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Date:
17 August 2016
Our Ref: J036380/EC

PRIVATE AND CONFIDENTIAL
Jonathan Guscott
Planning Department
Mid Devon District Council
Phoenix House
Phoenix Ln
Tiverton
EX16 6PP

For the Attention of: Jonathan Guscott

Dear Jonathan
Financial Viability Assessment in Respect of:- Eden Westwood

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
This report has been prepared in support of an allocation of the above site in the Local Plan being
considered by Mid Devon District Council for the proposed development of Eden Westwood. The proposed
allocation seeks the following proposed uses:
“The construction of a leisure-led mixed use development (known as Eden Westwood) including:
• Outdoor Adventures - would be based on a surf lagoon. It would use newly developed technology to
provide perfect surfing waves in an inland location. It would be the focal point for a variety of
supporting outdoor activities such as beachside play, aerial high ropes and ‘adrenaline’ activities.
•

Eden Ark - would be an ‘agronomy centre’ – a visitor attraction enabling people to understand issues
relating to food production and promoting sustainable food production. It would be contained in a
landmark building. It would contain a regional visitor hub, festival food hall, ticketed visitor attraction
called Eden Gallery, food- and drink-related business/enterprise units, and a 100 room themed hotel.

•

Designer Outlet Centre - will provide a retail offer that is different from that offered in town and city
centres in the south west, offering the opportunity for retailers, many of whom are not found on the
high street, to sell end-of-range and surplus stock direct to consumers.

•

Travel Hub - would provide services for travellers, including fuel, and a hotel associated with the
services.

GL Hearn
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•

Supporting Infrastructure - A range of infrastructure required to facilitate and support the
development

This report considers the financial viability of the proposals and provides justification in economic viability
terms for the inclusion of the site within the Council’s Local Plan Site Allocations.
Based upon the findings herein the proposed scheme shows a residual land value above that would be
considered an appropriate site value for the landowner in accordance with published guidance on the
financial viability in planning process whilst allowing for an appropriate developer’s profit for this type of
development. Accordingly the development is considered deliverable at this time.

GL Hearn
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1.

INTRODUCTION

1.1

GL Hearn have prepared this report on behalf of the applicants – Friends Life – in order to consider
the value resulting from the proposed development and demonstrate the deliverability of the
proposed leisure facilities taking account of the scheme revenue and costs. This report constitutes
a financial viability appraisal of the proposed scheme for planning purposes.

1.2

This report is provided on a private and confidential basis to support the planning application
submitted to Mid Devon District Council. We understand that the report will made available to the
Council’s advisors and are happy for this to occur. However, we do not offer the Council or your
advisors and or any third parties a professional duty of care.

1.3

This report must not be recited or referred to in any document, or copied or made available (in
whole or in part) to any other person without our express prior written consent.

1.4

This report has been prepared in accordance with guidance set out in the Harmen Report (2012),
the National Planning Policy Framework, Planning Practice Guidance and RICS valuation and
financial viability in planning guidance. However, it does not constitute a formal “Red Book”
valuation and should not be relied upon as such.

1.5

We will assess the scheme using standard residual valuation methodology as follows:

Gross Development Value
Build costs, cost of sale, finance costs etc
Developers profit
=
Residual Land Value

1.6

The Residual Land Value is then compared with a Viability Benchmark Value (VBV), otherwise
known as the Threshold Land Value or Site Value. If the Residual Value is lower than the
Benchmark Value the scheme is not technically viable.

GL Hearn
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1.7

We have undertaken development appraisals using the industry recognised ARGUS Developer
Model (formerly Circle Developer).

1.8

The report will give a brief overview of the scheme; set out the Viability Benchmark Value
considered appropriate in this case; detail the assumptions made in relation to the scheme residual
appraisal and detail the appraisal results. This will allow conclusions to be drawn in respect of the
viability of the proposed uses at the site.

GL Hearn
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2

DEVELOPMENT PROPOSALS

2.1

We attach as Appendix I the scheme layout drawings and accommodation schedule in accordance
with the schedule set out below, prepared to inform the emerging planning application proposals.
We detail a summary of the proposed accommodation below:-

GL Hearn
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3

VIABILITY BENCHMARK LAND VALUE

3.1

In order to examine the economic viability of the proposed development the scheme needs to be
tested against a base land value known as the Viability Benchmark Value (VBV), also known as a
Threshold Land Value or Site Value.

3.2

There are a number of documents that provide guidance on viability appraisals for planning
purposes:
• Homes and Communities Agency – HCA Development Appraisal Tool user manual;
• The Royal Institution of Chartered Surveyors (RICS) – Financial Viability in Planning Guidance
Note 2012; and
• Greater London Authority – GLA Viability Toolkit Guidance Notes – January 2014.
• The Harman Report – June 2012.

3.3

However, these documents discuss different approaches with regard to reaching an acceptable
Viability Benchmark Value. The RICS adopt the Market Value as the key benchmark whereas the
GLA believe that the benchmark should be based around the Existing Use Value (EUV) plus a
premium.
• The GLA believe that the dominant driver should be EUV (here it is worth noting that we believe
they mean Current Use Value (CUV) which based upon the RICS definition thereof excludes all
hope value including intensifications of existing uses) plus a premium, and;
• The RICS believe that the dominant driver should be Market Value (assuming that any hope
value accounted for has regard to development plan policies and all other material planning
considerations and disregards that which is contrary to the development plan).

3.4

Depending on the practitioner’s view different approaches have been taken, one area of particular
discussion has been in relation to the justification of any premium added to a EUV or CUV. There
are those that have in the past tried to disregard premiums which are meant to reflect landowner
premium however it is hoped that the clarity provided within the National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF) which refers to ‘competitive returns’ will be heeded.

What has not been

established however is how the level of premium should be arrived at.
3.5

It is our opinion that the premium over EUV/CUV which reflects competitive returns for the
landowner should be the percentage difference between EUV/CUV and Market Value. In other
words, the landowner will seek to achieve the full return offered by the market, the difference
between this and the EUV/CUV is the landowner premium for bringing the site forwards. The level
of premium will therefore vary depending on the existing use, the proposed use and the inherent
risks in achieving planning for the proposed use.

3.6

In our opinion both approaches; EUV/CUV plus premium and Market Value should lead to the same
value. The approach taken will depend on the circumstances of the case. Where there is clearly a

GL Hearn
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valuable existing use it is perhaps more appropriate to adopt this and add a landowners’ premium
to persuade him to forego this use in favour of an alternative which is more valuable. However in
the case of a vacant site which will clearly not be used again for the previous use it is perhaps more
appropriate to consider what the market would pay, including hope value for a more valuable use
having regard to relevant planning policy.
3.7

We have had regard to the RICS’s following guidance on deriving VBV’s which states:
a. “Site Value as an input into a scheme specific appraisal or as a benchmark is defined in the
guidance note as follows:- Site Value should equate to Market Value subject to the following
assumptions that the value has regard to development plan policies and all other material
planning considerations and disregards that which is contrary to the development plan”.
b. “An accepted method of valuation of development sites and land is set out in RICS Valuation
Information Paper (VIP) 12”.
c. “Reviewing alternative uses is very much part of the process of assessing the Market Value of
Land and it is not unusual to consider a range of scenarios for certain properties. Where an
alternative use can be readily identified as generating a higher value, the value for this
alternative use would be the Market Value”.
d. “The guidance provides this definition in the context of undertaking appraisals of financial
viability for the purposes of town planning decisions: An objective financial viability test of the
ability of a development project to meet its costs including the cost of planning obligations, whilst
ensuring an appropriate Site Value for the landowner and a market risk adjusted return to the
developer in delivering the project”.
e. “Indicative outline of what to include in a viability assessment. “It is up to the practitioner to
submit what they believe is reasonable and appropriate in the particular circumstances and for
the local authority or their advisors to agree whether this is sufficient for them to undertake an
objective review”.
f. “For a development to be financially viable, any uplift from current use value to residual land
value that arises when planning permission is granted must be able to meet the cost of planning
obligations whilst ensuring an appropriate Site Value for the landowner and a market risk
adjusted return to the developer in delivering that project (the NPPF refers to this as ‘competitive
returns’). The return to the landowner will be in the form of a land value in excess of current use
value but it would be inappropriate to assume an uplift based upon set percentages as detailed
above and in Appendix E, given the heterogeneity of individual development sites. The land
value will be based upon market value which will be risk-adjusted, so it will normally be less than
current market prices for development land for which planning permission has been secured and
planning obligation requirements are known”.
g. “Sales prices of comparable development sites may provide an indication of the land value that a
landowner might expect but it is important to note that, depending on the planning status of the
land, the market price will include risk-adjusted expectation of the nature of the permission and
associated planning obligations. If these market prices are used in the negotiations of planning
obligations, then account should be taken of any expectation of planning obligations that is

GL Hearn
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embedded in the market price (or valuation in the absence of a price). In many cases, relevant
and up to date comparable evidence may not be available or the heterogeneity of development
sites requires an approach not based on direct comparison. The importance, however, of
comparable evidence cannot be over-emphasised, even if the supporting evidence is very
limited, as evidenced in Court and Land Tribunal decisions”.
h. “The assessment of Market Value with assumptions is not straightforward but must, by definition,
be at a level which makes a landowner willing to sell, as recognised by the NPPF. Appropriate
comparable evidence, even where this is limited, is important in establishing Site Value for a
scheme specific as well as area wide assessments”.
i. “Viability assessments will usually be dated when an application is submitted (or when CIL
charging schedule or Local Plan is published in draft). Exceptions to this may be pre-application
submissions and appeals. Viability assessment may occasionally need to be updated due to
market movements or if schemes are amended during the planning process”.
j. “Site purchase price may or may not be material in arriving at a Site Value for the assessment of
financial ability. In some circumstances the use of actual purchase price should be treated as a
special case”.
k. “It is for the practitioner to consider the relevance or otherwise of the actual purchase price, and
whether any weight should be attached to it, having regard to the date of assessment and the
Site Value definition set out in this guidance”.
l. “Often in the case of development and site assembly, various interests need to be acquired or
negotiated in order to be able to implement a project. These may include : buying in leases of
existing occupiers or paying compensation; negotiating rights of lights claims and payments;
party wall agreements, over sailing rights, ransom strips / rights, agreeing arrangements with
utility companies; temporary / facilitating works, etc. These are all relevant development costs
that should be taken into account in viability assessments. For example, it is appropriate to
include rights of light payments as it is a real cost to the developer in terms of compensation for
loss of rights to neighbouring properties. This is often not reflected in Site Value given the
different views on how a site can be developed “.
m. “It is important that viability assessments be supported by adequate comparable evidence. For
this reason it is important that the appraisal is undertaken by a suitably qualified practitioner who
has experience of the type, scale and complexity of the development being reviewed or in
connection with appraisals supporting the formulation of core strategies in local development
frameworks. This ensures that appropriate assumptions are adopted and judgement formulated
in respect of inputs such as values, yields, rents, sales periods, costs, profit levels and finance
rates to be assumed in the appraisal. This should be carried out by an independent practitioner
and ideally a suitably qualified surveyor”.
n. “The RICS Valuation – Professional Standards 2012 (Red Book) definition of Market Value is as
follows:•

GL Hearn
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o. The Red Book also deals with the situation where the price is offered by prospective buyers
generally in the market would reflect an expectation of a change in circumstances of the property
in the future. This element is often referred to as ‘hope value’ and should be reflected in Market
Value. The Red Book provides two examples of where the hope of additional value being
created or obtained in the future may impact on the Market Value:
•

The prospect of development where there is no current permission for the development;
and

•

The prospect of synergistic value arising from merger with another property or interests
within the same property at a future date.

p. The guidance seeks to provide further clarification in respect of the first of these by stating that
the value has regard to development plan policies and all other material planning considerations
and disregards that which is contrary to the development plan.
q. The second bullet point above is particularly relevant where sites have been assembled for a
particular development.
3.8

To date, in the absence of any guidance, a variety of practises have evolved which benchmark land
value. One of these has been to adopt Current Use Value (CUV) plus a margin or a variant of this
(Existing Use Value (EUV) plus a premium). The EUV/CUV basis is discussed below. The margin
is an arbitrary figure often ranging from 10% to 40% above CUV but higher percentages have been
used particularly in respect of green-field and rural land development. In the majority of sites
already developed it is our experience that a percentage between 20%-30% has been adopted.

3.9

Existing Use Value may be defined as the estimated amount for which an asset or liability should
exchange on the valuation date between a willing buyer and a willing seller in an arm’s-length
transaction after properly marketing and where the parties had each acted knowledgeably,
prudently and without compulsion assuming that the buyer is granted vacant possession of all parts
of the property and required by the business and disregarding potential alternative uses and any
other characteristics of the property would cause Market Value to differ from that needed to replace
the remaining service potential at least cost.

3.10

The use of Existing use value is not appropriate for use as a VBV as property does not transact in
the market at Existing Use Value and as such is not what the landowner would expect as a
competitive return. Most practitioners have recognised and agreed that EUV or CUV does not
reflect the workings of the market as land does not sell at this level, but rather at a price reflecting
its potential for development. Whilst the use of CUV plus a margin does reflect hope value by
applying a percentage increase over CUV it is a somewhat arbitrary process and where possible we
believe regard should also be had to market value while recognising that this is not always easy to
establish as the majority of land transaction are conditional on planning being achieved.

GL Hearn
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3.11

With regard to Alternative Use Value, the Valuation Standards at VS6.7 state where it is clear that a
purchaser in the market would acquire the property for an alternative use of the land because that
alternative use can be readily identified as generating a higher value than the current use; and is
both commercially and legally feasible, the value for this alternative use would be the Market Value
and should be reported as such. In other words, hope value is also reflected and the answer is still
Market Value. This is also consistent with the NPPF for willing sellers to receive competitive returns.

3.12

The GLA Viability Toolkit Guidance Notes state the following in relation to assessing viability and
the Benchmark Land Value:
“In understanding whether development is viable, it is important for all parties to distinguish
between ‘scheme viability’, and ‘site viability’. A scheme may ‘stack up’ for residential or
mixed use development but if the value generated by that scheme does not exceed the value
of the site in its current use, then the site will not come forward.”
“It is important that not only the developer makes a reasonable return, but also the land
owner. The land owner is, in most circumstances (compulsory purchase as an exception) in
the driving seat in so far as the decision to bring a site forward is concerned.”
“At a site specific level, the return that the land owner requires will vary according to a range
of factors including the market cycle, tax position and the long term investment potential of
the site. In all circumstances, it is recommended that boroughs deal with the issue in a
corporate way, considering land owner return as a key driver of scheme viability alongside
developer margin.”
“In ‘Ensuring viability and deliverability’ the NPPF (para 173) states that ‘to ensure viability,
the costs of any requirements likely to be applied to development, such as requirements for
affordable housing, standards, infrastructure contributions or other requirements should,
when taking account of the normal cost of development and mitigation, provide competitive
returns to a willing land owner and developer to enable the development to be deliverable.’”

3.13

It is our opinion that the there is no one easy answer to the question: What is the most appropriate
way to arrive at a Viability Benchmark Value? We believe that the figure should reflect the value a
landowner could achieve in the market, and where clear market evidence is available which ties in
with the current planning situation relating to the subject site, this is to be preferred. However, this
will often not be available and in such circumstances using the Existing or Current Use Value and
making a considered uplift to reflect a return to the landowner and the hope value a bidder in the
market might adopt is a reasonable approach.

3.14

Having considered all of the above we have adopted the following methodology as being the most
appropriate in this case to arrive at a Viability Benchmark Value against which to consider the
schemes viability :

GL Hearn
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3.15

The site totals approximately 165 acres and includes a variety of current and potential uses. These
will need to be purchased for the scheme to be delivered. The largest existing use is agricultural
land (c 146 ac). The other uses are residential, the Travel Lodge and existing Moto Motorway
Service Area (MSA) and a 7.16 ac site with outline permission for an MSA extension and HGV
forecourt.

3.16

We have primarily adopted the Existing Use Value approach given the quantum of land involved
and the limited prospect for alternative development to that proposed. The exception to the latter is
the extant permission to provide a large roadside service centre. The values for the various land
holdings are set out below.

Agricultural Land
3.17

Agricultural land values can vary significant depending on the quantum of land, access, soil quality,
performance and whether any livestock, machinery or buildings are included. However, in this
location a general rate of approximately £9,000 per acre is considered the market norm.

3.18

As this sum is representative of the existing use the land owners need to be incentivised in order to
release their holdings for the development of a more valuable use. Accordingly they will demand a
higher price, somewhere between the existing use value and development land values with
permission. This is established as the landowner’s competitive return in the NPPF and other
guidance.

3.19

Greater discussion and agreement has been centred on the appropriate benchmark value in
relation to proposed residential uses. The prevailing methodology is to apply a multiple of between
10 to 15 times the agricultural value to the gross developable land. The distinction between gross
and net is important as all the land, including that which will form open space, playgrounds etc, is
necessary to obtain that consent.

3.20

As residential land values are predominately more valuable than the proposed uses (leisure, retail,
educational etc.) we have applied the lower rate of 10 times agricultural value. It could be argued
that, for these uses, only the net developable land (i.e. that which is actually built on) is necessary
for those uses. Notwithstanding this, we have applied the benchmark rate of £90,000 per acre to
the gross agricultural area on the basis that the precise requirements / uses are not known and that
it is prudent, therefore, to benchmark a worst case scenario.

3.21

GL Hearn

On this basis we have arrived at a VBV of £13,100,000 for this use.
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Residential Properties
3.22

Three residential dwellings will need to be acquired. The largest is located in quite close proximity
to the motorway which will impact on the EUV due to the noise and visual impacts. Based on
discussion with local agents we have applied a value of £400,000 to this property.

3.23

The other two properties comprise smaller bungalows. As these are set further away no specific
deduction need be made for the motorway. We have applied £300,000 to both.

3.24

We have then applied a 20% land owner’s premium to these values to establish the VBV of
£1,200,000.

Hotel
3.25

A small Travel Lodge of 40 rooms is located next to the existing Moto MSA. We understand that this
is not trading particularly well. Accordingly we have applied a rate of £3,000 per room capitalised at
7% NIY. This generates a capital value of c.£1,600,000 after the deduction of purchaser’s costs.

3.26

As per the residential properties we have applied a premium of 20% to arrive at a VBV of
£1,920,000.

Moto Petrol Filling Station
3.27

We understand that a passing rent of £36,250 pa is due to expire in March 2018. At this point
advice from CBRE’s Automotive team suggests a rack rent of £105,000 pa would be achievable at
an equated yield of 8.5%, equating to 3.3% net initial and 9.6% reversionary.

3.28

This results in a capital valuation of £1,000,000 after the deduction of purchaser’s costs and a VBV
of £1,200,000, including a 20% premium.

Existing Moto MSA
3.29

Small and dated Motorway Service Area operated by Moto, includes Burger King and Costa Coffee
outlets as well as bathroom facilities and associated parking. CBRE have assumed an annual
EBITDA in the region of £125,000 to which they have applied a gross multiple of 10 to arrive at a
capital value of £1,250,000.

3.30

GL Hearn

This results in a benchmark of £1,500,000, including a 20% premium.
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MSA Extension
3.31

Outline planning permission exists for a new MSA to extent the existing facilities. Accordingly we
have undertaken a residual valuation (Appendix II) of £1,800,000. As this approach is essentially an
Alternative Use Valuation it is not appropriate to apply a land owner’s premium.

Viability Benchmark Value
3.32

GL Hearn

Based on the above we have adopted an aggregate VBV of £ as summaries below.

Land

Approach

VBV

Agricultural Land
Residential
Hotel
Petrol Filling Station
Existing MSA
MSA Extension
TOTAL

EUV x multiplier to reflect premium
EUV + 20% landowner's premium
EUV + 20% landowner's premium
EUV + 20% landowner's premium
EUV + 20% landowner's premium
AUV - no addition for premium

£13,100,000
£1,200,000
£1,920,000
£1,200,000
£1,500,000
£1,800,000
£20,720,000
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4

VIABILITY APPRAISAL INPUTS & ASSUMPTIONS

4.1

We consider below the various inputs and assumptions contained within the attached appraisals.

Development Phasing & Timescales
4.2

Our development appraisal assumes a project timescale that is considered appropriate for this type
and size of development. On the basis that planning has been granted we have assumed a suitable
lead in time, followed by phased construction of the various zones and appropriate letting periods
followed by investment sales.

Zone 1 - Travel Hub
Hotel
4.3

We have assumed that this would be leased by a budget operator such as Travel Lodge or Premier
Inn at approximately £6,000 per key. This has then been capitalised at a net initial yield (NIY) of
5.5% before the deduction of purchaser’s costs.

Traveller Services (including Electric Car Hub)
4.4

Described as a twenty-first century, sustainably built motorway service station we understand that
this will include a Petrol Filling Station, restaurants, retail and bathroom facilities in addition to
associated car parking.

4.5

The hub will enable visitors to arrive by train to Tiverton Parkway and continue their journey by
electric car, positioning Mid Devon at the forefront of the growing sustainable holiday market. The
hub will be designed to offer the potential for high speed charging capacity and for the promotion of
electric vehicle usage to promote sustainable travel.

4.6

Based on advice provided to the applicants by CBRE’s specialist Automotive team we have
adopted a rent of approximately £1,000,000 pa capitalised at 5.75% NIY.

Zone 2 – Eden Ark
Themed Hotel
4.7

In comparison to the proposed hotel within the Travel Hub we have assumed that this would be a
mid-market offering. As such the achievable revenue per room (RevPar) would be higher but the

GL Hearn

Page 17 of 34

17th August 2016
Friends Life Ltd, Eden Westwood, Tiverton

operating cost would be larger also. Accordingly we have adopted a rate £6,500 per room. As this
would be tied to the success of the Eden Ark zone we have capitalised this income at the slightly
higher NIY of 6% before the deduction of purchaser’s costs.

Regional Visitor Hub
4.8

The Regional Visitor Hub will reimagine the concept of a tourist information centre. We have
assumed a concessionary rent of £10 psf capitalised at 6.5% NIY.

Festival Food Hall
4.9

A series of A3 restaurants related to the Eden Ark core purpose; championing the food, farming and
life in Devon. Individual units and stalls will be let to a range of independent food and beverage
users. According we have applied £30 psf rental value capitalised at 7% NIY.

Eden Gallery
4.10

A number of permanent and temporary exhibitions will be undertaken in this space. All or some of
these exhibitions will be subject to a ticket price separate to the rest of the Eden Zone facilities,
which will be free for the public to access. We understand that approximately 700,000 visitors to the
wider Eden Zone are forecast per annum. However, as not all of these are likely to attend ticketed
attractions we have, in consultation with Colliers Destination Consulting, assumed 150,000 sales
per year.

4.11

The actual ticket prices will vary according to whether the customer is a child, adult, OAP or student
in addition there are likely to be concessions for a family ticket. Accordingly we have adopted a
blended ticket price of £7.50 per person resulting in an annual turnover of circa £1,125,000. As
some exhibitions will benefit from corporate sponsorship and/or public subsidy we have assumed a
40% EBITDA ratio to arrive at a rent of £450,000 pa to which we have applied a business multiplier
of 12.5x income, given Eden Ark’s covenant strength, to arrive at a value of £5,400,000.

SME Business/ Enterprise Units/ Research and Education Hub
4.12

The Ark will have a substantial scientific and research dimension in addition to on-site education
and training facilities partnered with Petroc College. Offices, studios and classrooms will provide
accommodation for partner businesses and organisations, creating a food related business cluster.
Given the D1 planning use we have adopted a rent of £15 psf applied at 7% NIY.

GL Hearn
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Zone 3 – Designer Outlet Centre
Designer Outlet Units
4.13

The proposed Designer Outlet Centre (DoC) will follow the successful model of high quality outlet
centres such as Gunwharf Quays (Portsmouth) and Cheshire Oaks (Chester) which enable luxury
designer brands to sell their remainder stock at discount prices.

4.14

A Town Centre Uses Statement undertaken by CBRE has been modelled on a turnover of £7,000
psm (c £650 psf). However, this was undertaken on a ‘worst case scenario’ in terms of impact on
the wider retail market in Devon. Consequently such an assumption is, in value terms, rather
aggressive.

4.15

We have had regards to reported approximate turnover tones at competing outlet centres:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

4.16

Bicester Village
Cheshire Oaks
Gun Wharf Quays
Ashford
Swindon
Clarks Village
Bridgend

£2,500 psf
£600 psf
£600 psf
£500 psf
£380 psf
£370 psf
£350 psf

Bicester Village is not a typical example of a DoC, as the figures demonstrate; it has an
international reputation, extending to the Far East that stretches its catchment significantly beyond
what could reasonably be expected to be achieved at junction 27. Conversely Clarks Village, at the
other end of the scale, is the oldest outlet centre in the UK and caters to mid-market brands such as
Next, Trespass, Sports Direct, Levi’s etc. and associated restaurants such as Pizza Express and
Frankie & Benny’s.

4.17

As stated above the intention is to position the Eden Westwood DoC at the high quality / luxury
market that outlets such as Gunwharf Quays and Cheshire Oaks occupy. Brands here include
Aquascutum, Karen Millen, Michael Kors, Ralph Lauren, Gucci etc. However, these are established
locations and such trading will may not be immediately achievable even with a suitable incentive.

4.18

Based on this we have assumed turnover starting between £400 to £450 psf on the basis that two
years rental incentives are provided. Additionally lower rents will need to be offered to anchor and
major tenants in order to secure other brands to populate the remaining stores.

4.19

GL Hearn

We have, therefore, assumed the following initial base rents with turnover ‘top ups’ as follows:
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4.20

Units

Area
(sq. ft.)

Anchor

30,000

Base
Rent
(£psf)
£15.00

Major Units
Outlet Units

20,000
100,000

£20.00
£30.00

Turnover
(£psf)

Top Up
(£psf)

Combined
(£psf)

£400

£25.00

£40.00

£425
£450

£22.50
£15.00

£42.50
£45.00

Blended
(£psf)

£43.67

Prime outlet yields are in the order of 5.5% NIY. However, given that we have modelled a sale upon
completion it is only prudent to adjust the yield on the basis of the increased risk at this stage of the
outlet performance.

4.21

Accordingly we have adopted a yield of 6% NIY. While an adjustment of only 50 basis points (0.5%)
may be seen as marginal this has a capital value effect of approximately £10m, roughly 10%, on
such a large investment.

Cafés/Restaurants
4.22

These units will be directly let on a £psf basis to complementary national brands. Accordingly we
expect a rental uplift in comparison to that achievable when targeting independents (see 4.9 above)
and have adopted a rent of £40 psf.

4.23

As the Designer Outlet Centre would be sold as a single investment, including the cafés and
restaurants, we have applied the same investment yield.

Zone 4 – Outdoor Adventure
4.24

An outdoor activity and play destination with artificial surf park. This will be an additional surfing
opportunity for locals and visitors, experienced and non-experienced surfers and will provide a safe
introduction to the sport, enabling people, particularly children, to learn at a faster pace in reliable,
consistent conditions. The park has the potential to run at any time of year and is not weather
dependent.

4.25

The landscaped surf lagoon will also provide a natural amphitheatre for events. It will offer a fun,
safe beach environment for play and paddling in the waves. A range of other outdoor adventure
activities such as woodland based aerial adventures, zip lines, climbing towers and informal play
will surround the lagoon.

GL Hearn
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4.26

As this is a niche asset the applicant has sought the advice from specialists Colliers Destination
Consulting. They have undertaken a profits valuation (Appendix III) to arrive at a capital value of
approximately £4.52m before the deduction of purchaser’s costs.

4.27

Note that a small retail area of 15,000 sq. ft. is included as part of the Outdoor Adventure. The
values applied in our appraisal, however, relate to the entirety of the asset and do not represent
achievable values in £psf terms for such space in isolation.

Development Costs
4.28

Based on the current level of information we have applied costs on varying £psf levels reflective of
BCIS indices, our own experience and advice from CBRE Automotive and Colliers Destination
Consulting. These costs, including specific sums for the Petrol Filling Station and Outdoor
Adventure Park (including Surf Lagoon), total £67,770,000.

4.29

The above sums do not account for external works, services, car parking / internal roads and
landscaping. We have applied a rate of £125,000 per acre to the net developable area.

4.30

We have also been provided costs totalling £9.1m for the dualling of the A38, improvements to
Junction 27 of the M5 Motorway and other abnormal roadworks. It may be possible that some grant
funding could be sought from Highways England or other public bodies. However, as the quantum
of such grant is not clear we have included the full cost of these works in our appraisal.

4.31

Finally we have made an allowance of 5% for contingency and 10% for professional fees to the
above sums.
Planning Obligations

4.32

We are not aware of any specific financial planning obligations that are applicable to this scheme.
Accordingly, none have been included.

Marketing, Acquisition and Sales Fees
4.33

Details of the estimated marketing, acquisition and sales fees are contained within our appraisals.
The fees have been applied having regard to industry standards for a development of this nature.

Finance Rate
4.34

Finance has been calculated on the basis of a debit rate of 6% and a credit of 2% inclusive of
entry/exit, monitoring and valuation fees.

GL Hearn
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Development Profit
4.35

For a commercially acceptable development to proceed, an acceptable level of developer’s return is
required. In the current market, an acceptable return for a development of this nature should be
approximately 20% of costs. This level of profit will also be a requirement in order to successfully
achieve debt funding for the project.

GL Hearn
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5

VIABILITY APPRAISAL RESULTS

5.1

Attached as Appendix IV is an Argus Developer development appraisal summary considering the
proposed redevelopment in accordance with the submitted application. We detail below the results
of this appraisal, based upon the inputs described above:

Gross Development Value

5.2

Net Development Value
Acquisition Costs
Construction Costs
Externals & Landscaping
Highways, J27 & A38 Works
Contingency
Professional Fees
Marketing & Disposal Fees
Finance
Developer’s Profit / Risk Return
Total Costs

£178,760,641
£168,168,538
£1,312,627
£67,770,000
£13,043,750
£9,100,000
£3,622,688
£8,991,375
£2,541,185
£11,706,711
£28,028,091
£146,116,427

Residual Land Value

£22,052,111

Benchmark Land Value
Surplus / Deficit

£20,720,000
£1,332,111

It is evident from the above that the residual land value generated by the proposed development
exceeds the Viability Benchmark Value based upon what would be considered as an acceptable
return for a development of this nature. Accordingly, the proposed uses are deliverable at the
current time.

5.3

In addition to the above we have been asked to model the scheme on the assumption that the
Designer Outlet Centre is not provided (Appendix V):

Gross Development Value

GL Hearn

Net Development Value

£69,752,690
£65,634,026

Acquisition Costs
Construction Costs
Externals & Landscaping
Highways, J27 & A38 Works
Contingency
Professional Fees
Marketing & Disposal Fees

£0
£52,470,000
£11,222,500
£9,100,000
£2,857,688
£7,279,250
£972,090
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5.4

Finance
Developer’s Profit / Risk Return
Total Costs

£1,308,795
£10,939,007
£96,149,330

Residual Land Value

£-30,515,303

Benchmark Land Value
Surplus / Deficit

£20,720,000
£-51,235,303

As the scheme, without a Designer Outlet Centre, produces a negative residual land value it is
evidently unviable without this proposed use. Please note, that appraisals on the basis of the Eden
Ark or Outdoor Adventure in isolation are also unviable, even when excluding site wide or off site
infrastructure. Please see Appendix VI and VII.

5.5

Finally, we have also been asked to test the financial implications should it be impossible to
purchase Mr K Bass’s land. An alternative development plan (Appendix VIII) has been supplied that
provides the same amount of floor space as the main design.

5.6

While it is arguable that a disjointed design such as this would affect the trading potential of the
Eden Ark, Outdoor Adventure etc. it is difficult to quantify at this stage. Accordingly such a
development appraisal would produce the same result and must, therefore, be considered viable at
the present time.

GL Hearn

Page 24 of 34

17th August 2016
Friends Life Ltd, Eden Westwood, Tiverton

6

CONCLUSIONS

6.1

The value generated from the proposed uses, including a profit considered commercially
acceptable, is above the adopted Viability Benchmark Value. Scenarios that do not include the
Designer Outlet Centre, however, fail this test.

6.2

Accordingly the proposed uses are deliverable at the present time but only on the proviso that the
Design Outlet Centre is included.

GL Hearn
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7

THIRD PARTIES AND PUBLICATIONS

7.1

This report contains commercially sensitive information and is private and confidential. Neither the
whole nor any part of this report or any reference thereto may be included in any published
document, circular or statement, nor published, reproduced or referred to any way without our prior
written approval of the form and context in which it may appear.

7.2

This report has been prepared for the purposes of assessing the financial viability of the project and
should not be relied upon by any third party. It does not constitute a formal valuation report and
under no circumstances should be relied upon as such. Any figures contained within this report are
specifically excluded from the provisions of the RICS Valuation Standards (The Red Book).

7.3

This document is confidential to those to whom it is addressed. This document, in whole, or in part
and any specific information contained within is not to be provided to or discussed with any third
parties other than the Council and their independent financial advisor. Should the Council wish to
provide any of the information contained within to a third party, the third party will be required to
enter into a written agreement with GL Hearn, prior to the issue or discussion about such
information.

7.4

Where we have relied upon information provided by third parties the accuracy of the report will
depend upon on the accuracy of the information supplied by them. Should the information provided
be inaccurate or incomplete then we would reserve the right to amend our report accordingly.

Yours faithfully

GL Hearn

GL Hearn

Page 26 of 34

17th August 2016
Friends Life Ltd, Eden Westwood, Tiverton

APPENDIX I
SCHEME DRAWINGS AND
ACCOMODATION SCHEDULE
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Eden Westwood: Composition (August 2016)
COMPOSITION OF EDEN WESTWOOD (AUGUST 2016)
Zone
1

Uses

Use Class

GIA sqft

Electric car hub

Sui Generis

-

Traveller services

A1/A3

18,000

Hotel

C1

60,000

TRAVEL HUB

Sub-Total:
2

78,000

EDEN ARK
Regional visitor hub

A2

10,000

Festival Food Hall

A1/A3

30,000

Eden Gallery

Sui Generis

70,000

SME Business/ Enterprise Units/ Research
and Education Hub
Themed Hotel

D1

25,000

C1

60,000
Sub-Total:

3

195,000

DESIGNER OUTLET CENTRE
Retail

Designer Outlet Units

A1

150,000

Leisure

Café/Restaurants

A3

20,000
Sub-Total:

4

170,000

OUTDOOR ADVENTURES
Outdoor Activity/ Play

Surf park anchor

D2

15,000

Outdoor activities/ play
Sub-Total:
TOTAL:

15,000
458,000

J:\Bristol Planning\Job Files - Live\J029896 - Tiverton - Junction 27\File Notes general\160803_Composition of Eden Westwood Final August 2016.docx
Date: 2nd August 2016
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APPENDIX II
RESIDUAL VALUATION
OF MSA EXTENTION

GL Hearn
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Appendix II – MSA Extention – Residual Valuation

1
1.1

INTRODUCTION
The site benefits from outline planning permission for the proposed development of
expanded Motorway Service Area (MSA) facilities to the east of the existing MSA. Outline
planning permission is captured in two similar but separate outline planning consents which
are due to expire in November 2016 and January 2017.

1.2

As such, we have assessed the Market Value of the site based on the above consent using
standard residual valuation methodology set out at paragraph 1.5 of the main report.

2

DEVELOPMENT PROPOSALS

2.1

Outline Consent Ref. 13/00947/MOUT (Renewal of 10/00546/MOUT) incorporates an expanded MSA
facility comprising an amenity building of 1,750sqm (maximum of 550sqm Class A1 retail use and
800sqm of restaurant/café Class A3 use) and ancillary proposals including parking, HGV fuel stop,
picnic area and a new roundabout access.

2.2

We have set out our appraisal with regards to advice provided by CBRE Automotive team on
behalf of the client relating to a new MSA.

3

RESIDUAL VALUATION INPUTS & ASSUMPTIONS

3.1

We consider below the various inputs and assumptions contained within the attached
appraisal.

Development Phasing & Timescales
3.2

Our appraisal assumes a project timescale that is considered appropriate for this type and
size of development. On the basis that planning has been granted we have assumed a small
lead in period, followed by approximately 15 months construction and an appropriate letting
and sales timescale.

Market Values
3.3

As per the advice provided by CBRE Automotive team, we have applied an aggregate rent
roll of £700,000 and assumed a net initial yield of 7%. This results in a GDV of approximately
£9.5m.

Development Costs
3.4

We have assumed construction costs of £150 psf, plus £750,000 for the construction of the
HGV forecourt and £125,000 per acre for external works, landscaping etc.

3.5

We have made an additional allowance of 10% for professional fees and 5% for contingency.

Planning Obligations
3.6

We are not aware of any specific financial planning obligations that are applicable to this
scheme. Accordingly, none have been included.

Marketing, Acquisition and Sales Fees
3.7

Details of the estimated marketing, acquisition and sales fees are contained within the Argus
Developer appraisal summary at the rear of this appendix. The fees have been applied
having regard to industry standards for a development of this nature.

Development Profit / Risk Return
3.8

For a commercially acceptable development to proceed, an acceptable level of developer’s
return is required from the project. In the current market, an acceptable return for a
development of this nature is approximately 20% on cost. This level of profit will also be
required in order to successfully achieve funding for the project.

4

RESIDUAL VALUATION RESULTS

4.1

Attached at the rear of this appendix is an Argus Developer residual valuation summary
considering the alternative development in accordance with the assumptions outlined above.
We detail below the results of this appraisal, based upon the inputs detailed above:-

4.1.1

Net Development Value
Acquisition Costs
Construction Costs
Professional Fees
Marketing & Disposal Fees
Finance
Developer’s Profit / Risk Return
Total Costs

£8,947,083
£107,462
£4,649,328
£375,433
£105,000
£403,875
£1,491,182
£7,132,280

Residual Valuation

£1,814,804

We are therefore of the opinion that at the date of this report the Market Value of the freehold
interest in the subject site is:
£1,800,000
(One Million Eight Hundred Thousand Pounds Sterling)

Eden Westwood
MSA Extension Residual Valuation

Development Appraisal
GL Hearn
13 August 2016

APPRAISAL SUMMARY

GL HEARN

Eden Westwood
MSA Extension Residual Valuation
Summary Appraisal for Phase 1
Currency in £
REVENUE
Rental Area Summary
New MSA with Moto in situ
Investment Valuation
New MSA with Moto in situ
Current Rent

Units
1

ft²
18,837

Rate ft²
37.16

Initial
MRV/Unit
700,000

Net Rent
at Sale
700,000

700,000

YP @

7.3700%

13.5685

9,497,965

GROSS DEVELOPMENT VALUE

Initial
MRV
700,000

9,497,965

Purchaser's Costs

(550,882)
(550,882)

NET DEVELOPMENT VALUE

8,947,083

NET REALISATION

8,947,083

OUTLAY
ACQUISITION COSTS
Residualised Price (7.16 Acres 253,464.18 pAcre)

1,814,804
1,814,804

Stamp Duty
Agent Fee
Legal Fee

1.00%
0.50%

80,240
18,148
9,074
107,462

CONSTRUCTION COSTS
Construction
New MSA with Moto in situ

ft²
18,837 ft²

Rate ft²
150.00 pf²

Cost
2,825,550

Contingency
Externals and Landscaping

7 ac

5.00%
125,000 /ac

178,778
895,000

2,825,550

1,073,778
Other Construction
HGV forecourt

750,000
750,000

PROFESSIONAL FEES
Professional Fees

10.00%

375,433
375,433

MARKETING & LETTING
Letting Agent Fee
Letting Legal Fee

70,000
35,000
105,000

FINANCE
Debit Rate 6.000%, Credit Rate 0.000% (Nominal)
Land
Construction
Total Finance Cost

200,642
203,234
403,875

TOTAL COSTS

7,455,901

PROFIT
1,491,182
Performance Measures
Profit on Cost%
Profit on GDV%
Profit on NDV%
Development Yield% (on Rent)
Equivalent Yield% (Nominal)
Equivalent Yield% (True)
IRR

20.00%
15.70%
16.67%
9.39%
7.37%
7.72%
25.64%

Project: J:\visualdeveloper\Data\AXA & Friends Life\20160812_New MSA with Moto in situ.wcfx
ARGUS Developer Version: 7.50.001
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APPRAISAL SUMMARY

GL HEARN

Eden Westwood
MSA Extension Residual Valuation
Rent Cover
Profit Erosion (finance rate 6.000%)

2 yrs 2 mths
3 yrs 1 mth

Project: J:\visualdeveloper\Data\AXA & Friends Life\20160812_New MSA with Moto in situ.wcfx
ARGUS Developer Version: 7.50.001

Date: 13/08/2016
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APPENDIX III
VALUATION OF OUTDOOR ADVENTURE
CENTRE
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Surf Visits
78,000
£30.00
£10.00
£40.00

Activity Visits
42,000
£15.00
£5.00
£20.00

Admissions £2,340,000
Secondary Spend £780,000
Total Net Income £3,120,000

£630,000
£210,000
£840,000

Admissions
Av. Admission
Av. Secondary Spend
Av. Spend per Visit

Non-Participants
240,000
£0.00
£2.50
£2.50

TOTAL
360,000

£12.67

Average admission yield per visit, net VAT
Average secondary spend (food,drink etc) per visit, net VAT
Total net yield per visit

Income - net VAT

Cost of Sales (Secondary Spend)
Gross Operating Profit

£0 £2,970,000
£600,000 £1,590,000
£600,000 £4,560,000

Total admissions income, net VAT
Total secondary spend income, net VAT
Total net income in a stabilised year (Y5)

50%

£795,000
£3,765,000

Cost of goods sold for all secondary spend income, say 50%
Total Net Income, less Cost of Sales

85%

£3,200,250

Total operating expenditure - all staff, operations etc.

Expenditure
Staff & Overheads
EBITDA
Valuation Multiple
Gross Value

£564,750
8
£4,518,000

Earnings Before Interest, Taxes, Depreciation and Amortization

17th August 2016
Friends Life Ltd, Eden Westwood, Tiverton

APPENDIX IV
ARGUS APPRAISAL SUMMARY –
PROPOSED SCHEME

GL Hearn
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Eden Westwood
Viability Appraisal

Development Appraisal
Prepared by GL Hearn
GL Hearn
13 August 2016

APPRAISAL SUMMARY

GL HEARN

Eden Westwood
Viability Appraisal
Summary Appraisal for Merged Phases 1 2 3 4 5
Currency in £
REVENUE
Rental Area Summary
Travel Hub - Hotel
Travel Hub - Traveller Services (inc Elec Car Hub)
Eden Ark - Themed Hotel
Eden Ark - Regional visitor hub
Eden Ark - Festival Food Hall
Eden Ark - Eden Gallery
Eden Ark - SME, Enterprise etc
Designer Outlet Centre - Designer Outlet Units
Designer Outlet Centre - Cafe/Restaurants
Outdoor Adventure
Totals
Investment Valuation
Travel Hub - Hotel
Current Rent
Travel Hub - Traveller Services (inc Elec Car Hub)
Current Rent
Eden Ark - Themed Hotel
Current Rent
Eden Ark - Regional visitor hub
Current Rent
Eden Ark - Festival Food Hall
Current Rent
Eden Ark - Eden Gallery
Current Rent
Eden Ark - SME, Enterprise etc
Current Rent
Designer Outlet Centre - Designer Outlet Units
Market Rent
(2yrs Rent Free)
Designer Outlet Centre - Cafe/Restaurants
Current Rent
Outdoor Adventure
Current Rent

Units
100
1
100
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
208

ft²
60,000
18,000
60,000
10,000
30,000
70,000
25,000
150,000
20,000
15,000
458,000

Rate ft²
10.00
55.56
10.83
10.00
30.00
16.07
15.00
43.00
40.00
251.00

Initial
MRV/Unit
6,000
1,000,000
6,500
100,000
900,000
1,125,000
375,000
6,450,000
800,000
3,765,000

Net Rent
at Sale
600,000
1,000,000
650,000
100,000
360,000
1,125,000
375,000
6,450,000
800,000
564,750
12,024,750

600,000

YP @

5.5000%

18.1818

10,909,091

1,000,000

YP @

5.7500%

17.3913

17,391,304

650,000

YP @

6.0000%

16.6667

10,833,333

100,000

YP @

6.5000%

15.3846

1,538,462

360,000

YP @

7.0000%

14.2857

5,142,857

1,125,000

YP @

8.0000%

12.5000

14,062,500

375,000

YP @

7.0000%

14.2857

5,357,143

6,450,000

YP @
PV 2yrs @

6.0000%
6.0000%

16.6667
0.8900

95,674,617

800,000

YP @

6.0000%

16.6667

13,333,333

564,750

YP @

12.5000%

8.0000

4,518,000
178,760,641

GROSS DEVELOPMENT VALUE

178,760,641

Purchaser's Costs
Effective Purchaser's Costs Rate

(10,592,103)
5.93%

(10,592,103)

NET DEVELOPMENT VALUE

168,168,538

NET REALISATION

168,168,538

OUTLAY
ACQUISITION COSTS
Residualised Price (173.93 Acres 126,787.28 pAcre)

22,052,111
22,052,111

Stamp Duty
Agent Fee
Legal Fee

0.75%
0.25%

1,092,106
165,391
55,130
1,312,627

CONSTRUCTION COSTS
Construction
Travel Hub - PFS

Travel Hub - Hotel
Travel Hub - Traveller Services (inc Elec Car Hub)
Eden Ark - Themed Hotel

Units
1 un

Unit Amount
1,500,000

Cost
1,500,000

ft²
60,000 ft²
18,000 ft²
60,000 ft²

Rate ft²
100.00 pf²
140.00 pf²
130.00 pf²

Cost
6,000,000
2,520,000
7,800,000

Project: J:\visualdeveloper\Data\AXA & Friends Life\20160811_Eden Westwood_Main Appraisal.wcfx
ARGUS Developer Version: 7.50.001

Date: 13/08/2016
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GL HEARN

Eden Westwood
Viability Appraisal
Eden Ark - Regional visitor hub
Eden Ark - Festival Food Hall
Eden Ark - Eden Gallery
Eden Ark - SME, Enterprise etc
Designer Outlet Centre - Designer Outlet Units
Designer Outlet Centre - Cafe/Restaurants
Outdoor Adventure
Totals
Contingency
Externals & Landscaping
Highways, J27 & A38 Works

10,000 ft²
30,000 ft²
70,000 ft²
25,000 ft²
150,000 ft²
20,000 ft²
15,000 ft²
458,000 ft²

104 ac

190.00 pf²
190.00 pf²
190.00 pf²
190.00 pf²
90.00 pf²
90.00 pf²
600.00 pf²

5.00%
125,000 /ac

1,900,000
5,700,000
13,300,000
4,750,000
13,500,000
1,800,000
9,000,000
66,270,000

67,770,000

3,622,688
13,043,750
9,100,000
25,766,438

PROFESSIONAL FEES
Professional Fees

10.00%

8,991,375
8,991,375

MARKETING & LETTING
Letting Agent Fee
Letting Legal Fee

5.00%
2.50%

573,000
286,500
859,500

DISPOSAL FEES
Effective Purchaser's Costs Rate
Sales Legal Fee

5.93%
0.25%

1,261,264
420,421
1,681,685

FINANCE
Debit Rate 6.000%, Credit Rate 2.000% (Nominal)
Total Finance Cost

11,706,711

TOTAL COSTS

140,140,447

PROFIT
28,028,091
Performance Measures
Profit on Cost%
Profit on GDV%
Profit on NDV%
Development Yield% (on Rent)
Equivalent Yield% (Nominal)
Equivalent Yield% (True)
IRR
Rent Cover
Profit Erosion (finance rate 6.000%)

20.00%
15.68%
16.67%
8.58%
6.31%
6.57%
18.30%
2 yrs 4 mths
3 yrs 1 mth

Project: J:\visualdeveloper\Data\AXA & Friends Life\20160811_Eden Westwood_Main Appraisal.wcfx
ARGUS Developer Version: 7.50.001
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Eden Westwood
Viability Appraisal

Initial
MRV
600,000
1,000,000
650,000
100,000
900,000
1,125,000
375,000
6,450,000
800,000
3,765,000
15,765,000

Net MRV
at Sale
600,000
1,000,000
650,000
100,000
360,000
1,125,000
375,000
6,450,000
800,000
564,750
12,024,750
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Eden Westwood
Viability Appraisal

Development Appraisal
Prepared by GL Hearn
GL Hearn
13 August 2016

APPRAISAL SUMMARY

GL HEARN

Eden Westwood
Viability Appraisal
Summary Appraisal for Merged Phases 1 2 4 5
Currency in £
REVENUE
Rental Area Summary
Travel Hub - Hotel
Travel Hub - Traveller Services (inc Elec Car Hub)
Eden Ark - Themed Hotel
Eden Ark - Regional visitor hub
Eden Ark - Festival Food Hall
Eden Ark - Eden Gallery
Eden Ark - SME, Enterprise etc
Outdoor Adventure
Totals
Investment Valuation
Travel Hub - Hotel
Current Rent
Travel Hub - Traveller Services (inc Elec Car Hub)
Current Rent
Eden Ark - Themed Hotel
Current Rent
Eden Ark - Regional visitor hub
Current Rent
Eden Ark - Festival Food Hall
Current Rent
Eden Ark - Eden Gallery
Current Rent
Eden Ark - SME, Enterprise etc
Current Rent
Outdoor Adventure
Current Rent

Units
100
1
100
1
1
1
1
1
206

ft²
60,000
18,000
60,000
10,000
30,000
70,000
25,000
15,000
288,000

Rate ft²
10.00
55.56
10.83
10.00
30.00
16.07
15.00
251.00

Initial
MRV/Unit
6,000
1,000,000
6,500
100,000
900,000
1,125,000
375,000
3,765,000

Net Rent
at Sale
600,000
1,000,000
650,000
100,000
360,000
1,125,000
375,000
564,750
4,774,750

600,000

YP @

5.5000%

18.1818

10,909,091

1,000,000

YP @

5.7500%

17.3913

17,391,304

650,000

YP @

6.0000%

16.6667

10,833,333

100,000

YP @

6.5000%

15.3846

1,538,462

360,000

YP @

7.0000%

14.2857

5,142,857

1,125,000

YP @

8.0000%

12.5000

14,062,500

375,000

YP @

7.0000%

14.2857

5,357,143

564,750

YP @

12.5000%

8.0000

4,518,000
69,752,690

GROSS DEVELOPMENT VALUE

69,752,690

Purchaser's Costs
Effective Purchaser's Costs Rate

(4,118,664)
5.90%

(4,118,664)

NET DEVELOPMENT VALUE

65,634,026

NET REALISATION

65,634,026

OUTLAY
ACQUISITION COSTS
Residualised Price (Negative land)

(30,515,303)
(30,515,303)

CONSTRUCTION COSTS
Construction
Travel Hub - PFS

Travel Hub - Hotel
Travel Hub - Traveller Services (inc Elec Car Hub)
Eden Ark - Themed Hotel
Eden Ark - Regional visitor hub
Eden Ark - Festival Food Hall
Eden Ark - Eden Gallery
Eden Ark - SME, Enterprise etc
Outdoor Adventure
Totals
Contingency
Externals & Landscaping
Highways, J27 & A38 Works

Units
1 un

Unit Amount
1,500,000

Cost
1,500,000

ft²
60,000 ft²
18,000 ft²
60,000 ft²
10,000 ft²
30,000 ft²
70,000 ft²
25,000 ft²
15,000 ft²
288,000 ft²

Rate ft²
100.00 pf²
140.00 pf²
130.00 pf²
190.00 pf²
190.00 pf²
190.00 pf²
190.00 pf²
600.00 pf²

Cost
6,000,000
2,520,000
7,800,000
1,900,000
5,700,000
13,300,000
4,750,000
9,000,000
50,970,000

90 ac

5.00%
125,000 /ac

52,470,000

2,857,688
11,222,500
9,100,000
23,180,188
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APPRAISAL SUMMARY

GL HEARN

Eden Westwood
Viability Appraisal
PROFESSIONAL FEES
Professional Fees

10.00%

7,279,250
7,279,250

MARKETING & LETTING
Letting Agent Fee
Letting Legal Fee

5.00%
2.50%

210,500
105,250
315,750

DISPOSAL FEES
Effective Purchaser's Costs Rate
Sales Legal Fee

5.90%
0.25%

492,255
164,085
656,340

FINANCE
Debit Rate 6.000%, Credit Rate 2.000% (Nominal)
Total Finance Cost

1,308,795

TOTAL COSTS

54,695,020

PROFIT
10,939,007
Performance Measures
Profit on Cost%
Profit on GDV%
Profit on NDV%
Development Yield% (on Rent)
Equivalent Yield% (Nominal)
Equivalent Yield% (True)
IRR
Rent Cover
Profit Erosion (finance rate 6.000%)

20.00%
15.68%
16.67%
8.73%
6.85%
7.15%
Out of Range
2 yrs 3 mths
3 yrs 1 mth
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APPRAISAL SUMMARY

GL HEARN

Eden Westwood
Viability Appraisal

Initial
MRV
600,000
1,000,000
650,000
100,000
900,000
1,125,000
375,000
3,765,000
8,515,000

Net MRV
at Sale
600,000
1,000,000
650,000
100,000
360,000
1,125,000
375,000
564,750
4,774,750
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Eden Westwood
Viability Appraisal

Development Appraisal
Prepared by GL Hearn
GL Hearn
13 August 2016

APPRAISAL SUMMARY

GL HEARN

Eden Westwood
Viability Appraisal
Summary Appraisal for Phase 2 Eden Ark
Currency in £
REVENUE
Rental Area Summary
Eden Ark - Themed Hotel
Eden Ark - Regional visitor hub
Eden Ark - Festival Food Hall
Eden Ark - Eden Gallery
Eden Ark - SME, Enterprise etc
Totals
Investment Valuation
Eden Ark - Themed Hotel
Current Rent
Eden Ark - Regional visitor hub
Current Rent
Eden Ark - Festival Food Hall
Current Rent
Eden Ark - Eden Gallery
Current Rent
Eden Ark - SME, Enterprise etc
Current Rent

Units
100
1
1
1
1
104

ft²
60,000
10,000
30,000
70,000
25,000
195,000

Rate ft²
10.83
10.00
30.00
16.07
15.00

Initial
MRV/Unit
6,500
100,000
900,000
1,125,000
375,000

Net Rent
at Sale
650,000
100,000
360,000
1,125,000
375,000
2,610,000

650,000

YP @

6.0000%

16.6667

10,833,333

100,000

YP @

6.5000%

15.3846

1,538,462

360,000

YP @

7.0000%

14.2857

5,142,857

1,125,000

YP @

8.0000%

12.5000

14,062,500

375,000

YP @

7.0000%

14.2857

5,357,143
36,934,295

GROSS DEVELOPMENT VALUE

Initial
MRV
650,000
100,000
900,000
1,125,000
375,000
3,150,000

36,934,295

Purchaser's Costs
Effective Purchaser's Costs Rate

(2,186,732)
5.92%

(2,186,732)

NET DEVELOPMENT VALUE

34,747,563

NET REALISATION

34,747,563

OUTLAY
ACQUISITION COSTS
Residualised Price (Negative land)

(14,269,870)
(14,269,870)

CONSTRUCTION COSTS
Construction
Eden Ark - Themed Hotel
Eden Ark - Regional visitor hub
Eden Ark - Festival Food Hall
Eden Ark - Eden Gallery
Eden Ark - SME, Enterprise etc
Totals
Contingency
Externals & Landscaping

ft²
60,000 ft²
10,000 ft²
30,000 ft²
70,000 ft²
25,000 ft²
195,000 ft²

21 ac

Rate ft²
130.00 pf²
190.00 pf²
190.00 pf²
190.00 pf²
190.00 pf²

5.00%
125,000 /ac

Cost
7,800,000
1,900,000
5,700,000
13,300,000
4,750,000
33,450,000

33,450,000

1,672,500
2,686,250
4,358,750

PROFESSIONAL FEES
Professional Fees

10.00%

3,613,625
3,613,625

MARKETING & LETTING
Letting Agent Fee
Letting Legal Fee

5.00%
2.50%

130,500
65,250
195,750

DISPOSAL FEES
Effective Purchaser's Costs Rate
Sales Legal Fee

5.92%
0.25%

260,607
86,869
347,476

FINANCE
Debit Rate 6.000%, Credit Rate 2.000% (Nominal)
Land
Construction

(1,411,121)
1,838,094
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APPRAISAL SUMMARY

GL HEARN

Eden Westwood
Viability Appraisal
Letting Void
Total Finance Cost

833,590
1,260,563

TOTAL COSTS

28,956,294

PROFIT
5,791,269
Performance Measures
Profit on Cost%
Profit on GDV%
Profit on NDV%
Development Yield% (on Rent)
Equivalent Yield% (Nominal)
Equivalent Yield% (True)
IRR
Rent Cover
Profit Erosion (finance rate 6.000%)

20.00%
15.68%
16.67%
9.01%
7.07%
7.39%
(24.27)%
2 yrs 3 mths
3 yrs 1 mth
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APPRAISAL SUMMARY

GL HEARN

Eden Westwood
Viability Appraisal

Net MRV
at Sale
650,000
100,000
360,000
1,125,000
375,000
2,610,000
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ARGUS APPRAISAL SUMMARY
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Eden Westwood
Viability Appraisal

Development Appraisal
Prepared by GL Hearn
GL Hearn
13 August 2016

APPRAISAL SUMMARY

GL HEARN

Eden Westwood
Viability Appraisal
Summary Appraisal for Phase 4 Outdoor Adventure
Currency in £
REVENUE
Rental Area Summary
Outdoor Adventure
Investment Valuation
Outdoor Adventure
Current Rent

Units
1

ft²
15,000

Rate ft²
251.00

Initial
MRV/Unit
3,765,000

Net Rent
at Sale
564,750

564,750

YP @

12.5000%

8.0000

4,518,000

GROSS DEVELOPMENT VALUE

Initial
MRV
3,765,000

Net MRV
at Sale
564,750

4,518,000

Purchaser's Costs
Effective Purchaser's Costs Rate

(258,716)
5.73%

(258,716)

NET DEVELOPMENT VALUE

4,259,284

NET REALISATION

4,259,284

OUTLAY
ACQUISITION COSTS
Residualised Price (Negative land)

(8,205,444)
(8,205,444)

CONSTRUCTION COSTS
Construction
Outdoor Adventure
Externals & Landscaping

ft²
15,000 ft²

Rate ft²
600.00 pf²

Cost
9,000,000

15 ac

125,000 /ac

1,883,750

9,000,000

1,883,750
PROFESSIONAL FEES
Professional Fees

10.00%

1,088,375
1,088,375

DISPOSAL FEES
Effective Purchaser's Costs Rate
Sales Legal Fee

5.73%
0.25%

31,945
10,648
42,593

FINANCE
Debit Rate 6.000%, Credit Rate 2.000% (Nominal)
Land
Construction
Total Finance Cost

(848,423)
588,553
(259,870)

TOTAL COSTS

3,549,403

PROFIT
709,881
Performance Measures
Profit on Cost%
Profit on GDV%
Profit on NDV%
Development Yield% (on Rent)
Equivalent Yield% (Nominal)
Equivalent Yield% (True)
IRR
Rent Cover
Profit Erosion (finance rate 6.000%)

20.00%
15.71%
16.67%
15.91%
12.50%
13.54%
(3.40)%
1 yr 3 mths
3 yrs 1 mth
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