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1. INTRODUCTION

1.1. Formal details of the author of the report 

1.1.1. I, Jon Bushell, am a Chartered Quantity Surveyor and a Director of Bushell Raven 

Limited of River Mill, Staveley Mill Yard, Staveley, Kendal, Cumbria, LA83 9LR. 

1.1.2. I am qualified by examination and experience and I work exclusively in the field of 

quantity surveying. 

1.1.3. I qualified in 2006 as a Member of the Royal Institution of Chartered Surveyors 

(MRICS). 

1.1.4. My Curriculum Vitae is in Appendix 1. 

1.1.5. I am instructed by Richard Willacy of on behalf of Holbeck Homes (Cartmel) 

Limited. 

1.2. Instructions 

1.2.1. I have been instructed, by Holbeck Homes (Cartmel) Limited to prepare an 

independent report on the following. 

1.2.1.1. Prepare a report commenting upon the abnormal costs for a housing 

project at Haggs Lane, Cartmel, Cumbria. 

1.3. Disclosure of interests 

1.3.1. I have no connection with any of the parties, witnesses or advisers involved in this 

case. 

1.4. Documents considered 

1.4.1. Documents provided to me by Richard Willacy on 29 April 2019 and 8 May 2019. 
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1.4.1.1. Abnormal costings summary, Appendix 2. 

1.4.1.2. Abnormal costings appendices 1 – 15, Appendix 3. 

2. THE REVIEW PROCESS

2.1. I have carried out a full review of all documents provided to me by the instructing party. 

The documents considered are listed at 1.4. 

2.2. I have taken each abnormal cost item in turn and carried out quantity and pricing checks 

on each item.  My findings are provided in 3 below. 

3. REVIEW FINDINGS

3.1. Foul Pumping Station 

3.1.1. This item has been omitted from the scheme, and therefore not reviewed. 

3.2. Foul Rising Main 

3.2.1.  This item has been omitted from the scheme, and therefore not reviewed. 

3.3. Surface Water Pumping Station 

3.3.1. There is no specification for the water pump required or details of what is or is not 

included within this cost.  I am therefore not able to prepare a check cost on this item 

until a detailed design is available. 

3.3.2. On the basis that the surface water pumping station is adoptable and thus requires 

a compound, pump house and vehicular access etc the budget costs range of £60 - 

£80k given within the email from David Devine (appendix 3 of the abnormal cost 

breakdown appendices) is reasonable.  This figure should however be seen as 

provisional and should be reassessed when designs are available. 
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3.4. Surface Water Rising Main 

3.4.1. I have calculated the likely rising main to be £3,273.96 excluding profit and 

overheads, see below.  If this were say 15% the likely cost would be £3,765.05.  The 

cost provided by Applethwaite is £10,000 for 61m. 

3.4.2. The length of the pipe measured off drawing 30136-655 is 54m.  This would drop 

the Applethwaite cost to £8,852.76.  There is however no breakdown of the rate 

within their backup document appendix 4.  The description states a 150mm riser pipe 

dimension, this is unusual as riser mains tend to be smaller diameter pipes as the 

water is pumped at pressure.  I have been unable to obtain a price for a 150mm 

MDPE pipe so have based my cost calculation on a 63mm pipe which is generally 

the largest standard size. 

Ref Description Quantity Unit Rate Extension 

A 

R DISPOSAL SYSTEMS 

R12 Drainage below ground 

Excavating Trenches 

Trenches to receive pipes; 
grading bottoms; disposal of 
surplus material off site 

Pipes not exceeding 200mm 
nominal size; average depth 

2250mm deep 54.00 m 66.43 3,587.22 

B 

R DISPOSAL SYSTEMS 

R12 Drainage below ground 

Items extra over excavating 
trenches, irrespective of depth ; 
breaking out existing hard 
pavings 

Tarmacadam or asphalt paving 
150mm thick ; including 150mm 
granular fill under and 
reinstatement on completion 4.00 m2 64.17 256.68 
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C 

R DISPOSAL SYSTEMS 

R12 Drainage below ground 

Sand filling 

Beds to receive pipes 

600mm wide x 75mm thick 54.00 m 2.89 156.06 

D 

R DISPOSAL SYSTEMS 

R12 Drainage below ground 

Pea shingle filling 

Surrounds to pipes 

150mm thick surround to pipe; 
150mm diameter nominal pipe; 
bed width 600mm 54.00 m 11.59 625.86 

E 

S PIPED SUPPLY SYSTEMS 

S10 Cold water 

MDPE mains water pipework; 
fittings with welded joints in 
running length 

63mm diameter pipe 

Laid in trench; including allowance 
for fittings 54.00 m 11.88 641.52 

F 

Connections 

connect to S20 and pump station 1.00 item 550 138.00 

To Collection: 5,405.34 

3.4.3. As there is no design yet for the riser main so the final depth of the pipe is not yet 

known, a contingency should be applied to the above cost of say 10%.  I would also 

include a cost for main contractors preliminaries of 10%.  Finally due to the depth of 

the excavations earthwork support will be needed.  The ground investigation notes 

potentially poor soil at upper levels.  Therefore I would expect close boarded earth 

work support to be needed.   

3.4.4. A lump sum of £10,000 has been allowed for this item which as a provisional sum 

is sensible, and I would consider fair and reasonable. 
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3.4.5. I have not been provided with detailed drawings of the headwall construction, 

however based on my experience the headwall cost appears to be fair and in line 

with costs seen on other projects.   

3.4.6. The traffic management costs seem high.  Temporary traffic lights cost £126 per 

week to hire each.  Say two hours a day to set up for two weeks while the riser main 

is installed across Haggs Lane would give a cost of £864.  Additional to this would 

be the various permits and licences necessary for the traffic management. 

Combined with the Main Contractors preliminaries costs for management, cones 

barriers etc I believe £3,000 is a fair estimate at this time. 

3.5. Public Open Space 

3.5.1. I have checked the quantities and believe them to be correct. 

3.5.2. I would consider the costs provided by W J Wilkinson & Sons (Landscaping) Ltd 

to be fair and reasonable. 

3.6. Landscaping and Maintenance 

3.6.1. I would consider the costs provided by W J Wilkinson & Sons (Landscaping) Ltd 

to be fair and reasonable. 

3.7. Swales/ Attenuation Storage Tanks 

3.7.1. I have checked the quantities and believe them to be largely accurate.  There is 

one small error.  The dig quantity of 590.82 m3 is correct.  The volume of the 

attenuation crates, pipe bedding, backfill and 6F2 equal 597m3.  There is therefore 

a 6.18m3 discrepancy that will need adjusting. 

3.7.2. I would consider the costs provided to be fair and reasonable. 
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3.8. Earthworks 

3.8.1. This is very difficult to check without full construction details for the house and 

external works build ups being available.  However, looking at the levels generally 

on the drawings provided the northern and western areas of the site would need 

filling with the south eastern section requiring cutting.  The southern end of the site 

does show a considerable amount of cut being required.   

3.8.2. Without carrying out a detailed cut and fill exercise I can not confirm the quantity 

of excess material to be removed from site.  However, based on my knowledge of 

similar sites the quantity and value of the cut and fill appear reasonable.   

3.8.3. Looking at the total cost against the net developable area of approximately 

16515m2, the value breaks down to £7.49 per m2 to deal with the cut and fill.  I 

consider this fair. 

3.9. Site Visibility Splay and Footpath Works 

3.9.1. I have checked the quantities and believe them to be accurate. 

3.9.2. I would consider the costs provided to be fair and reasonable. 

3.9.3. I would query the disposal of the stone walling off site.  It is hard to assess the 

quality of the stone from the photos but there are 47m of walls to be removed and 

37m of walls to be rebuilt.  If the stone walling is to be reused, I would expect the 

disposal cost of £2,745 to reduce.  I would also expect the cost of the new stone 

walls to be significantly less as there is currently £15,678.78 included for the supply 

of new stone. 

3.9.4. However, I appreciate that if the stone on site is not suitable new stone will be 

required and if this is the case the costs are fair and reasonable. 

3.10. Retaining Walls 

3.10.1. I have checked the quantities and believe them to be accurate. 
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3.10.2. I have calculated an average retaining wall cost based on a 1m length of a 1m high 

wall, breakdown below.  The average retaining wall cost provided by Applethwaite 

Ltd is £443.15 per m. I would therefore consider the costs provided to be fair and 

reasonable. 

Ref Description Quantity Unit Rate Extension 

1A 

D GROUNDWORK 

D20 Excavating and Filling 

Excavating trenches, width not exceeding 300mm wide 

Maximum depth not exceeding 1.00m 0.50 m3 8.46 4.23 

2A 

Disposal 

Excavated material ; Off site 0.50 m3 35.00 17.50 

3A 

Surface treatments 

Compacting bottoms of excavation 1.10 m2 1.40 1.54 

4A 

E IN SITU CONCRETE/LARGE PRECAST CONCRETE 

E05 In situ concrete construction generally 

Reinforced Concrete 

Designated Mix; RC30 

Foundations 

Generally 0.20 m3 135.00 27.00 

5A 

E IN SITU CONCRETE/LARGE PRECAST CONCRETE 

E30 Reinforcement for in situ concrete 

Fabric 

Ref. A393, 6.16 kg/m2, 100mm side laps, 100mm end laps 2.20 m2 6.93 15.25 

6A 

F MASONRY 

F10 Brick/Block walling 

Facing bricks Type A; in cement mortar 1:3 

Walls 

103mm thick ; facework one side; pointed ; Vertical ; 
bonding to other work 3.70 m2 89.29 330.37 
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7A 

Facework copings; 103mm high; brick laid on edge; 
215mm wide 

Horizontal 1.00 m 45.31 45.31 

To 
Collection: 441.20 

3.11. Railings 

3.11.1. I have checked the quantities and believe them to be correct. 

3.11.2. I would consider the costs to be fair and reasonable. 

3.12. Feature Stone Walls 

3.12.1. I have checked the quantities and believe them to be correct. 

3.12.2. I would consider the costs provided to be fair and reasonable. 

3.13. Abnormal Foundations 

3.13.1. I have reviewed the ground investigation report for the site.  The recommendation 

is that foundations should be taken down to the underlying Limestone layer.  This 

varies between 900mm and 2700mm.    

3.13.2. I have calculated an approximate quantity of additional concrete required to the 

perimeter of the dwellings at an average depth of 1.90m.  This equates to 

approximately 1803m3 of additional concrete.  At a rate of say £120 per m3 this 

would be an additional cost of £216,360.  Internal foundations to the dwellings would 

usually constitute 25% - 35% of the total external foundations.  This would bring my 

check calculation to within 10% of the Applethwaite Ltd cost.  On the basis of the 

various assumptions I have made I would consider the Applethwaite cost to be 

reasonable.  

3.14. Service Lowering and Alterations 

3.14.1. The extent of the works is unknown and therefore cannot be checked. 
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3.15. Archaeology 

3.15.1. I would consider the costs provided to be fair and reasonable. 

4. SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS

4.1. The costs included for the pumping station, surface water riser main, headwall and 

associated traffic management should be treated as provisional.  More detailed 

information to be provided to allow a more accurate response. 

4.2. Based on the information I have been provided I would consider the site cut and fill and 

additional foundations to be fair. 

4.3. The submitted costs for public open space, water attenuation, site visibility splays, 

retaining walls, railings, feature stone walls, and archaeology all appear fair and 

reasonable.  

4.4. All figures exclude value added tax. 

5. DECLARATION AND STATEMENT OF TRUTH

5.1. I, Jon Bushell DipSurv, MRICS, DECLARE THAT 

5.1.1. I know of no conflict of interest of any kind, other than any which I have disclosed 

in my report. 

5.1.2. I have shown the sources of all information that I have used. 

5.1.3. I have exercised reasonable care and skill in order to be accurate and complete in 

preparing this report. 
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5.1.4. I have endeavored to include in my report those matters, of which I have 

knowledge or of which I have been made aware, that might adversely affect the 

validity of my opinion. I have clearly stated any qualifications to my opinion. 

 

STATEMENT OF TRUTH 

 

I confirm that I have made clear which facts and matters referred to in this report are within my 

own knowledge and which are not. Those that are within my own knowledge I confirm to be true. 

The opinions I have expressed represent my true and complete professional opinions on the 

matters to which they refer. 

Signed by J Bushell DipSurv, MRICS    Date:  20 May 2019 




