
Following the submission of Savills (UK) Limited’s Updated Viability 
Appraisal, my objection to the Appraisal in relation to application 
numbers 20200469 and 20200847 remains for the reasons listed below: 

 
1) The report is irrelevant because it still ignores the guidelines 
of the Site Allocations DPD (2016) which state that REP1 will accommodate 
approximately 100 -120 homes in total and a sports hall. 
It is insufficient for the appraisal to justify contravention of the LPA policies 
on the grounds that their implementation does not allow the development of 
the site to be financially viable. 
 
2) The report contains too many figures that are hard to verify and that will 
inevitably change over the duration of the contract.  

 
3) The developer always knew that the percentage of affordable homes in the 
JCS (2014) Policy 4 was 33%, not 20% as provided. 
In Bidwell’s conclusion of their Policy Review they state: “The development 
has been designed with the local community in mind.” 
In fact, Lovell Homes approach during this long consultation process has 
been to ignore comments and suggestions from the local community, 
particularly regarding the provision of affordable homes. It is unacceptable for 
the developer to impose an increased  number of market homes on this site, 
solely to meet their high level of profit, when they are fully aware of the 
current shortage of affordable homes in the area. 
      
4) The developer was under no pressure to build on the REP1 site. It was 
always known that the site would be difficult to develop, but that is not a 
reason to manipulate policy guidelines simply to increase profit. 
The developer always knew that the Sports Hall should be on REP1. 
This does not allow the removal of this building to a different site to enable                  
21 houses to be built, over and above the guidance numbers recommended.  

       
         5) The bungalow at the end of Broomhill Lane 

is totally separate from REP 1. It, therefore has no relevance in relation to this 
land viability appraisal. 
 
6) The abnormal infrastructure costs are not abnormal for this site. The 
developer always knew that the southern part of REP1 would be constructed 
on a sloping site, requiring additional drainage and public utility costs. 

 
7) The emerging GNLP is relevant to the Viability Appraisal. 
Paragraph 48 of NPPF states that LPA’s may give weight to policies in 
emerging plans. The more advanced its preparation, the greater the weight 
that may be given. Policy REP 1 of the emerging GNLP, which is due to be 
adopted in September 2022, states that the site will only accommodate 
approximately 100 homes. 

 
The allocation of this site in the Site Allocations DMD (2016) 
Is questioned as is the ‘soundness’ of this Viability Appraisal. 
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