.04 

2027.28 0.02 0.03 0.04 

2028.29 0.02 0.03 0.04 

2029.30 0.02 0.03 0.04 
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Appendix H  

Residual Land Valuation Appraisal Results 
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H.1 Residual Land Valuation Appraisal Results ï 

With Grant 
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