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1. BACKGROUND 
 

Maker Heights 
 
Maker Heights is strategically located on a hilltop - referencing its military origins - in 
southeast Cornwall, framed by the sea on three sides.   It is a place rich in natural 
and human history, highly valued by local communities, and recognised as being of 
national importance. 
 
Natural England has designated Maker Heights as part of Rame Head Area of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty (Cornwall AONB) and part of the Heritage 
Coast.  Historic England has designated the fortifications and buildings as Scheduled 
Monuments and Listed Buildings (Grade ll*) along with recognition of their setting in 
a historic landscape.  The significance of Maker Heights is outstanding - as 
determined by the sum total of values of heritage assets at the site.  
 

Rame Conservation Trust (RCT) 
 
RCT was formed in 1997 when the freehold and leasehold of land and buildings at 
Maker Heights were purchased with the support of founding funders, the local 
community, and a loan from The Architectural Heritage Fund (AHF) (charity no. 
266780). 
 
RCT is a buildings preservation trust, formed using an ‘off the shelf’ package of 
governing documents (Memorandum of Association and Articles of Association) 
provided directly by The Architectural Heritage Fund as part of the agreement to 
receive funding (Standard Governing Document for a local Buildings Preservation 
Trust AHF 1996). 
 
This charity’s purpose is contained in its Governing Documents (Appendix 1) and 
can be summarised as ‘to protect and promote the heritage assets at Maker Heights 
for public benefit’.  This includes finding new uses for old buildings to generate 
income for their upkeep and preservation.  Public benefit includes public access, 
education and experience of all forms of heritage value at the site. 
 

Recent history 
 
Appendix 2 gives a timeline of events and decision-making. 
 

The disposal of charity assets 
 
On 1st June 2015, the RCT trustees disposed of charity assets (freehold of land and 
buildings) to Evolving Places Ltd (EP Ltd) - a private property development 
company. RCT retained the freehold of the Barrack Building and, subsequently, also 
a lease agreement with Edgcumbe Estate for Scheduled Monuments and land at 
Maker Heights. 
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Scope of this report 
 
The scope of this report is in accordance with the Charity Commission’s letter of 4th 
January 2017 (Appendix 3) and seeks to ascertain: 
 

‘Whether the decision to dispose of the land was reasonable’, and 
 

‘Whether there has been any loss to the charity from not meeting the legal 
requirements when disposing of charity land’. 

 
Former trustees were contacted and given the opportunity to contribute.  This report 
garners its content from: 
 

 RCT Governing Documents 
 Available RCT records examined by the current trustees between January 

and June 2017 
 Responses from three former trustees 
 Financial Analysis of the 2015 disposal 
 An Independent Valuation of the disposition 
 Legal requirements of Charities Act 2011 
 Charity Commission guidelines: 

 
CC3 The essential trustee: what you need to know, what you need to do 
CC12 Managing a charity’s finances: planning, managing difficulties and            

insolvency 
CC26 Charities and risk management 
CC27 It's your decision: charity trustees and decision making 
CC28 Sales leases transfers or mortgages: what trustees need to know about 

disposing of charity land 
CC2013 ‘Protecting your charity’s reputation’ 
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2. LEGAL REQUIREMENTS WHEN DISPOSING OF CHARITY ASSETS 
 

It has already been established that legal requirements of the Charities Act 2011 
were not met in full during the disposal of charity assets by former trustees.  The 
legal requirements are detailed in CC27 (It's your decision: charity trustees and 
decision making) and CC28 (Sales leases transfers or mortgages: what trustees 
need to know about disposing of charity land). 

2.1 Decision-making 
 
There is a requirement on the part of charity trustees to follow Charity Commission 
guidance, and CC27 gives overarching guidance in this respect: 
 

‘The principles in this guidance should inform trustees’ approach to decision 
making generally.  It is important to apply them when making significant or 
strategic decisions, such as those affecting the charity’s beneficiaries, assets 
or future direction.’ (Page 1). 

 
CC27 gives details of these good practice principles.  Following them in governance 
supports effective decision making and helps ensure that a charity complies with the 
law.  Trustees must be able to show how they have followed these principles. 
 
 

2.2 Application of CC27 to the 2015 disposal 
 
No evidence was found of how the former trustees followed the principles detailed in 
CC27. 
 

2.3 Disposal of assets 
 
CC28 details the legal requirements when disposing of charity assets. 
 

2.4 Application of CC28 to the 2015 disposal 
 
In this instance, the requirements of CC28 Item 2.3 can be answered as follows: 
 

 The trustees did have a power to dispose of the assets (see RCT Governing 
Documents) 

 Would the disposal be in the best interests of the charity? - No evidence has 
been found that this was properly debated with all parameters considered. 

 RCT did own the title to the (freehold) land 
 

 RCT Governing Documents did not prohibit disposal of charity assets, but did 
require compliance with charity law 



Page 6 of 29 
 
 

 RCT Governing Documents meant that specific authority from the Charity 
Commission or the Court was not required, but compliance with charity law 
was. 

 
The requirements of CC28 Item 4.1 were not met: 
 

 The requirement to obtain and consider a suitable written report from a 
qualified surveyor was not complied with.  The trustees used a survey 
intended for Commercial Loan Security dated 5th September 2014 (after the 
initial proposal was accepted). 

 
 No evidence has been found that advice was sought or received from a 

qualified surveyor regarding advertising the disposal.  No evidence has been 
found that the trustees discussed, proposed to or actually advertised the sale 
of the assets. All evidence found appears to indicate that word-of-mouth was 
relied upon only.  In addition, it was decided that the membership would not 
be informed. 

 
 No evidence has been found that discussions were held to satisfy trustees 

that the proposed terms were the best that could reasonably obtained in the 
circumstances.  

 

2.5 The requirement for good practice 
 
The law imposes a duty of care on charity trustees, otherwise known as a duty to 
exercise such care and skill as is reasonable in the circumstances.  The duty is 
greater if a trustee has (or claims to have) special knowledge or experience, or if 
their business or profession means they can reasonably be expected to have special 
knowledge or experience. 
 
CC3 gives a clear definition of the duty of care of trustees: 
 

‘Following the good practice specified in this guidance will help you to run 
your charity effectively, avoid difficulties and comply with your legal duties.’ 
(Page 3). 

 
CC3 goes on to say: 
 

‘Trustees should recognise and acknowledge when they need advice. This is 
particularly important if the charity (or its property) may be at risk, or if they 
could act in breach of their duties, for example, when: 

 
• buying or selling land (most charities must take advice from a surveyor or 
other qualified person when selling charity land)’ (page 26) 

 
Indeed, (repeating the legal requirements of CC27) CC3 goes on to state: 
 

‘So all charities should, and registered charities must: 
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 obtain written advice, including a valuation, from a qualified surveyor 
before agreeing a sale or 
granting a lease for more than 7 years 

 advertise the sale or lease, unless the surveyor advises otherwise 
 

Otherwise, you are likely to need permission from the Commission for the sale 
or lease.’ 

 

2.6 Application of CC3 
 
No records were found of trustees having considered the guidance in CC3, nor 
seeking the advice of a qualified surveyor regarding advertising the proposed 
disposal, nor having advertised the proposed sale. 
 
 

2.7 Risk assessment 
 
CC3 explains trustees’ main legal responsibilities and the actions that trustees must 
take in order to fulfil legal requirements.  On the subject of risk, CC3 says: 
 

‘Trustees must avoid exposing their charity to undue risk and should take 
reasonable steps to assess and manage risks to its activities, beneficiaries, 
property and reputation.’ (Page 27). 

 
CC26 (Charities and risk management) details how charities should take reasonable 
steps to assess and manage risk. 
 

2.8 Application of CC3 and CC26 
 
No records were found of trustees having read CC3 or CC26, and no assessments 
were found of how the disposal might impact upon the charity’s activities, 
beneficiaries, property or reputation. 
The disposal of assets to a private property development company - with different 
values and ethos to this charity - was a potentially a high-risk activity with 
implications for heritage assets, public benefit and the charity’s reputation. 
 

2.9 Legal requirements of RCT Governing Documents 
 
RCT Memorandum of Association states: 
 

3) The object for which the Trust is established is to preserve for the benefit of 
the townspeople or the Borough of Rame in the County of Cornwall and the 
nation at large, whatever of the historical, architectural and constructional 
heritage may exist in and around the Borough of Rame aforesaid in the form 
of buildings (including any building as defined in Section 336(1) of the Town 
and Country Planning Act 1990) of particular beauty or historical, architectural 
or constructional interest. 
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4) In furtherance to the object set out above but not otherwise the Trust may 
do all or any of the following: 

 
a. Buy, lease or otherwise acquire buildings or land or any estate 
or interest therein. 
b. Sell, let on lease or tenancy, exchange, mortgage or otherwise 
dispose of buildings or land or any interest therein subject to such 
covenants, conditions and restrictions as are reasonably necessary to 
ensure the preservation of the buildings or land. (Page 1) 

 
Provided that: 

 
4(iii)    In case the Trust shall take or hold any property subject to the 
jurisdiction of the Charity Commissioners for England and Wales, the Trust 
shall not sell, mortgage, charge or lease the same without such authority, 
approval or consent as may be required by law, and, as regards any such 
property, the Governing Body of the Trust shall be chargeable for any such 
property that may come into their hands and shall be answerable and 
accountable for their own acts, receipts, neglects and defaults, and for the 
due administration of such property in the same manner and to the same 
extent as they would have been as such a Governing Body if no incorporation 
had been effected, and the incorporation of the Trust shall not diminish or 
impair any control or authority exercisable by the Chancery Division or the 
Charity Commissioners over such Governing Body but they shall as regards 
any such property, be subject jointly and separately to such control or 
authority as if the Trust were not incorporated. 

 
4(iv)    The Trust shall have regard at all times to the need to secure, improve 
or control public access to all buildings preserved by the Trust but not 
necessarily to the interior of such buildings of which only the exterior is of 
particular beauty or historical, architectural or constructional interest. (Page 2) 

 

2.10 Application of RCT Governing Documents  
 
CC3 says that trustees must follow Governing Documents - and Item 4(iii) means 
that despite the charity being incorporated trustees are fully liable for their decisions 
and there was still a requirement for trustees to follow charity law, 
 
The sale of the listed buildings, land and a Scheduled Monument (to a private 
property company) with no covenants regarding future development or public access 
was in contravention of Sections 4(iv) and 4b of the Memorandum of Association. 
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3. CHARITY COMMISSION GUIDANCE 
 

3.1 Financial management 
 
CC12 Item 1.3 states: 
 

Insolvency is a complex matter and the Commission strongly recommends 
that professional advice is taken as soon as the trustees are aware that the 
charity is facing an insolvency situation. 

 

3.2 Application of CC12 
 
The records show no reference to Charity Commission guidance CC12 during the 
lead-up to the 2015 disposal, nor the involvement of the charity’s independent 
financial examiner.  No records were found of financial tests (CC12 page 9) or 
rescue mechanisms (page 14).  
 
RCT’s financial problem - that of increasing debt - had continued from the outset.  By 
2014 the financial problems appeared insurmountable with no perception of how to 
deal with the debts.   
This situation was complicated by the Chair previously reporting that this charity was 
‘operating at a surplus’ since 2009 and having a healthy operating business. Whilst 
this seemed to have been stated to engender positivity moving forward, dressing up 
the reality in financial jargon appears to have led to complacency.  For example, 
after the Default Notice from the agents of the AHF was received on 9th July 2014, no 
evidence was found of professional advice having being sought. 
 
From the earliest warnings in 2013 that the AHF’s patience (with the escalating debt) 
was at an end, only one policy was pursued; that of direct re-financing. The RCT 
Treasurer had already indicated to the 2013 AGM that the likely maximum for 
obtainable borrowings was £240,000, as opposed to a minimum financing 
requirement of £330,000.  At the 2014 AGM the Treasurer went further saying that 
only £160/170,000 would have been available. 
 
No suggestion of alternative options has been found despite the probability that re-
financing would not be achieved. Possible alternatives could have been prepared for 
or even started during the previous twelve months. As a result the Trust found itself 
in the position of having a ‘take it or insolvency’ decision to make when the first offer 
from EP Ltd was put on the table.  
 

3.3 Protecting the charity’s reputation 
 
The Charity Commission gives clear guidance about what trustees need to do in 
order to protect their charity’s reputation (Charity Commission 2013):   
 

‘Good decision making in charities boils down to four main factors: 
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 Legal powers – making sure you have the power to take your charity in 
a certain direction. 

 Information - making sure you have the right information and enough 
information, including good expert advice where relevant and evidence 
of the long term implications of the decision; also weighing up the 
information to make sure your decision is based only on considerations 
that are relevant to the charity. 

 Motivation - making sure you are motivated only by the charity’s best 
interests, not the interests of any other organisation or individual. 

 Reasonableness – satisfying yourself that your decision is within the 
range of decisions that a reasonable trustee body might have made in 
the circumstances. 

 
The Charity Commission assesses whether trustees have fulfilled their duties 
in the way they make decisions: 

 
 Did they make sure they had the power to make the decision? 
 Did they make sure the decision was in line with the charity’s objects? 
 Did they consider the long-term implications of their decision? 
 Did they take into account all relevant information, including by seeking 

professional advice? 
 Did they make sure not to take irrelevant factors into account? 
 Did they manage any potential conflicts of interest? 
 How did they satisfy themselves that the decision was within the range 

of decisions that a reasonable trustee body could make in the 
circumstances?’ 

 

3.4 Application of Charity Commission guidance 
 
No records were found of former trustees attempting to fulfil the above requirements, 
nor of their discussing the long term implications of their decisions.  It is not clear 
how the former trustees’ decisions were within a range of decisions that a 
reasonable trustee body could make in the circumstances. 
 
Serious reputational damage has been caused to this charity by the negative 
publicity generated by the disposal and the flawed nature of the process.  The task of 
rebuilding this charity’s reputation is challenging and will not be achieved quickly or 
easily.  This task is further complicated by the large amount of time and effort 
required by current trustees to deal with legacy issues resulting from the 2015 
disposal. 
 

3.5 Alternative solutions 
 
No evidence was found of documented discussions with AHF regarding ownership of 
assets in the event of foreclosure.  The purpose of AHF is highly compatible with that 
of RCT: 
 

‘The AHF is a registered charity, working since 1976 to promote the 
conservation and sustainable re-use of historic buildings for the benefit of 
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communities across the UK, particularly in economically disadvantaged 
areas’. (AHF 2017) 

 
Had AHF foreclosed, and become the owner of land and buildings at Maker Heights, 
it is possible that assets could well have ended up being owned by another charity 
with similar purpose (charities such as the National Trust, Landmark Trust, English 
Heritage Trust and Cornish Buildings Preservation Trust, for example). 
 
The evidence that has been found points to the only ‘policy’ pursued being 
unachievable. The Treasurer confirmed at the AGM in September 2013 that the 
maximum likely loan availability was £240,000.  It was a clearly an identifiable risk 
that a suitable loan offer in excess of £300,000 would not be received, and yet no 
preparation was made for this possible outcome. 
 
No evidence was found of the trustees fully reasoning through possible alternative 
solutions. The alternative offers that had been received (at least one from a 
connected party) might have left the trustees within their achievable loan capacity. 
 

3.6 Due diligence 
 
The records do not indicate trustees carried out any due diligence on the prospective 
buyer - actually only having the buyer’s identity revealed to them after they had voted 
that they were ‘mindful to say yes’ to the initial proposal.  Some early straightforward 
research by the trustees may well have indicated a careful approach to the deal was 
required.  Subsequently, many claims and promises made by the buyer, and their 
representatives, have remained unfulfilled. 
 

3.7 Professional advice 
 
Places such as Maker Heights are rare and, with so much capital at stake, the 
proposed disposal could have been viewed in 2014/15 as an opportunity to involve 
expert bodies in an effective risk-benefit analysis that took into consideration the 
charity’s activities, beneficiaries, property and reputation. 
 
There was a failure to consult with public bodies with expertise in natural and historic 
capital - Natural England and Historic England - who would have enabled risk/benefit 
analyses of the disposal.  Had these, and other, consultations be sought then the 
disposal may have progressed in a more beneficial manner.  At the very least, 
covenants to preserve heritage assets and protect public interest would probably 
have been incorporated into the sale document by trustees. 
 
The records indicate there was a failure during 2014 and 2015 to recognise all forms 
of heritage value - all of which are non-renewable - because the trustees were 
apparently focused only on financial considerations.  Consequently, no projections 
were made of costs and potential losses, either to RCT or to the natural and human-
made environment, arising from the disposal. 
 
No evidence was found of professional marketing advice having being sought, the 
correct valuation survey was not obtained, and no back-up package of sale was 
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prepared. Only in November 2014 after the offer changed significantly, were 
references made that the Charity Commission should be consulted and some 
professional advice sought. 
 
Overall there was a lack of professional advice, publicity, risk analysis, and planning, 
and Charity Commission guidelines were not met. 
 

3.8 Covenants 
 
No effective covenants were put into the sale documents to protect land and 
buildings, or to safeguard public benefit.  After the then current set of proposals were 
publicised to the membership at the AGM in November 2014, further changes were 
made by the buyer, including the removal of protective covenants that were to be put 
in place to keep the land sold in line with the Trust’s charitable ethos.  The Trust’s 
legally qualified trustee commented: 
 

‘This is a very serious U-turn on their part, as it is the most important 
safeguard that we drafted and proposed in our revised Heads of Terms during 
our meeting with XXXXX, YYYYY and the lawyers. They both agreed to this at 
the meeting and consequently, acting in good faith, we passed it on this 
assurance to our membership at the AGM, where it was explained at some 
length. In the circumstances, it is disingenuous of ZZZZZ, who was present at 
both meetings, to claim that the inclusion of our principles is a unilateral 
change, when it was clearly agreed throughout. 

 
I am also surprised if TTTTT thinks this ‘looks manageable’, as effectively it 
does away with what we have been striving for. Moreover, if we agree to this 
U-turn, it will mean that we have badly misled both our membership and the 
local community. Personally, therefore, I cannot agree to it, and if it is pushed 
through nevertheless and perhaps accepted by a majority decision, it will 
likely lead to resignations by a number of the trustees, along with other 
serious consequences.’ 

 
The deal went ahead without protective covenants. 
 

3.9 Consultation with beneficiaries 
 
Initial reaction to the deal was mainly supportive from beneficiaries.  The trustees 
continued to publicly present to the tenants and members a positive view of the deal 
- based on verbal assurances received, rather than paperwork being presented to 
them by the buyer’s solicitors. 
 
One of the original concerns upon which the RCT was founded in 1997 was to 
prevent private property encroachment at Maker Heights and preserve the site for 
beneficiaries.  The circumstances after the sale document was signed found the 
trustees advocating a housing development. 
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From the outset the trustees could have communicated more openly with the 
membership and beneficiaries.  Rather, they chose the opposite course of action - 
even proposing to disenfranchise the members (see Appendix 2 – Timeline – 23rd 
October 2014) 
 
From the records, objectivity and duty of care do not appear to have been the driving 
influences behind decision-making - rather, strong personalities appear to have had 
a significant influence.  
 

3.10 Intentions of trustees 
 
In April 2016, the former trustees voted to offer this charity’s last remaining freehold 
asset, the Barrack Building, to EP Ltd on an option for £1 without following good 
practice or the charity law noted above. If this deal had been completed, it would 
have resulted in a direct financial loss to the RCT of £350,000 (see Appendix 4 
Valuation Report).  This would clearly not have been in the interests of this charity or 
its beneficiaries. 
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4. CONCLUSIONS 
 

4.1 Was the decision by former trustees to dispose of charity assets reasonable? 
 
Financial difficulties existed for this charity from the outset and by 2014, at the very 
latest, they needed to be openly and honestly addressed.  The records, however, do 
not show any reasoning by former trustees as regards the principle of selling charity 
assets, nor any informed decision making.  A reasonable body of trustees could 
have agreed a sale in principle, made sale plans, prepared a marketing package and 
advertised the sale - all in an open and professional manner.  Trustees could then 
have engaged with a wide range of charities, not-for-profit organisations and 
professional advisers - in order to act in the best interests of this charity. 
 
Such an approach needed to have been started earlier than 2014 and, at the very 
latest, when communication was received from AHF regarding foreclosure.  A 
reasonable body of trustees would have addressed the principle of selling charity 
assets, and made plans and preparations - all whilst there was time to do so.  These 
actions did not occur, and the downstream consequences of this lack of duty of care 
lead to a disposal that did not meet legal requirements and put at risk the activities, 
property and reputation of this charity.  
 
Lack of reasoning, planning and preparation meant that by 2014/2015 the trustees 
thought they had no choice but to be rushed along the route of disposal to EP 
Ltd.  Records contain few references to reasons for decisions; rather, they indicate 
that the negotiations were not carried out in a careful and skilful 
manner.  Consequently, the process for disposal was flawed and legal requirements 
were not met. 
 
Throughout the process of disposal there were failures to consider the legal 
requirements of the Charities Act 2011, the legal requirements in CC guidance 
(‘trustees must …’) and the requirements for good practice detailed in CC guidance 
(‘trustees should ...’).  We conclude that in the circumstances and time available, the 
trustees could have applied more care and skill to the disposal - and more 
consideration for the best interests of this charity and its beneficiaries. 

Overall, the flawed nature of the disposal appears to result from a lack of 
governance, and failure to apply good practice and professional skills prior to and 
during the disposal process. Given all the evidence we have been able to assess we 
do not believe the decisions made through this process were reasonable. 

4.2 Looking forward 
 
The current Board of Trustees will apply integrity and all necessary professionalism 
to ensure, as far as possible, this type of decision-making does not re-occur. 

Should ‘benefits’ appear to accrue to former trustees and/or connected persons, it 
may be that vested interest was a motivating factor in the disposal - in which case 
the Board will seek the advice of the Charity Commission accordingly. 
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4.3 Has there been any loss to the charity from not meeting the legal requirements 
when disposing of charity assets? 
 
The outcomes of the 2015 deal have created a complex situation that has benefits, 
losses and the potential for further costs to RCT. 
 

4.3.1 Financial loss 
 
The current Trustees have used independent parallel routes to examine the financial 
outcome from the sale. In May 2017 the trustees commissioned an independent 
valuation of the disposed assets that complied with the Charities Act 2011.  This 
report, prepared by Vickery Holman Property Consultants, (Appendix 4) states: 
 

‘12.0 VALUATION 
 

12.1 We are of the opinion that the Open Market Value of the Freehold 
interest of the property sold in June 2015 was a figure in the order of: 
£350,000 (Three Hundred and Fifty Thousand Pounds)’  (page 18). 

 
The trustees also asked Mr C J Day (FCMA) - now RCT Treasurer - to carry out a 
financial analysis of the 2015 disposal (Appendix 5).  It states: 
 

‘In summary it appears the financial result of the property sale for the Rame 
Conservation Trust was beneficial but the process for the disposition of the 
property was certainly flawed.’ 

 
The disposition resulted in two positive outcomes for RCT: 
 

1. Clearance of debts, and 

2. A ‘profit’ (based on the valuation reports) when the deferred consideration 
(£150,000 over ten years) is paid in full. 

 
This charity has had one-off costs such as solicitor’s bills, valuation report and 
fencing.  At this point in time there has been no direct financial loss to the charity as 
a result of the 2015 deal.   
 

4.3.2 Non-financial losses 
 
There are costs to RCT that must also be considered, including losses to activities, 
property, beneficiaries, and reputation.  These are exemplified by the failure on the 
part of former trustees to place covenants protecting land and public benefit into the 
2015 sale agreement.  In addition, the sale agreement includes terms that are 
potentially detrimental to the activities of this charity; in and around the Barrack 
Building, for example. 
 
The current Board is also very concerned by the failure to demonstrate parity to 
creditors during the process of removing debts.  The failures by former trustees to 
follow Charity Commission guidelines, communicate openly and honestly, and to 
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demonstrate integrity and trustworthiness, resulted in negative publicity and serious 
reputational losses for this charity.  
 

4.4 Looking forward 
 
The current trustees are committed to reforming the culture of the Board and 
rebuilding the reputation of this charity. 

Losses to this charity resulting from the 2015 disposal may occur at any time in the 
future - they are not time-limited.  Potential for future costs and losses to RCT arise 
from the presence at Maker Heights of a landowner with a different ethos and set of 
values to this charity.  However, we believe the unique nature of Maker Heights 
means that it is wholly unsuited to exploitation. 

The current trustees will encourage all parties with interests in Maker Heights to 
ensure that heritage assets, heritage value and public benefit are not negatively 
impacted by the outcomes of the 2015 disposal of charity assets.  The current 
trustees will also encourage all parties to work together to ensure heritage capital 
and public benefit are safeguarded and enhanced in the future. 
 
Maker Heights and its surrounds are rich in heritage assets and highly valued by 
local communities and national bodies.  It a special place with potential for the 
charitable ethos to create many benefits for the public.  The trustees will work to 
ensure that public benefit is maximised through long term investment and 
commitment to the preservation of heritage assets at Maker Heights. 
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LAND AND BUILDINGS AT MAKER HEIGHTS, MILLBROOK, CORNWALL PL10 1LA 

 

 

 

1.0 INSTRUCTIONS 

 

1.1 Vickery Holman were instructed on 10 May 2010 by Rame Conservation Trust to provide 

formal valuation advice in connection with the disposal of the land and buildings and on the 

potential disposal of the barrack block at Maker Heights to Evolving Places Ltd in June 2015.  

  

1.2 The Valuation in this Report has been prepared in accordance with: - 

 

 the current edition of the RICS Valuation – Professional Standards (Red Book) issued by the 

 Royal Institution of Chartered Surveyors and is compliant with IVS, where appropriate and; 

 

the requirements of Ss.119 - 120 of the Charities Act 2011 & Charities (Qualified Surveyor's 

Reports) Regulations 1992, where appropriate. 

 

1.3 The basis of Valuation adopted is Market Value and we confirm that professional indemnity 

 insurance on a per claim basis is available in respect of this service.   

 

1.4 The property was inspected on 17 May 2017 by Mr N J Holman FRICS ACIArb RICS Registered 

Valuer, who has appropriate experience and knowledge of valuing property of this type and 

is acting exclusively for the Charity as a qualified Surveyor.  The weather at the time of 

inspection was overcast and raining. Following consideration of all relevant matters we now 

report.   

 

1.5 We confirm that Vickery Holman Ltd holds Professional Indemnity Insurance for up to 

£10,000,000 in respect of any one claim, subject to an excess of £35,000. 

 

1.6 We confirm that we are not aware of any conflicts of interest either personal or in relation 

to Vickery Holman which prevent us from providing this Valuation advice to Rame 

Conservation Trust. 
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2.0 LOCATION 

 

 
 

2.1 The property is situated on The Rame Peninsula between Millbrook and Cremyll.  

 

2.2 The property occupies an elevated position with views over the approaches to Plymouth 

Sound which is a key factor in the historic context of the property and the ancient 

monuments that it contains.  The area is designated as an Area of Outstanding Natural 

Beauty and the property is surrounded by open fields.   

 

 

3.0 DESCRIPTION 

 

3.1 The property sold to Evolving Places Ltd comprises part of the property originally held by the 

Trust in part as a Freehold interest and in part as a Long Leasehold interest from The Mount 

Edgcumbe Estate.  It includes Redoubt No. 2 which is an ancient monument.  The eastern 

part of the property comprises an open area which has been used as a campsite for many 

years.   
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3.2 In the centre of the property is the former barrack block which was retained by the Trust 

and excluded from the sale.  The outbuildings however to the side and rear of the barrack 

block were included in the sale and comprise a range of single and two-storey buildings in 

either masonry or brick walls under in the main pitch slate roofs.  There is one exception 

where the roof is clad in corrugated iron. 

 

3.3 The barrack block is a substantial and imposing mainly two-storey structure.  It is 

constructed, presumably, of masonry walls externally rendered and painted under a pitched 

slate roof.  The building retains its original sash windows and has suspended timber floors at 

ground and first floor levels.   

 

3.4 At the western end of the barrack block there is an area of cellars accessed externally from 

the rear elevation.   

 

3.5 The property is further described by the photographs below: -  
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4.0 ACCOMMODATION 

 

4.1 The main buildings included in the sale to Evolving Places Ltd range in size from about 85 sq 

ft to 860 sq ft, together with three or four other structures that are little more than storage 

sheds.  

 

4.2 The barrack block was originally constructed to provide quarters for sergeants, soldiers and 

officers.  Since the sale of the property the cellars and ground floor area above have been 

declared too dangerous due to rot and have been sealed off.  Otherwise we were only able 

to inspect a limited number of the rooms at the eastern end of the site.  We have therefore 

relied upon the floor areas that were used by the Trust in the period leading up to the sale 

as the basis for determining rents for the individual rooms.  The following is therefore a 

summary of the net internal floor areas: -  

 

 

DESCRIPTION SQ M SQ FT 

Sergeants’ Quarters   

Ground Floor:   

Room 14.1 61  657 

Room 14.3 15.5 167 

Room 4  23.7 255 

First Floor:   

Room 14.2 61 657 

Room 14.5 15.5 167 

Room 14/6 25.8 278 
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Soldiers’ Quarters 

Ground Floor:   

Room 15/1 50.2 540 

Room 15/2 50.2 540 

Room 15/3 50.2 540 

First Floor:   

Room 15.4 50.2 540 

Room 15/5 50.2 540 

Room 15/6 50.2 540 

Officers’ Quarters   

Ground Floor:   

Room 16/1 18.8 202 

Room 16/2 19.2 207 

Room 16/3 17.6 190 

Room 16/4 27 291 

Room 16/5 52 560 

First Floor:   

Room 16/6 19.7 212 

Room 16/7 19.7 212 

Room 16/8 17.6 190 

Room 16/9 25 269 

Room 16/10 24  258 

Room 16/11 28.1 302 

   

TOTAL AREA 772.1 8310 

 

 

4.3 With the basement being inaccessible, we can only estimate the extent of it which we 

believe is in the order of 55 sq m (592 sq ft). 

 

 

5.0 SITE 

 

5.1 The site is irregular in shape, with an overall area of approximately 3.69 hectares (9.12 acres 

acres), measured on site Promap. 
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5.2 The area of the property in front of the barrack block is largely level with the exception of 

the remains of Redoubt No. 2.  The eastern portion of the site slopes gently from northeast 

to southwest.   

 

5.3 The boundaries to the site, as we understand them, are shown highlighted in red for your 

informal identification purposes only on the plan below which is a copy of the plan attached 

to the transfer dated 1 June 2015.  
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5.4 The barrack block is identified on that plan by the green edging.  It is our understanding that 

the boundary follows the external face of the walls and does not include any specific 

curtilage.   

 

 

6.0 SERVICES 

 

6.1 It is understood that the property is connected to mains water and electricity.  Drainage is 

presently to a private sewage works situated in the retained leasehold land to the southwest 

of Redoubt No. 2.   

 

6.2 In respect of the water supply we have assumed for the purposes of our valuation that this is 

in satisfactory condition and that the supply capacity is sufficient for the present use of the 

property and the potential conversion of the main buildings.   

 

6.3 In respect of the electrical installation the Trustees have indicated that there is now a 

potential expenditure of some £250,000 in order to upgrade the supply and installation as 

part of any development at the property. 

 

6.4 In respect of the private sewage plant we anticipate that this will have sufficient capacity, 

not only for the existing use of the property but the potential for the main buildings to be 

converted to holiday apartments.  In the absence of specialist investigation and report at this 

stage we would question whether there would be sufficient capacity for any other 

development at the property.  Indeed, a developer may prefer to have total control over the 

sewage treatment works and provide a new installation within the curtilage of the property. 

 

6.5 From these comments you will appreciate that no testing of any of the services has been 

carried out during the course of our investigations.  Only through testing by an appropriately 

qualified contractor can categorical confirmation as to the condition and serviceability of all 

mechanical and electrical installations be provided. 

 

 

7.0 CONDITION 

 

7.1 Vickery Holman were not instructed to undertake any structural surveys, test the services, or 

arrange for any investigations to be carried out to determine whether any deleterious 

materials had been used in the construction of the property valued. 

 

7.2 From our inspection for valuation purposes we note that the property is in somewhat better 

condition than might be envisaged, particularly where there has been little use of the 

buildings for some time.  In general terms all the existing structures appear to be wind and 

watertight and therefore it is reasonable to anticipate that this was also the case in June 

2015.   
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7.3 With properties of this age and character there is inevitably some element of damp 

penetration but not to any great degree.  Where ingress does need to be addressed, this 

would be as part of the normal refurbishment works to bring all of the buildings back into 

full use.   

 

7.4 In respect of the barrack block, despite that the limited use made of it since the sale, from 

our limited inspection for valuation purposes the main structure appears sound.  The sash 

windows are in general need of an overhaul which in some cases will involve cutting out 

rotted timbers and scarfing in new and in extreme cases complete replacement of sashes 

and frames.  Internally from the small portion of the accommodation that we were able to 

inspect, there will be quite extensive making good to plaster finishes prior to complete 

redecoration.  Internal joinery will also require redecorating and in view of the listed status 

of the building there will be quite stringent controls on the degree to which doors and other 

features can be refurbished.   

 

7.5 In looking at a potential sale of the barrack block we consider it would not be in the best 

interests for the Charity to carry out the necessary repair and refurbishment works prior to a 

sale being completed.  Certainly internal redecoration would be potentially a waste of the 

Trust s o ey as this ill al ost e tai ly ha ge as pa t of the o e sio  a d 
refurbishment works.  We feel it would be far better to allow a purchaser full rein to address 

the issues, on what will be probably a more cost-effective basis, as part of their overall works 

with the property.   

 

7.6 We have not undertaken a condition survey nor have we inspected the whole of the 

property but in very general terms we anticipate cost of repairs and redecoration will be in 

the order of £200,000-£250,000 including a due proportion of the electrical upgrade 

referred to earlier.  This does not include any allowance for alterations or upgrade of the 

distribution of services within the building, either the continuation of existing use or any 

conversion works.   

 

 

8.0 TENURE 

 

8.1 We have not been provided with a copy of the Report on Title for the property but have 

seen copies of the original conveyance under which The Rame Conservation Trust purchased 

the property in 1998; the lease under which the Trust holds the surrounding land from the 

Earl of Mount Edgcumbe dated 3 December 1998; and the Transfer dated 1 June 2015 

between the Trust and Evolving Places Ltd. 

 

8.2 Under the 1998 conveyance the Freehold interest in the property edged in red on the plan 

included in Section 5 above was transferred.  The conveyance includes for the Trust a right-

of-way with or without vehicles over and along the access road leading from the public 

highway.  There was also a right granted to improve and widen the surface and all 

foundations of that access way including to form visibility splays at the junction with the 

public highway.  The visibility splays have been constructed.  These rights were granted 
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subject to the Trust and their successors in title being responsible for the whole of the cost 

of the maintenance of the access way and the cost of carrying out any improvement or 

works permitted.   

 

8.3 The right of access was subject to a proviso in the event that the Highway Authority required 

the provision of an alternative access way to the public highway.  That has not arisen as a 

requirement on the current uses of the site or those that have been subject to a formal 

planning consent over the past 20 years or so.  With any more intensive use of the barrack 

building and potentially development on other parts of the property, this may become a 

consideration.   

 

8.4 The concerns that we anticipate the Highway Authority would now hold relate to the fact 

that the junction of the access road with the public highway is on the inside of a relatively 

sharp bend with restricted visibility in both directions.  The conveyance originally provided 

that if the requirement for a new access had arisen within three years then the vendor 

would grant, in substitution of the existing right of way, a new right of way for the access to 

follow such a route through their retained land as the Highway Authority required. This 

included the associated rights to construct the revised access way, provided the Trust or 

their successors in title bore the full cost of the works.  The ability to provide an alternative 

access at no other cost than that of constructing the roadway expired long before the June 

2015 sale to Evolving Places Ltd.  Thus, if further development after June 2015 was proposed 

at the property which caused the Highway Authority to require a new access to be 

constructed, the developer would be facing a situation where the Mount Edgcumbe Estate 

held a ransom to that development.  That, under established principles would require the 

developer to pay The Edgcumbe Estate a minimum of one third of the value of the 

development land in order to secure the new access.   

 

8.5 The lease completed on 3 December 1998 does not touch on the property which is the 

subject of this report, but surrounds it.  The main point of interest is that it contains the 

same right to pass on foot with or without vehicles along the existing access road to the 

junction with the public highway.  The lease has one significantly different provision 

however regarding the T ust s a ility to a oid i u i g the ost of ai tai i g the a ient 

monuments.  Under the lease the Trust has the ability to serve notice to terminate the lease 

if it has served on it by any local county or other appropriate body a statutory notice 

requiring the tenant to carry out works of repair to the ancient monuments.  This does not 

include Redoubt No. 2 as that was transferred in the Freehold property without any similar 

opportunity for the Trust to avoid liability.   

 

8.6 Under the latest Transfer, appropriate reciprocal rights were granted to continue use of 

utilities which passed through either property to serve the other and to enter on to the 

other property in order to effect any repairs that may be necessary to those utilities.   

 

8.7 The wording of the Transfer is apparently in error in terms of rights granted for the benefit 

of the property.  There is no express right granted to use the access road, although the 

access road is identified on the transfer plan.  In addition there is a positive obligation on 
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Evolving Places Ltd to maintain the access road and any utility conduits passing through the 

property to be used by the Trust in the barrack block.  The obligation for maintaining the 

access road however is restricted to a requirement to keep the access road in no better state 

of repair or condition than is recorded by the Access Road Schedule of Condition. 

 

8.8 The transfer goes on to reserve in favour of the Trust a right of way at all times with or 

without vehicles over the access road in order to achieve access to and egress from the 

retained land, i.e. the barrack block.  It also relates to access to the designated areas for 

parking bearing in mind that the Trust has the right to park up to 10 vehicles on the property 

it was selling or on any reasonable alternative land made available by Evolving Places Ltd. 

 

8.9 There is therefore the implication that the parties had intended that the purchaser should 

indeed be granted a right of access.  Transferring the repairing obligations on to the 

purchaser was logical in terms of the fact that it would be occupying the much larger area.  

We are not aware of the purchaser subsequently seeking any consent for rectification of the 

Transfer document.  At this stage we have assumed that the purchaser would now be able to 

secure a Deed of Rectification at nil cost reflecting the intentions of the parties.  It may 

however be appropriate for the Trust to take legal opinion on this point in case there is an 

opportunity to receive a recognition payment for the amendment.   

 

8.10 We understand there is a footpath which passes through the property which the public use 

from time-to-time.  At the date of sale however this was not a designated public footpath. 

 

  

9.0 PLANNING 

 

9.1 We have made informal enquiries of the website of Cornwall Cou il s Pla i g Depa t e t 
which has revealed that the Trust made a preapplication enquiry in 2014 regarding 

retrospective planning consent and retention of use for various historic Napoleonic buildings 

and Nissen huts at Maker Heights.  The preapplication response includes helpful site 

planning history.  Accordingly a copy of the response dated 4 April 2014 is enclosed at 

Appendix 1.   

 

9.2 Specific consents have been granted over the years for conversion of the barrack block to six 

residential units, its conversion to a residential education centre and conversion of the 

out uildi gs to a de s a o odatio , a lutio s lo k, o o  oo , study, field 
studies laboratory, administration/conference offices and cinema.  In 2003 a consent was 

granted fo  the siti g of a o ile ho e fo  the a de s a o odatio  associated with 

the campsite and Listed building consent was granted to repair the fire-damaged building 

which was the barrack block. 

 

9.3 The preapplication response identified that in respect of the property which is the subject of 

this report, two applications for retrospective planning permission were necessary namely: - 
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a) Retention of a biomass boiler chimney going through the roof of the listed 

guardhouse.  This is on part of the property sold in June 2015. 

 

b) Use of the main barrack block for studios and workshops in connection with the 

Maker Project.   

 

9.4 In respect of the barrack block there was an indication of probable support for the 

application bearing in mind the planning history of the site.   

 

9.5 There is no evidence in the planning records to show that either of these retrospective 

applications has been submitted.   

 

9.6 The campsite was the subject of a successful application for a Certificate of Lawfulness for 

Existing Use in October 2014.  We note from the planning record however that there have 

also been three complaints leading to consideration of enforcement action, all relating to 

use of the campsite and the introduction of yurts.  None appears to have resulted in 

enforcement action being taken.   

 

9.7  The conclusion to the pre-application response provides a very clear indication of the 

Pla i g Autho ity s positio  ega di g this site.  F o  that conclusion we quote as follows: - 

 

 Pla i g pe issio  a d listed uildi g o se t should e sought fo  the alte atio s that 
have already been undertaken and such applications must include a heritage assessment 

which will describe the significance of the heritage asset and how it is to be affected.  

Detailed plans and elevations should also be submitted along with a design and access 

statement.  Since this is an extremely importance heritage asset it should have in place an 

up-to-date conservation plan that would basically cover understanding the site, assessing 

the significance and vulnerability of the site and finally the conservation policy for the whole 

site.' 

 

9.8 The fact that the property comprises Grade II and Grade II* listed buildings imposes further 

considerations.  These will not only cover the fabric of those buildings but also the 

immediate environs in which they are set.   

 

9.9 We understand that at the time of the sale the developer was indicating an intention to seek 

planning permission for some residential develop e t u de  the e a li g de elop e t  
policy. Under that policy development which would normally be refused could be approved 

if part of the proceeds could be used to repair and preserve the historic buildings and 

ancient monuments.  The area for that development was identified as being that part of the 

campsite on the eastern section of the property. 

 

9.10 Paragraph 55 of the National Planning Policy Framework does provide for dwellings to be 

provided in the open countryside where such development would represent the optimal 

viable use of a heritage asset or would be appropriate enabling development to secure the 

future of heritage assets.  On the face of it therefore the enabling development argument 
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could be used in support of residential development.  Our concern however is that the 

Planning Authority will still be concerned about impact on the locality and the open nature 

of the countryside on this exposed elevated site.  At the time of the sale therefore it was far 

from certain that the purchaser would be successful in achieving residential development on 

any part of this site other than perhaps the conversion of the buildings.  That, however, is 

not viable in the context of the outbuildings on their own and the barrack building was 

specifically excluded from the sale. There is no evidence that the purchaser has 

subsequently pursued the residential development option. 

 

 

10.0 VALUATION AND DISPOSAL CONSIDERATIONS – JUNE 2015 SALE 

 

10.1 We understand this sale was achieved by a  off- a ket  egotiatio  athe  tha  the 
property generally being offered to the market.  With a site where there is some expectation 

of development potential, there is an argument that the property should be offered to the 

wider market, particularly in circumstances where the vendors were in fact looking for an 

unconditional sale.  With many development sites an unconditional sale prior to securing 

planning permission will result in a significant discount in the level of offers made by 

prospective purchasers.  Redu i g the pu hase s isk y e te i g i to a o ditio al 
contract or option whereby the sale will complete upon the grant of planning permission is, 

for most vendors, the preferred option.   

 

10.2 In the circumstances faced by the Trust, we understand there were financial pressures and 

that an immediate unconditional sale was seen as the best way of addressing them.   

 

10.3 The nature of the property restricts the likely demand.  While the potential for reuse of the 

buildings could readily be identified, the fact that the barrack block, which sits right in the 

middle of the land originally held by the Trust, was excluded from the sale materially 

undermines the viability of the future use of the outbuildings.  The purchaser was also taking 

on the future liability for the conservation of Redoubt No. 2.   

 

10.4 Even while trying to take advantage of the enabling development policy, we consider at the 

time of purchase, and indeed still today, the prospects for securing any form of residential 

development on the former campsite area were extremely remote.  The land is so exposed 

and prominent in view from various viewpoints in the surrounding landscape that its impact 

on the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty would have been a serious concern for the 

Planning Authority.  Provision of a cluster of new dwellings too close to the existing buildings 

could be deemed to adversely impact on the setting of the listed buildings.  Thus, had we 

been advising the Trust in the period leading up to the sale we would have canvassed 

caution on the expectation of achieving a price which reflected hope value for development 

beyond the use of the existing buildings.   

 

10.5 It is also appropriate to bear in mind the comments made earlier regarding the right to use 

the existing access and the fact that the Trust was not in a position to offer the flexibility 

which the Edgcumbe Estate had shown at the time of the conveyance in 1998.  If the 
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Highway Authority either concluded that the volume of traffic movements at the junction 

had reached a point where it became an unsafe option, or the volume of traffic using the 

access road necessitated its development into a two-lane carriageway, any future developer 

could face negotiating with the Edgecumbe Estate from a weakened position.   If Evolving 

Places Ltd were alive to this point at the time of making their offer then they were in fact 

valuing the property at significantly more than the purchase price of £505,000. 

 

10.6 The outbuildings had been generating some rental income but in the overall context of the 

property it was not significant being in the region of £8,600 per annum.  On the basis that 

the Trust are retaining liability for utilities, repairs and insurance.  In addition, there was 

about £6,000 per year received in respect of that po tio  of the a psite ithi  the T ust s 
ownership.  Bearing in mind that the toilet facilities for the campsite are presently situated 

within the range of outbuildings and that the mobile home for the site warden is within the 

area of land sold to Evolving Places Ltd, a purchaser could look quite sensibly at the 

continuing operation of that part of the site independent from the area of the campsite 

retained by the Trust.   

 

10.7 The portion of the campsite included in the sale extends to a gross area of approximately 

four acres and a net useable area of about 3.5 acres.  On normal campsite densities, this 

would allow a maximum of 95 pitches to be occupied at any one time.  While the mobile 

home that is provided lacks some degree of amenity, there is still nonetheless a significant 

lifestyle element to the campsite business.  The exposed nature of the site means that in 

practical terms it is unlikely that the site will open more than for the period from April until 

the end of October each year.  The key for any campsite however is not the maximum 

number of permitted pitches but the likely occupancy rate.  That is normally calculated over 

the entire year.  From our knowledge of other campsites our expectation would be an 

occupancy rate of between 25% and 30%.  This provides a basis for an expectation of an 

income in the region of £95,000 a year from pitch fees.  The rent actually paid for this 

portion of the site of £6,000 is therefore in our view somewhat below market value.   

 

10.8 Between the barrack block and the Redoubt No. 2 is a relatively large open flat area.  We 

understand in the past this has been used for wedding receptions but as a consequence of 

an intervention from Historic England that potential income source has ceased.   

 

10.9 The financial pressures which the Trust faced was the repayment of a loan of £260,000 with 

interest of £180,000 that had accrued on that loan plus repayment of supporters  loans 

totalling £90,000.  The overall indebtedness was therefore £530,000.  In practice, the 

purchaser managed to renegotiate the loan repayments both for the primary loan and the 

supporters loan to reduce the total liability down to £350,000 with £150,000 of the agreed 

purchase price being deferred, even though there does not appear to be reference to that 

arrangement in the Transfer document.  The transaction did however mean that the Trust 

was able to remove from its balance sheet a significant amount of debt.   
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10.10 Taking into account the various factors we have discussed above, we conclude that the sale 

to Evolving Places Ltd generated sale proceeds that, when paid in full, will be in excess of 

market value.   

 

10.11 With this property we find ourselves in a situation where there is an identifiable income 

stream from the letting of the outbuildings and also from the operation of a campsite.  There 

will be prospective purchasers for whom the ownership of an ancient monument in such an 

historic setting will have a value but the amount of value is likely to vary significantly from 

one purchaser from another.  We conclude however that the sale to Evolving Places Ltd 

generated sale proceeds that were in excess of market value and there is no evidence to 

suggest that a wider marketing of the sale opportunity would have produced a higher figure 

than was actually achieved. 

 

 

11.0  VALUATION AND DISPOSAL CONSIDERATIONS – BARRACK BLOCK 

 

11.1 As mentioned earlier the barrack block sits in a key position within the overall property.  

While it is capable of separate occupation by virtue of the rights of access and parking 

granted, it inhibits the viable conversion of the outbuildings. Conversely there is no control 

over what might happen to the use of the outbuidings.  Bearing in mind the close proximity 

between this building and those outbuildings that is a material factor when looking at the 

demand that there could be for the property. 

 

11.2 Historically the accommodation has been used as artists and craft workshops.  Back in 

2014/15 the accommodation was generating income of about £18,000 a year.  As with the 

outbuildings however this was on the basis that the Trust retains liability for repairs, utility 

costs and insurance.   

 

11.3 The Local Authority clearly will encourage a continuation of that use but we feel that even if 

it is necessary to do so under the enabling development policy, the optimum value for 

barrack block is for its conversion to five or possibly seven apartments.  The ideal solution 

would be to achieve a general residential consent rather than being restricted to holiday 

apartments.  The location will be of attraction to the second home market as well as 

potentially as main residences.  We believe however that the planning authority will favour 

holiday use. 

 

11.4 The building lends itself to subdivision quite readily. We can see a scheme whereby the 

se gea ts  ua te s are converted to one large apartment then there being two smaller 

apartments in the soldiers  ua te s plus the e ai i g thi d se tio  of the soldie s  ua te s 
being incorporated with, for example, Room 16/4 to provide a further variable on the size.  

Finally, the e ould e a othe  la ge apa t e t fo ed i  the e ai de  of the offi e s  
quarters section.  In terms of perhaps currying favour with the Planning Authority, while 

residential consent was being sought, the apartments would be more likely to be used for 

second homes or holiday apartments consideration might also be given to providing two 

fu the  apa t e ts y p o idi g t o apa t e ts i  the se gea ts  ua te s and two in the 
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end-se tio  of the offi e s  ua te s.  The e is o question that each of the apartments will 

enjoy very attractive views. 

 

11.5 There are two considerations which could impact on the number of apartments that are 

provided.  The first is that under the terms of the 2015 transfer, the owner of the barrack 

block only has the right to park up to 10 properties on adjoining land and even then, the 

location could reasonably be changed by Evolving Places Ltd or their successors in title.  For 

residential use, there would be a need to show at least two parking spaces per dwelling thus 

suggesting you could only accommodate five within the building.  Conversely 10 spaces 

would be more than adequate if there was a scheme for seven holiday apartments. 

 

11.6 The other consideration is the lack of curtilage owned with the building.  For residential 

purposes private amenity areas and external areas for bin storage etc could not be provided 

without the cooperation of Evolving Places Ltd.  Indeed, Evolving Places could well take a 

view that they will not cooperate in any way as a means of securing the property for 

themselves.   

 

11.7  Earlier in the report we talked about the repairs needed to this building.  With works of 

conversion expected to either residential or holiday apartment use, much of the present 

defects would be absorbed within the redevelopment scheme.  It will therefore be a more 

cost-efficient manner in which to deal with those repairs.  From that point of view 

residential or holiday apartment use are probably the only options that will generate 

sufficient development value to bring the building back into good condition.   

 

11.8 As holiday apartments the units will attract values of just under £250,000 each.  We are 

anticipating this level in view of the location which has slightly less attraction than, for 

example, properties at Fort Picklecombe with the direct access to the sea and the small 

harbour.  That will produce a gross development value of about £1,700,000.   

 

11.9 After allowing for costs of the conversion, the upgrading of the access, professional fees, 

a keti g fees, legal fees, de elope s p ofit a d fi a e osts the residual value for the 

property would be in the order of £330,000.  That figure presupposes that the developer is 

not faced with any ransom payment to the Edgcumbe Estate.  If there is a ransom then it is 

to be expected that the figure will fall to around £220,000. 

 

11.10 In terms of the method of sale, this is largely determined by our views on whether or not the 

Trust should obtain planning permission before going to market.  In our view having regard 

to the nature of the property and the undertakings that the Planning Authority will be 

seeking to secure, preferably direct from the developers, it would be best for the property to 

be marketed on a conditional basis.  The preferred option would be to advertise the 

property for sale by private treaty and after assessing the level of demand possibly going to 

a position where best bids are invited.   

 

11.11 The figures we have discussed reflect the market value of the property.  If they are 

interested in purchasing then Evolving Places Ltd will be in a position of a special purchaser.  
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There is added value to them in merging their existing Freehold interest with that in the 

barrack block which would not be available to any other purchaser.  It enables them to look 

at conversion of the outbuildings for either additional holiday apartments or related uses.  

This would probably entail relocating the toilet block for the campsite, however, once 

Evolving Places Ltd had control of the entire Freehold it is possible that they would look to 

cease the holiday camp use on their property in order to improve the environment for the 

future owners of the holiday apartments.   

 

11.12 The difficult question to answer at this stage is quite what would be the level of their 

overbid.  Much would depend upon what the Planning Authority is prepared to accept as a 

comprehensive scheme here.  As things stand we feel it would be unwise to anticipate more 

than a 10% or 15% overbid compared with market value. 

 

 

12.0 VALUATION 

 

12.1 We are of the opinion that the Open Market Value of the Freehold interest of the property 

sold in June 2015 was a figure in the order of: - 

  

£350,000 

 

(Three Hundred and Fifty Thousand Pounds) 
                   

 

12.2 We are of the opinion that the current open market value of the Freehold interest in the 

premises known as the barrack block is a figure in the order of: - 

 

£330,000 

 

(Three Hundred and Thirty Thousand Pounds) 
 

 

13.0 LIMITATION AND PUBLICATION 

 

13.1 This valuation is prepared solely for the use of The Rame Conservation Trust and no 

responsibility is accepted to any other party for the whole or any part of its contents.  It may 

be disclosed to other professional advisers assisting in respect of the purpose for which the 

valuation is prepared and also to the Charity Commission, if appropriate. 

 

13.2 Neither the whole, nor any part of this Valuation Report, nor any reference thereto may be 

included in any published document, circular or statement, nor published in any way without 

the Valuer's written approval of the form and context in which it may appear. 
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We trust the above report is satisfactory for the Trust s purposes, but should you require any further 

information or clarification, please do not hesitate to contact us. 

 

 

 

 

 

NICHOLAS J HOLMAN FRICS ACI Arb 

 
Vickery Holman Ltd. 

26 Lockyer Street 

Plymouth 

Devon 

PL1 2QW 

 

 

 

Date:  -  31 May 2017 
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APPENDIX 5: Financial Analysis of 2015 Property Sale 
 

Rame Conservation Trust 

 

Financial Analysis of  
Property Sale 1st June 2015 

 

February 2017 

 

C J Day (FCMA) 

 

Introduction 

This report has been requested by the new trustees of Rame Conservation Trust to assist in 
their understanding of the sale of Rame Conservation Trust freehold land and buildings to 
Evolving Places Ltd on 1st June 2015. There are three elements to this report:  

 Analysis of historical finances of the Trust from its inception 
 The financial aspects of the property sale, which was approved by previous trustees 
 A view on the legality of the sale 

Historical finances and financial timeline 1999 - 2016 

The following figures summarise information drawn from the annual accounts of the Trust 
from its inception in 1999. 
 

1999 In 1999 the Rame Conservation Trust acquired freehold land and buildings at Maker for 
£300,000. This was financed in part by community support but also with a loan from The 
Architectural Heritage Fund (AHF) for £260,000. This loan was due to be repaid by 
December 2000 otherwise interest would accrue at 5% per annum.  

1999 - 
2002 

During the four years 1999 to 2002 fundraising and other activities brought in around 
£100,000 revenue. Costs of the site during the same period reached £150,000. In addition 
interest was accruing on the loan to AHF of £50,000 (approx. £12,500 per annum). No 
repayments had been made of either interest or capital. Also during this period further 
land was acquired on a leasehold basis for a ground rent of around £1,300 per annum. 

2003 - 
2004 

In 2003 and 2004 re-instatement of a number of Nissen huts took place on the leasehold 
land. The cost of rebuilding these was around £150,000 and was financed by loans from 
trustees, supporters, banks and by a repayable grant. In 2004 the Outdoor Centre opened 
in the Nissen huts and revenue started increasing although the Trust only just broke even. 
This was despite no interest or capital repayments on the AHF loan. At the end of 2004 the 
assets of the freehold land and buildings and the leasehold land and Nissen huts were 
valued in the accounts at just over £400,000. By this time loans and creditors, however, 
totalled £550,000, making the Trust technically insolvent. 
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2004 - 
2007 

During these years the Outdoor Centre and rental income from the other buildings 
supported the day-to-day activities of the Trust and covered a small amount of interest and 
loan repayments but it was unable to have any significant effect on the outstanding loans 
balance and the AHF interest continued rising. At the end of 2007 this had reached nearly 
£100,000.  

2008-
2012 

In 2007/8 the first re-valuation of the freehold property took place by Braithwaite 
Associates and they valued the land and buildings (both freehold and leasehold) at 
£950,000, up from the value in the accounts of £385,000. The £950,000 valuation was 
incorrectly shown in the 2008 accounts as it included the valuation of the leasehold land. 
Although the Trust then became solvent there was no cash flow effect and it had no effect 
on the outstanding loans. AHF interest continued to rise reaching £145,000 in 2011. In 
addition during this period the Outdoor Centre declined and there was no significant 
improvement in the day-to-day finances of the Trust. 

2012-
2014 

A further revaluation took place by Huntley and Partners in 2012/13, which valued the 
freehold land and buildings at £400,000, and after revaluation in the 2013 accounts the 
Trust was again close to being insolvent. Interest continued to accrue. AHF gave formal 
notice via their solicitors of the requirement to repay the loan and interest. 

2015 In March 2015 and just prior to the sale of part of the freehold land and buildings the 
accounts of the Trust showed outstanding loans totalling around £530,000 - comprised 
AHF loan £260,000; AHF Interest £180,000; Trustee and Supporter loans £75,000 and a 
repayable grant £15,000. Income was just covering the site annual costs and there was 
nothing available to repay loans or interest or to improve the buildings.  
 

Financial aspects of Property Sale 

As noted above there were by 2015 outstanding loans and interest totalling £530,000. The 
Trust had no way of making any significant loan repayments or had spare money to pay for 
any improvements to the buildings, which were deteriorating.  

A further revaluation of the freehold and leasehold property had taken place in September 
2014 by Braithwaite Associates. This was for the purpose of supporting loan finance and 
totalled £850,000 comprising £250,000 relating to the campsite area, £130,000 for the 
leasehold land with the Nissen huts and £470,000 for the freehold land and buildings. The 
valuation makes clear the difficulty in valuing this type of property but, as it was made for 
supporting loan finance, it probably gives a good indication of the value that could be 
realised on commercial sale. 

I have attempted to split this valuation between the retained land and buildings and the 
sold land and buildings to determine any profit or loss on the transaction. The valuation of 
£470,000 for the freehold land and buildings has been divided according to the rental 
income from each. In September 2014 at the time of the valuation rental income from the 
Barrack Block was 46% of the total income from the freehold site. This gives a valuation of 
the building retained of £218,000. The campsite can be split according to the area and 
popularity of the land by campers. An estimate for this was 60% retained and 40% sold. 
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Estimate for each valuation is therefore: 
 

Retained property:      

Retained Freehold Barrack Block £218,000 

Leasehold Land £130,000 

Campsite £150,000 

 

Sold Property:       

Campsite £100,000 

Sold Land and Buildings £252,000 

 

The land registry transfer shows a sale price for the land and buildings of £505,000. This was 
comprised of £355,000 to pay off loans and interest and deferred consideration of £150,000 
payable over 10 years, £1,250 per month. This exceeded the above valuation by £153,000 or 
43%. 

However, in the accounts of the Trust, all loans and accrued interest were either paid off or 
the lenders accepted reduced repayment. An agreement had been reached to reduce the 
interest due on the AHF loan and also to reduce payments to some of the loan holders. The 
accounts of the Trust therefore benefited by the sale to the tune of £680,000 - loan and 
interest reductions and repayments of £530,000 and deferred consideration of £150,000. 
The valuation was therefore exceeded by £328,000 or 93%. 

In addition to the sale price being in excess of the valuation for the land and building, the 
Trust was much more financially secure. Debt had been eliminated and, as a result, 
opportunities for grant funding have opened up to conserve, preserve and maintain all the 
remaining buildings on the freehold and leasehold land now controlled by the Trust. 

This was a good financial outcome for the Rame Conservation Trust. 

Legality of the sale 

From the Memorandum and Articles of Association of the Rame Conservation Trust it does 
have the ability to sell land and buildings (section 4b) but must include appropriate 
covenants to ensure the preservation of the buildings or land. 

In addition Charity Commission guidelines and the Charities Act 2011 (sections 117 to 121 
relating to sale of land and property) require a valuation in an approved form.  This requires 
the Trustees to have a written report from a qualified surveyor (RICS) on the proposed 
disposition of the property and to have advertised the proposed disposition as advised by 
the surveyor. The Trustees also needed to consider the surveyors report and assure 
themselves that the disposition is the best that can reasonably be obtained for the charity. 
The valuation in September 2014 does not meet these requirements. 
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In addition to the above the Trustees should have given public notice of the disposition and 
invited representations. They should then have taken into consideration any 
representations made prior to the sale. This can only be over-ridden by the Charity 
Commission. This did not occur. 

It would be necessary to discuss the sale document and land registration document with an 
appropriately qualified solicitor to determine their efficacy but few covenants were 
incorporated into the property sale documents. 

Summary 

In summary it appears the financial result of the property sale for the Rame Conservation 
Trust was beneficial but the process for the disposition of the property was certainly flawed. 
However, it is debatable whether following the Charity Commission guidelines to the letter 
would have had any effect on the final outcome. In my view there was no financial loss to 
the Trust from this sale. 

The result of eliminating very large and unsustainable debts enables the Trust to move 
forward with income generation, fund raising and grant funding to fulfil its objectives of 
preserving and maintaining the important historic buildings on the site.  
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