Technical Insight / Methodology Paper

Residential Uplift Modelling

An anonymised case study for UK suburban residential development feasibility

Publication note: This paper uses an anonymised, rounded example. It deliberately excludes the full address, postcode,
map references, co-ordinates, street imagery, client names, comparable-property addresses, planning application
references and exact report identifiers.

Abstract

Residential feasibility assessments often rely on comparable sales, informal build-cost assumptions and broad
market sentiment. Those inputs are useful, but they do not always distinguish development-created value from
passive market appreciation. This paper sets out a structured framework for residential uplift analysis using
transaction evidence, EPC-derived floor-area metrics, planning-activity signals, scenario-based build-cost
modelling and weighted gross development value calculations. It includes an anonymised case study based on a
suburban detached house, with the figures rounded and the property details deliberately generalised for
publication.

1. Data Governance and Anonymisation

A property feasibility example can become identifying when multiple details are combined: the address, postcode,
sale date, price, property type, exact floor area, planning references, maps, street imagery, co-ordinates and local
comparable addresses. For public-facing publication, the safest approach is to convert the original report into a
case-study format rather than reproducing the property report itself.

For this reason, the case study below applies five publication controls:

e Remove direct identifiers: no address, full postcode, client name, email address, map pin, street view or
co-ordinates.

e Remove indirect identifiers: no comparable-property addresses, no planning application references and no
exact report title.

e Round financial and area figures: use approximate numbers rather than exact line-item data where precision
is not necessary.

e Generalise location: describe the market as an outer-London suburban market rather than naming the street
or full postcode.

e Separate methodology from the live property file: retain the original report internally, but publish only the
anonymised case study.

2. Framework Overview

The purpose of uplift modelling is to estimate whether a development scenario creates value above the value that
might be achieved through normal market movement alone. The model does this by combining four evidence
layers: market comparables, physical property data, planning signals and costed development scenarios.

Evidence layer Purpose in the model Example metrics
. . Benchmarks the property against recent Sold comparables, on-market asking evidence,
Transaction evidence 7. . . ; 2
and relevant market activity. median price, price-per-m?, days on market
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Existing floor area, property type, habitable-room
count, EPC rating
Provides a probabilistic signal for feasibility Application volume, approval ratio, refusal ratio,

EPC and physical data | Normalises properties by size and structure.

Planning activity

risk. extension/loft application density
. Converts a development scenario into a Area-based rates, fixed preliminaries, professional
Build-cost model . . ;
costed investment assumption. fees, contingency

3. Transaction and Market Normalisation

Comparable-led valuation becomes more useful when it is normalised. Transactions should be filtered by property
type, tenure, recency and proximity, then reviewed for outliers. Where floor-area data is available, price-per-m?
analysis improves comparability across different house sizes. On-market evidence can also be used, but should
normally receive a lower weighting than completed sales because asking prices are not realised transaction
prices.

A typical weighting structure is:

e recent sold comparables: 45-55%
e current on-market evidence: 25-35%
e area price-per-m? benchmark: 15-25%

Formula:

Base Market GDV = (Sold Comparable Benchmark x W1) + (On-Market Benchmark x W2) + (Price-per-m?
Benchmark x Revised Area x W3)

4. Scenario-Based Area and Cost Modelling

Development uplift is scenario-dependent. A loft conversion, single-storey rear extension, double-storey extension
and garage conversion each create different additional area, cost and risk characteristics. The model should
therefore assess each scenario separately rather than applying a generic uplift percentage.

Revised Floor Area = Existing EPC Floor Area + Scenario-Derived Incremental Area

Total Build Cost = Sum of applicable area-based and fixed-cost work items, plus professional fees and
contingency

5. Anonymised Case Study: Outer-London Suburban House

The following example is based on a detached suburban family house in an outer-London market. The property is
not named, the postcode is not disclosed, the street is not shown and all figures are rounded for publication. The
case study is intended to show the modelling logic rather than identify a live property.

Input Anonymised case-study assumption

Property type Detached family house

Accommodation Four bedrooms; one bathroom

Existing EPC floor area Approximately 117 m?

Energy rating Current rating in Band D; potential improvement to Band C

Purchase assumption Approximately £775,000

Local market context Nprmal buyer demand; recent evidence indicates an average sale level around the
high-£800,000s

Data confidence Relatively strong for a pre-acquisition model, subject to normal valuation limitations
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5.1 Proposed Development Scenario

The modelled intervention is a side two-storey extension. This is not treated as automatically permissible; the
scenario carries planning, design, structural and cost risks. The model therefore treats planning activity as a risk
signal rather than a guarantee.

Scenario item Rounded assumption
Development scenario Side two-storey extension
Additional floor area Approximately 36 m?
Post-works floor area Approximately 153 m?
Indicative uplift rate Approximately £3,500 per m?
Area-created value Approximately £127,000
Estimated build cost Approximately £90,000
Planni . Around 50 local planning records reviewed, with an approval ratio of roughly
anning signal three-quart
quarters

5.2 Indicative Appraisal Output

Metric Rounded output Interpretation
Base market GDV before Approximately Weighted blend of sold, on-market and area-based
development uplift £902,000 evidence

. . Approximately I . .
Cautious valuation band £840.000 Lower-end sensitivity for valuation uncertainty
Optimistic valuation band Qgggogggately Upper-end sensitivity for market confidence
Post-development GDV Approxmately £1.03 Base market GDV plus modelled development-created

million value

. Approximately . . .
Total investment £865,000 Purchase assumption plus estimated build cost
Indicative profit Qf g;og(l)rgately Post-development GDV less total investment
Indicative ROI Approximately 19% Profit divided by total investment

5.3 Calculation Walkthrough
Using rounded figures:

Total Investment = Purchase Price + Build Cost = ¢.£775,000 + ¢.£90,000 = ¢.£865,000

Post-Development GDV = Base Market GDV + Area-Created Development Value = ¢.£902,000 + ¢.£127,000
= ¢.£1.03 million

Projected Profit = Post-Development GDV - Total Investment = ¢.£1.03 million - ¢.£865,000 = ¢.£164,000
ROI = Projected Profit / Total Investment = ¢.£164,000 / ¢.£865,000 = ¢.19%

6. Market-Relative Uplift and Sensitivity Testing

The central question is not simply whether the completed property could be worth more than the acquisition price.
The more useful question is whether the development creates value after allowing for acquisition cost, build cost,
uncertainty and underlying market growth.

Market-Adjusted Uplift = Projected Uplift - (Purchase Price x Local Market Growth Rate)

Sensitivity testing is recommended because relatively small changes in GDV or build cost can materially affect
returns. A publication version of the model should show rounded scenarios rather than exact working-paper data.

Scenario GDV assumption Build-cost assumption Indicative ROI
outcome
Downside Pg)st-development GDV reduced by Build cost increased by 10% ROI materlallly
5% compressed;
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development still
requires caution

Post-development GDV around £1.03

Base case million Build cost around £90,000 ROI around 19%
. ROl improves, but
Upside Post-development GDV increased by Build cost controlled should not be treated

5%

as guaranteed

7. Risk Indicators

Risk classification should adjust confidence rather than override the financial result. A project can appear
profitable on paper but still be unsuitable if planning risk, cost uncertainty or comparable variance is too high.

e Planning risk: local approval ratios support probability assessment but do not predict the outcome for an
individual site.

e Build-cost risk: ground conditions, structural design, contractor pricing and specification can materially change
costs.
Valuation risk: a limited comparable set increases reliance on weighting assumptions.
Liquidity risk: average days on market and buyer demand affect exit timing.
Execution risk: professional fees, delays, party-wall matters and lender requirements can affect delivery.

8. Publication-Safe Output Format

For a website white paper, the property report should be converted into an anonymised narrative. The report
should not include property photographs, street-view images, map pins, full postcodes, client information, exact
comparable addresses or planning reference numbers. The public version should use rounded values, ranges
and general location language.

Do not publish Publication-safe alternative
Full address and postcode Outer-London suburban market
Street-view image, map and co-ordinates Narrative description of the market context
Exact comparable addresses Aggregated comparable benchmarks
Planning application references and neighbouring Planni . D
anning approval ratio and application-volume summary
addresses
Exact report timestamps and client details Anonymised case-study date or generic publication date
Precise line-item figures from a live report Rounded figures and ranges

9. Limitations and Disclaimer

This methodology is designed to support pre-acquisition decision discipline. It is not a formal valuation, planning
opinion, structural assessment, building-cost quotation, tax opinion, lending recommendation or investment
advice. Any live transaction should be reviewed by appropriately qualified professionals, including a surveyor,
planning consultant, architect, structural engineer, tax adviser and lender where relevant.

All figures in the case study are illustrative and rounded. They should not be treated as a representation of
achievable sale price, planning consent, build cost or investment return.

10. Public Data Sources and Methodology References

e HM Land Registry Price Paid Data - used for completed transaction evidence and historical sale benchmarks.
e Energy Performance of Buildings Register - used for EPC-derived floor area and energy-rating context.

Anonymised residential uplift modelling methodology - publication draft



e Planning Data platform and local planning records - used for application-volume and approval/refusal signals.
e ICO anonymisation and pseudonymisation guidance - used to inform the publication approach to anonymised
case-study disclosure.

Conclusion

Residential development uplift should be assessed as incremental value creation, not simply as a projected
increase in headline value. The anonymised case study shows how a detached suburban house can be assessed
through a structured sequence: market normalisation, scenario-derived area modelling, cost scheduling, weighted
GDV estimation, ROI calculation and risk adjustment. By removing identifying details and publishing only rounded,
generalised outputs, the methodology can be presented credibly on a white paper page without exposing the
address or client-specific report data.
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