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This report has been amended in response to a request made by the Planning Inspector to en
that all market viability evidence h@resented in metric measurement.
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Executive Summary

SCOPE

TheCommunitylnfrastructure Levy (CIL) is a discretionary tariff introduced by the 2008 Planning Act
which local authorities can charge on each net additionalsqf development. CIL is the
mechanism for securing funding for local infrastructure projects.

DTZ is gpointed by Bradford Council to develop thiability evidence base fahe Community
Infrastructure Levy (CIL) in Bradfddestrict to undertake comprehensive analysis of development
viability andmake recommendations for the charges that should formhhsis of a Preliminary Draft
Charging Schedule

METHODOLOGY

A comprehensive District wide assessment of viability has been undertaken to examine the capacity
of different types of development to withstand a CIL tariff. The methodology used accordbevith
latest national planning guidance (NPPG) as well as best practice as laid down by the Royal Institute
of Chartered Surveyors (RIEG8)ancial Viability in Plannig@012).

Ourapproachhastested development viability at two levels

1. Area wide viability testing usinghypothetical development typologighat tested in different
value area locations of the District

2. Site specific viability testingdetailed analysisofa I YLX S 2F &GN} 4§S3IAO WNEBI
sites from the varias locations.

Both levels of analysis hauseda standard residual development appraigdiere the total costs of

a development project are deducted from its sale value (i.e. gross/net development value) to

determine a residual land value. The residaal value is then benchmarked against a threshold

AAGS @It dzS G2 RS0 SNMkIS Thekrilysis desthe affdFdaBlek@ubiig N2 2 Y ¢
policies of the Bradford Core Strategy DPD Publication Draft and also examines the sensitivities
as®ciated with abnormal development costs and future uplifts in build costs.

¢tKS WKSIRNR2YQ FA3Idz2NBa KI @S GKSy 06SSy | Re2dzaidSR
Government Planning Practice Guidance. This provides additional insulation toasdfée impact

of CIL on development deliveryy R RSY2y a4 NF 6§S&a GKFG | NBlFaz2ylof S
between the viability of development and the desirability of maximising funds to pay for

infrastructure

RESULTS OF VIABITHSTING

The results of the viability testing confirm the significant variation in market condidioresss the

District with different locations and property types displaying a varied ability to withstand a CIL tariff.
Residential and retail are the only core pesty classifications that are considered generally capable
of carrying a CIL tariff at the current tim&@ he office and industrial sectors, whilst showing signs of
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improvement, remain by and large at the margins of viability in Bradford in respect elogewent
activity.

For the residential sectorhe area vide viabilitytesting demonstrates that there is headroom for CIL

in the highand mid value parts of the District, but that in the lower value areas i.e. Inner Bradford

and Keighley, CIL is not ristically viable due to low sales values and other obligations particularly
affordable housing. The range of CIL headroom indicated for the residential sector across the District
is £0 to £500 per sq. m

For the retail sector, only supermarkets amdail warehousing are demonstrated to be capable of
carrying a CIL tariff. Shopping centre development and smaller parades of shops are more marginally
viable due to a range of factors including high site preparation and development costs, incentive
package equirements and competition from other established centadfecting occupier demand

The headroom for CIL on supermarkets and retail warehousing is indicated to range from £70 to

£290 per sgm.

In summary the viability assessment indicates the follgweavels of headroom for CIL on a per sg. m
basis:

Maximum CIL headroom per sq

Area wide viability model Site specific viability testing
(mean) (range)

Residential
Value area 1 £532 £370- £540
Value area 2 £228 £180
Value area 3 £50 £0-£40
Value area 4 £0 0-£120
Value area 5 £0 £0
Retail
Shopping centre in a
secondary town centre £0 n/a
Retail warehousing (open
Al consent) £289 n/a
Parade of Shops £0 n/a
Supermarket, large £72 n/a
Supermarket; medium £0 n/a
Supermarket, small £0 n/a
All other uses £0 n/a
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RECOMMENDED CIL RATE

Thefollowing ClLratesare recommended, allowing a viability bufiein accordance with the

D2OSNYYSyildQa

bl GA2yl f ctoibsulafette ¢fidctstoldiabililyof&iatibrizh R |y ¢

key assumptions. The rates have been benchmarked by relating CIL as a percentage of average
construction cost, development cost, GDV and residual land value. Athikesbmarkghe CIL
rates are consiered to be robust and highly unlikely to place development delivery at risk.

Cross checks: CIL as a percentage of:

Discount
from

Proposed Maximum Total Residual

CIL rate (£ CIL Construction Development land

per sq m) headroom cost cost value
Residential
Value area 1 £100 81.20% 6.50% 3.22% 2.66%| 9.35%
Value area 2 £50 78.07% 3.71% 2.29% 1.88%| 10.00%
Value area 3 £20 60.00% 1.48% 1.05% 8.66%| 7.46%
Value area 4 £0 - - - - -
Value area 5 £0 - - - - -
Retail
Shopping centre
in a secondary
town centre £0 - - - - -
Retail
warehousing
(open Al
consent) £100 65.40% 13.44% 4.47% 3.89%| 8.73%
Parade of Shops £0 - - - - -
Supermarket-
large £50 28.00% 3.49% 2.02% 1.75%| 7.55%
Supermarket
medium £0 - - - - -
Supermarket
small £0 - - - - -
All other uses £0 - - - - -
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A plan has been produced illustrating the proposed charging zones based on the value area mapping
carried out as part of the study which is shown overleaf.

CONCLUSIGN

The maximum CIL levels indicated in this report have been robustly testbthe recommended CIL
ratesare considered to represent a pragmatic letredt will not compromise the delivery of
development. Thénplementation of an instalmentgdicy together with payments in kind would
further support the viability and delivery of development and is likely to be seen favourably by those
looking to bring forward development in Bradfor@fficers and members should note that there is
some flexibity in the way that CIL rates can be set. The recommendations are intended as a guide,
but small variations could bestified.
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DTZ

1

Introduction

DTZ is appointed by Bradford Council to develop the viability evidence babke fdommunity
Infrastructure Levy (CIL) in Bradford, to undertake comprehensive analysis of development viability
andmakerecommendations for the charges that should form the basis of a Preliminary Draft
Charging Schedule

This report builds on earlier work carried out on behalf of the Council in 2012/13 and has involved
the following steps

1 Revievingthe implications of tk amended CIL Regulations and updated case law and
highlighingthe implications of any changes in the amended regulation€1iL irBradford

1 Providngan updated market assessment and reviegthe appraisal assumptionssed in the

2013economic viabity assessment

Gonsultation with developerdandowners and other key stakeholders

Updaiingthe area wide viability modelling previously undertaken in 2013

Sampling of housing anédmploymentsites and produing separate, bespokealevelopment

appraisals tdest the impact of a Cliariff on specificdevelopmentsites across the Bradford

district

1 Providngrecommendations for the maximui@IL chargeable across residential and commercial
uses.

= =4 =

This report is structured in eight sections. Secflafsets outthe background to Clthe

regulations goverimg CIL andecent changes to the regulation$Ve then explaiim Section 3he

approach to viability testing, both in terms of national guidance and the methodology used by DTZ.
Sectiord sets out tle assumptions used for both residential and commercial area wide viability

testing, the results of which are presentedSactions. Section6 details those sites which were the
ddzo 2SO0 2F AaLISOATFAO QAL oAf Al diabiitptasting Kirdlly Setten (0 K S
7 presentghe implications for a CIL charging strategy for Bradfolldwed byConclusionsn
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2.1

2.2

2.3

Community Infrastructure Levy

BACKGROUND

Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) is a discretionary tatifiduced by the 2008 Planning Act

which local authorities in England and Wales can charge on each net additiomabggew floor

space (above a minimum scheme of 100maross internal area). CIL is the mechanism for securing
funding for local infastructure projects.It is discretionary for local authorities however from April
2015 it will replace that part of the existing S106 agreements that are used for pooled developer
contributions.

CIL was brought into effect by the 2010 CIL regulationsiwive been subsequently updated in

2011, 2012, 2013 and finally in 2014. The updates have been the response to criticism that the levy
is too inflexible and have generally sought to make it more practical to implenidm.following
paragraphs summairisthe key elements of CIL.

LIABILITY FOR CIL

The Levy is generally payable on new development over 10@.séowever, ltere are some kinds

of development which do not pay the levy. This includes (but is not exclusive to) development of less
than100sqy T K2dzaSas Ffl dax NBaARSydAalf yySESa | yR
0 dzA f ,ResaiEbaildings brought back into the same use and social housing.

Landownersre ultimately liable to pay the Lewafthough anyone can take responsityilior paying

the levysuch as aeveloperor LJ | YY Ay 3 | LI AOF yi @ W/ KFNBAY3 | dzi
metropolitan district councils who are responsible for determining the charging levels and collecting

the levy.

Liability for payment is generallyiggered by the grant of planning permission (although some forms

of development not requiring planning permission such as Permitted Development or Local
Development Orders are also required to pay the levy). Payment is due at the point of
commencement oflevelopment although charging authorities are able to establish policies for
payment by instalments and also where planning applications are phased each phase can be treated
as a separate chargeable development.

RATE SETTING

The proposed CIL chargirages must be set out in a Charging Schedule and expressed as pounds per
sg m, applied to the gross internal floor space of the net additional development liable for the levy.

Charging Authorities have autonomy to set their own charging rates howevgratieerequired to do

so with regard to viability. The regulations state that they should set rates at a level which do not
threaten the ability to develop viably the sites and scale of development identified in their Local Plan

and should strike anapproph | 4GS Wol f 1 yOSQ 0SG6SSy GKS RSaANIO
the levy and the potential impact on viability.

/L[ &aK2dAf R 0S8 aSG o0FasSR 2y I WwStS8OIyld ttlyQ |y
the growth proposed within that PlanFurther ChargingAuthorities are required talemonstrate
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2.4

2.5

that there is a funding gap (between the total anticipated costs of infrastructure and funding sources
available) that necessitates CIL.

Differential rates may be set in relation to:

1 Geographica | 2yS&8 6AGKAY (KS OKIFINBAY3I | dziK2NRAR{GE Q&
1 Types of development; and / or

1  Scales of development.

However, any such differentials must be justified according to viability evidence (and not, for
instance, based on assisting planning policy objectives

PROCESS FOR RATEISET

The process for adopting a CIL Charging Schedule is as follows:

1 the charging authority prepares its evidence base in ordefeti@rmineits draft levy rates and
collaborates with neighbouring/overlapping authorities (and othakeholders)

1 the charging authority prepares a preliminary draft charging schedule and publishes this for
consultation

consultation process takes place

the charging authority prepares and publishes a draft charging schedule

period of further representatios based on the published draft

'y AYRSLISYRSYy( LISNE2Y 6GKS GSEIFYAYSNEOD SEI YA
GKS SEFYAYSNR&E NBO2YYSyRI(GA2ya NB LlzmfAiAakSR

iKS OKFNHAY3 ldzZiK2NRAGE O2y&ARSNE G(KS SEIYAyS!

=A =4 =4 =4 -4 -4 -4

the charging authority approves theharging schedule
COLLECTING THE LEVY

The charging authority calculates tlidL payment that is due and is responsible for ensuring that
payment is made. The process is as follows:

9 tfFyyAy3a FLIWIX AOFYG& NS NBIAdANBRX D2 60 KLIHKSS |
application documents

1 Where development is permitted other than through grant of planning permission, the Charging
ldziK2NRGE A&aadzsSa I Wb20AOS 2F / KINBSIotS 5S0¢

9 LY AOFYy(d adzomYAda W! aadadzyLJiA2ylan2 drddveloped A f A G & Cz
assuming liability for payment

9 /2ttSOGAY3 ! dzikK2NR(G& adzoYAdGa | W[AFLOATAGE b2
payment procedure
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2.6

2.7

2.8

T PLILXAOFY(d adoYAda F W 2YYSyOSySyid bz2diidsa 02
commence

9 /2tftSOGAYy3 1 dziK2NAGe GKSYy A&dadsSa | W5SYlFYyR bz

1  Collecting Authority must issue receipt to acknowledge payments

The CIL charges will become due for payment from the point at which the chargeable development
commences.

A Charging Authority may allow payment instalments but to do so must produce and publish a
payment instalments policy. Where planning permissions are phased, each phase can be treated as a
separate chargeable development and therefore payntenescales be reflected by the

commencement of each phase (as well as instalments within each phase).

SPENDING THE LEVY

CIL can be used to fund a wide range of infrastructure including transport, schools, flood defences,
health facilities, play areaparks, recreation and other community facilities. It should be used on
new infrastructure and not to remedy prexisting deficiencies unless those deficiencies will be made
more severe by the development.

Charging Authorities are required to allocatdedst 15% of the levy to spend on priorities agreed
with the local community in areas where the development is taking place. This percentage increases
to 25% in instances where communities have produced a Neighbourhood Plan.

Charging Authorities may alpass money to bodies outside their area to deliver infrastructure that
will benefit the development of the aredror Bradford, this could enable an arrangement with Leeds
City Region authorities to pool a portion of levy receipts to pay for strategss ¢rorder

infrastructure.

CIL AND OTHER PLAWBIOBLIGATIONS

CIL replaces that part of S106 agreements that have historically been used for pooling contributions
from several developments (e.g. school places). However S106 remains in place-fhoofeth
contributions that are considered necessary to make development acceptable in planning terms. In
addition, Section 278 agreements will remain in place and will allow local authorities to continue to
pool contributions for highway projects.

Charging Authdh G A Sa Ydzald | @2AR WR2dzof S RALILIAYIAQ 4KSNB
single development for the same infrastructure item through both CIL and S106/278. They are

required to publish a Regulation 123 list to accompany the Charging Schedufe rolglar what

items will be funded by CIL to ensure that no such duplication takes place.

RELIEF

As stated above there are a number of forms of development that are exempt from paying the Levy
including affordable homes and charitable developments. Hitemh, the Government Regulations

Pagel4



allow forexceptional circumstances under which a development that is liable to pay CIL could be
exempt from paying the charge. The exceptional circumstances are:

9 Asection 106 agreement must exist on the planning permission permitting the chargeable
development and
1 The charging authority must consider that paying the full levy would have an unacceptable
AYLI OG 2y GKS RS@St2LIVSyiQa SO2y2YAO GAlLoAf Al
1 The relief must not constitute a notifiabktate aid

The third requirement is the most restricting of the three angractice is likely to significantly limit
the quantity of cases in which exceptional circumstances can be depldyedlocal authority is also
required to publicise the fact that it is proposing to offer exceptional circumstances relief.
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http://planningguidance.planningportal.gov.uk/blog/guidance/community-infrastructure-levy/relief/state-aid/

3 Viabiity Methodology

3.1 GUIDANCE ON VIABULIESTING OF CIL

3.1.1 National Planning Policy Framework
The NPPF makes it clear that viability considerations should be at the heart of plan making:

GTo ensureviability, the costs of anyequirements likely to be applied to development, such as
requirements foraffordable housing, standards, infrastructure contributions or otlegjuirements
should, when taking account of the normal cost of developnaert mitigation, provide competitive
returns to a willing land owner andlilling developer to enable the development to be deliverable.
a Rara 17NPPF)

In relation to CIL it states:

oCommunity Infrastructure Levy charges should be workednd tested alongside the Local Plan.
The Communitynfrastructure Levghould support and incentivise new development, particularly by
placingcontrol over a meaningful proportion of the funds raised with tleeghbourhoods where
development takes placé(Para 179\PPF)

3.1.2 National Planning Practice Guidarequirements for CIL viability evidence

¢2 dzy RSNLIAY GKS OKIFNBAYy3 tS@Sta YR RSY2yaidNI (¢
recommends the following principles for viability evidence in support of CIL:

Area based approach involving a brdadt of viability across their area

adzad dz&S WI LIIINBLINARFGS F@FAflroftS SPARSYyOSQ

No specific requirement to use any particular valuation model or methodology

Draw on existing evidence where available including values of land and property prices

Directly samp@# an appropriate range of sites across its area, focusing on strategic sites on which

the Local Plan relies

1 The rates proposed should be consistent with the viability evidence but need not exactly mirror
the evidence

1 Rates should not be set to the limit wkbility and allow a viability buffer

1  Full account of development costs should be included in the viability evidence

=A =4 =4 =4 =4

National Guidance is clear that assessing the viability of local plans does not require the individual
testing of every developmersite. Site typologies may be used to determine area wide viability at a
policy level. Viability assessments should therefore reflect the range of different development
typologies (both residential and commercial) which are likely to come forward.

At the heart of assessing viability is land or site value. There are various approaches to determining
land value which will be outlined in more detail beldvowever NPPF guidance states that in all
casesland value shouldeflect emerging policy requiremengnd planning obligations, provide a
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competitive return to willing developers and landowners, be informed by comparable, market based

evidence.

Paragraph 015 reference ID-005-220140306 of théNPPF states that viability should consider
G 02 Y LIS i ins th @v@llindgN@Endodmer and willing developer to enable development to be
RSt ABSINIG®XYSISHI A 1 A @S N8 pridedithvhich & reddéhable YagiBwnér would be

gAttAy3 G2 aStft

(i KTBokeNabtibris gidy indll@leNtheReb@ S ivauedy e (i @ ¢

land or its value for a realistic alternative use that is in line with the local planning policy.

3.1.3RICSinancial Viability in Planning 2012

The RICS Practice guidarfemancial Viability in Planni{@012), is the viability metidology for
chartered surveyors practicing in this area. This docurpemtides the following definition

G!'y 202SO0A @GS Tiskthg abilit)df & develdpinkend grdjedt to éneetiitS éosts including
the costs of planning obligations, whédasuring an appropriate site value for the land owner and

YIEN] SO N&Raj

I Redzad SR NBGdzNY ({paraZBRS RS@St 2 LISNI A\

This is illustrated in figurg.1 below whichcompares two developments. Development 1
demonstrates aviable devéopmentwhereby the land value, developmeoosts planning

obligations and developers return are equal to the value of development.

Development 2 has

increased development costs which put downward pressure on the land value capable of being
achieved andenders the development unviable as the develdpeeturn and planning obligations
remain constant.That all development costs (including land, profit and planning gain) must not
exceed the value of development is the guiding principle of all viabBggssments and has been

applied to our analysis of CIL viability in Bradford.

Figure 31: Comparative development viability

Value Value
of of
Development Development

Development
costs

Development
costs

Development 1 Development 2

Unviable

Increase

Source: RICS Financial Viability in Planning Guidance Note (1st Edition, 2012)
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3.1.4 Site value thresholds

The selection of sitealue thresholds in area wide studies is problematic due to the wide range of
hypothetical schemes being tested and the lack of adequate evidence of what minimum level land
owners are willing to release their land for.

The RICS guidance note Financiabilfig in Planning 2012 defines site value as follows:

G{AGS £l fdzS aK2dzZ R Sldza ¢S G2 GKS YINJSG @t dzS
has regard to development plan policies and all other material planning considerations and
disregarddi K i g KAOK A& O2yGNINB G2 (GKS RS@St2LISyi

It also states that when undertaking Local Plan or CIL {ai@a) viability testing, a second
assumption needs to be applied to the above:

G{AGS £ tdzS o0la RSTAYSR | ot@reiSabtheemmaiging @®IBW CiL2 o S
charging level. The level of the adjustment assumes that site delivery would not be prejudiced.

Where an adjustment is made, the practitioner should set out their professional opinion underlying

the assumptions adopted@hese include, as a minimum, comments on the state of the market and

RSt AGSNE GFNBSGa la G GKS RFGS 2F FadaSaayvySyidd

The Local Housing Delivery Group: Viability Testing Local Plans advice for planning practitioners

(July 2012), states that viability stied should incorporate a threshold land value basedidn
LINBYAdzY 2@SNJ OdZNNBy i dzaS @I f.deSo highlights B&NS RA 6t S |
limitations of using market values for polinyaking viability evidence recognising that historic
marketvalues do not take into account the impact of future policy on land prices.

Whilst there appears to be an inconsistency in the recommendations of the two guidance
documents, both effectively recommend that site value thresholds for area wide viahilitiest
should be set somewhere between existing use/credible alternative use and market values
assuming planning permission without planning obligations.

National Planning Policy Guidance states that or site value should:

1 Reflect emerging poliagquirements and planning obligations and, where applicable, any
Community Infrastructure Levy charge;

1 Provide a competitive return to willing developers and land owners (including equity resulting
from those building their own homes); and

1 Beinformed by eamparable, markebased evidence wherever possible. Where transacted bids
are significantly above the market norm, they should not be used as part of this exercise.
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3.2

3.2.1

3.2.2

DTZ VIABILITY METHRDGY

Overview
Our approach to testing CIL viability has bearried out at two levels:

1. Area wide viability testing usinghypotheticalsite typologiedased on our assessment of
development activity in Bradford District
2. Site specific viabilityesstingg detailed analysis of a numb& TNBa £ ¢ 2 NI R A G NI G S

Both these assessmentsv®involved aesidual appraisal methodology accordance with the

above guidance. However, they have been carried out on a different appraisal software with the

I NBI 6ARS FylfeaAra ol aSR 2 ydelfhasEdba ExoebSpreitighéet), | NS |
and the site specific analysis based on Afgagelopemwhich is the industry standard for site

specific appraisal and valuation. The dual approach has enabled a wider range of site typologies to

be testedand a mutuallyreinforcing senseheck of the results.

Area wide viability testing

The area wide viability testing isd analysis of a selection of hypothetical development schemes to
reflect the wide range of circumstances in which development is anticipated to come forward
across Bradford DistrictThis includes both residential and commercial developments.

DTZ has deeloped a spreadsheet based economic viability model that allows a large number of
development sites to be tested, includitige ability to undertakesensitivity testing of key
variables.

This approach is used for area widability assessmerdndinvolves the following key steps

1 Determination ofresidentialvalue areasgevelopment schemeand viability assumptions

1  A-residual appraisal is then carried out subtracting all anticipated development costs from the
a4 OK S ®r6saNet Development Value tarrive at a residual site valder each development
scheme

1 The residual site valuer each development schenig then benchmarked against a site value
OKNBaK2ftR (2 RSUSNNYAYS (GKS WKSIFRNR2YQ | @F Af

Figure 3.2 belovd dzY Y NA aSa 5¢%Qa | LILINREFOK (2 I NBI 6ARS
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Figure 3.2DTZ approach to viability testing

Inputs Valuation Viability test

Value areas Gross Development]

Schemes

Appraisal Less altlevelopment
assumptions costsincludingprofit

and planning
requirements

Ko o o -

Equalsresidual site Benchmark site

value (RSV)

value

= Viability
headroom

3.2.3 Site specific viability testing

Our approach to testing of real world sites involved

i Development of samplingnethodology to enable various site sizes, typologies and locations
to be tested

q Collation of evidence of real world development sites including build costs, revenues,
abnormal costs and planning contributions.

1 Developnent ofdetailed understanding of theevelopment site, planning considerations
and local market conditions.

i Undertake appraisals, using development appraisal software to determine the viability of
eachdevelopment including sensitivity testing of key variables.

1 The residual site valuer each developmenis then benchmarked against a site value
OKNBAK2fR (2 RSGOSN¥YAYS (GKS WKSIFRNRB2YQ | @I Af

Page20



3.2.4 Ensuring a suitable balangghe viability buffer

As highlighted aboveé;overnmentguidance underlinethe importance of pragmatism and thatlC

rates should be reasonablét Paragraph 019 Reference ID-@53-201406120f NPPG ispecifies

thatdt G 62dzZ R ©0S FLIINRPLINARIFGS (2 SyadaNB (KFG I Woc
able to suppa development when economic circumstances adjust

Case Law indicates that a-38% discount from the CIL headroom is suitable viability buffer.
Needless to say, @éarging authoriy shouldbe able to explain its approaend rationale to the
settingof CIL

Therefore, we have applied an appropriate viability buffer to reflect these recommendations which

puts in place saguards to ensure that Bradford Dist@z&t  / L[ &GN} 0S3& Aa GAl O
not realistically likely to put development lileery at risk. Further details of our approach are

explained in Chapter 7 below.

3.2.5 Developer consultation

DTZ consulted on the assumptions used to inform the area wide viability testintyia012hrough

a survey of developers, houdauilders, retailoperators and property and planning agents. The
consultation was used to test and refine the approach and assumptions behind the viability
modelling.

In September/October 2014 stakeholders were invited to engage in a further survey which included
updated development assumptions, in line with current market conditions. Those who engaged in
the consultation are listed below, however a full list of thasated to participate in the consultation
isprovided at Appendic.

Bellway Homes

Ben Bailey Homes

Taylor Wimpey

Skipton Properties

Mark Brearley and Company
Persimmon Homes
Bradford NHS Trust

GMI Property Company Ltd
Steel Consulting

Jones Homes

DacreSon and Hartley
Keyland Developments
Yorkshire Building Society
David Wilson Homes
Savills

= =4 4 A8 -4 8 & -8 -8 -2 -2 -9 -2 -2 -9
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ID Planning

Jones Homes

Accent Homes

Bradford Chamber Property Forum

Johnson Brook Planning and Development Consultants
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4 Viability Modelling Assumptions

In this Chapter we set out the inputs to the area wide viability analysis. The sections below explain
the approach taken to site / scheme selection together with the appraisal assumptions and inputs for
each property class. Further evidence in suppothefassumptions iset out in the context of the
Property Market Assessments at Appendix A

4.1 RESIDENTIAL

4.1.1Value areas

Five differential value bands have been selected as geographical zones for viability testing of CIL on
residential developmenbased orFigure 4.1 below

1
T
1
T
T

Figure4.1: Residentiavalueareas

HV1- £250,000 to £425,000 average house price band
HV2- £175,000 to £250,000 average house price band
HV3- £125,000 to £175,000 average house price band
HV4- £100,000 to £125,000 average house price band
HV5- sub £100,000 averagehse price band

Bradford - Achieved
Residential Values

3 Years:

April 2011 - March 2014

Stainburn [ sradford Local Authority

Average Achieved House Price (£)
= Leathley 3 Years - April 2011 to March 2014

dey in Wharfedale I 250000 0 425,000
=Otley “Pool B 175000 t0 250,000
I 125.000 10 175,000
I +00.000 to 125,000
Bramhope - || [N 010 100,000

o Askwith

D Keighieyis

~Horsfor}

=Pecket Well = Gilderg
5 Wainstalls |
Heptonstall " DT Z
Head .
{ 11¢29" Mytholm = Hebden Bridge =Mount Tabor a UGL company
- Midgley - /
Mythol d ( WEB: WWW.DTZ.COM
b = Luddenden O Halifax  ©Hipp Cse) TEL: +44 (0)161 236 9595

PBBI @ Collins Bartholomew 2009

Source: Land Registry data on average house prices by postal area
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The above average house price bands were devised to categorise areas of varying market strength across the
District. Average hougarices were identified for each postal area with bands selected based on the
distribution.

4.1.2 Scheme Selection

Based on our analysis of the development which is most likely to come forward 8ceafsrd the
followingfive residentialschemesavebeen developed as identified in the table belowhe

schemes ar¢estedbased on an average density of 35 units per hectare and have a range of site sizes
andhousingmixwith a built floor area ranging from 3,290 sq m per hectare (14,332 sq ft per acre) to
3,413 sq ft per hectare (14,865 sq ft per acre)

Developable are Housing mix % Built floor area

Development No 1bed 2bed 2bed 3bed 4bed 5bed Sgm Sq ft per

acres density (DPH) units  flat flat house house house house Sqft perha acre

0.50 1.24 35 18 0% 0% 20% 50% 25% 5% 1,706| 18,366| 3,413| 14,865
1.00 2.47 35 35 0% 0% 20% 50% 25% 5% 3,413| 36,732| 3,413| 14,865
2.00 4.94 35 70 09 09 209 50% 2594 5% 6,825| 73,464 3,413| 14,865
5.00| 12.36 35| 175 509 5% 209 40% 25% 5% 16,450( 177,066| 3,290 14,332
10.00 24.71 35| 350 504 5% 20% 40% 25% 5% 32,900 354,133| 3,290 14,332

Source: DTZ market judgement, tested in consultation with developers and agents

4.1.3Unit sizes

Thefollowing unit sizes have been used in each of the seven residential schthese are based
on our localmarket knowledge and consultation with local and national hdugitdersand have also
had regard to the space standards that Bradford Council is considering introdoi@ngh the
emerging Local Plan process

House type Size (sq m)Size (sq ft

1 bed flat 51 549
2 bed flat 65 700
2 bed house 77 829
3 bed house 93 1001
4 bed house 115 1238
5 bed house 137, 1475

Source: DTZ market judgement, testecdamsultation with developers and agents

4.1.4 Sales values

Capital revenues (net of incentives) are used indbeelopment viabilitymodel on the basis of £ per
sq mnet sales are@ W/ dZNNBy G altSa @It dzSaQ destingpurposedy G K
The sales revenue assumptions are as follows:
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Current sales values assumption:

£psm Epsf
Value band 1 £3,100 £288
Value band 2 £2,300 £214
Value band 3 £2,000 £186
Value band 4 £1,750 £163
Value band 5 £1,500 £139

SourceThesesales values are based on research of recent new build sales achieved on

developments across the Distrideurther details of the evidendsset out atTable A2 aAppendix

A.

4.1.5Build costs

The following build costs for flats and houses are based onvidtbi$e regional multiplier pluan
added B% for external works

Plus 15% uplift

for external

Build cost (BCIS) works
£psm £psf| £psm Epsf
Houses £844; £78 £971 £90
Flats £1,008 £94| £1,159 £108

Source: BCIS median, rebased for Yorks and Humber, July 20

4.1.6 Phasing assumptions

The residential development schema® phased as detailed below:

Phasing assumptions

Lead in

2 quarters

Construction / sales

Sales staggered 2 quarters after

construction start

Sales rates

30 per annum per outlet

Source: DTZ markgidgement, tested in consultation with developers and agents

4.1.7 Other development costs

The following development assumptions are used in our viability teatgare based on our

knowledge and experience of the residential property market
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Other development costs

Allowance for abnormals 10% uplift on build costs
Site specific section 106 £1000 per unit
Professional fees (inc planning) 6% of construction costs
Contingencies 5% of construction costs
Marketing, sales agent and legal fees|3.5% of revenue
Purchaser's costs 5.8% on purchase price
Finance 6.5% on negative balance
, . 20% GDV (Market units)
Developer's profit :
6% GDV (Affordable units)

Source: DTharket judgement, tested in consultation with developers and agents

4.1.8 Affordable Housing

2SS KI @S O2yadz S MordaadHouFirgOifiter to Getkaynidd the@ppropriate
transfer values for affordable housing across the District.

Our previols economic viability evidence work (20833 SR (G NJ y a ¥ SNJ Btrdtiog®fa 0 | &
Affordable Housing, Report of the Regeneration and EcorlonfyLIN2 @SYSy i / 2YYAGGSS
GKAOK A& I @At of S hepywwibeSford.gBvdryNG/AdéniQes/DBFODBA G S | {
4EE3-47A5-8A067F313535252C/0/AffordableHousing_Sept2009.pdf. This recommended a 35%

discount from market value across the District apart from Wharfedale where a 50% discount from

market value should apply.

For the purposes of this report, and as requested by the Council, we have used the affordable

housing discounts from market value @®sented in the table below for each value area. We have
GKSYy OFftOdzZ SR GKS RS@St2LISNDRa LINBPFAG F2NJ 0KS
blended rates shown in the table below:

Developer's

AH MV profit on

discount GDhV

MV (£ psf) (from) (blended)

Value area 1 3100 30% 50% 1550 17.53%
Value area 2 3100 20% 35% 2015 18.04%
Value area 3 3100 20% 35% 2015 18.04%
Value area 4 3100 20% 35% 2015 18.04%
Value area 5 3100 15% 35% 2015 18.56%

4.1.9 Site Value Thresholds

Recent transactional evidence is limited in Bradford due to limited activity and difficulties accessing
relevant data and as a result the evidence is somewhat anecdotal. Discussions with local developers
and agents indicates that residential net larelues vary from approximateB870,650 per ha

(£150,000 per acre) to £1,606,150 per ha (£650,000 per adrbgre are examples of sites being
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4.2

sold at less than even the lower level in weak market locations and where there are significant
abnormal develpment costs.

We have selected a range of site value thresholds that are intended to be representative of typical
net land prices in different parts of the District. We would stress that hard evidence of transactions
is limited however we have reviewddOA Property Market reports and have consulted land agents,
land owners and developers in arriving at the benchmarks used below.

In accordance with RICS guidance, we have discounted the site value benchmarks to allow for the
impact of CIL. The discount20% from market value:

Site value thresholds for
viability analysis (20%

Market site values discount)
Land value thresholds£ per ha £ peracre £ perha £ per acre
Value band 1 £1,606,150 £650,00( £1,284,920 £520,00(
Value band P £926,625 £375,00( £741,300 £300,00(
Value band B £741,300 £300,00( £593,040 £240,00(
Value band 4 £555,97 £225,00( £444,780 £180,00(
Value band 5 £370,650 £150,00( £296,520 £120,00(

Area wide assumption
for mid and high value
scenarios 20% of GDV 16% of GDV
Source: DTZ market judgement, tested in consultation with developers and agents

RETAIL DEVELOPMENSWMPTIONS

The approach and assumptions used for testing the retail sector are set out in this Section. As with
the residental sector, evidence to support the assumptions used are set out in Appendix A.

4.2.1 Scheme selection

SxK@ LR GKSGAOFE aO0OKSYSa oWl NOKSG e Lith&hate bdseéd@s 0SSy

the retail development which may come forward across the Distrigetails otthe archetypes, floor
area and site coveragge shown in the table below

Gross Internal Areas  Net sales areas  Site area

Sqm Sqft Sgm Sqft Ha Acres
Scheme 1] Shopping centre in secondary town centre 5000 53820 3500 37674 1.25 3.09
Scheme 2|Retail warehousing (open Al consent) 3000 32292 3000 322920.75 1.85
Scheme 3 Parade of shops 1000 10764 1000 10764 0.25 0.62
Scheme 4 Supermarket large 4000 43056 4000 43056 1.60] 3.95
Scheme 5/ Supermarket mid 1500 16144 1500 16146 0.60, 1.48
Scheme 6/ Supermarket small 350 3767 350 3767/0.14 0.35

Source: DTZ market judgement, tested in consultation with developeragemts

Page27



4.2.2 Retail Sales values

Thetable below highlights variations in rental value, yield and occupier incentives for each of the
retail archetypes. We have assessed retail transactions in the local area and made adjustments as
appropriate to reflect cuent market conditions and the area wide archetypes.

Rental value

Rent free

Sgm Sq ft Yield (months)
Scheme 1|Shopping centre in secondary town cerjtre 161 15 9.009 18
Scheme 2|Retail warehousing (open Al consent) 161 15 7.509 18
Scheme 3|Parade of shops 161 15 9.009 18
Scheme 4|Supermarket large 161 15 5.509 6
Scheme 5(Supermarket mid 108 10 5.509 6
Scheme 6|Supermarket small 129 12 5.509 6

Source: DTZ market judgement, tested in consultation with developers and agents and based on
evidence contained in Appendix A
4.2.3 Development cost and phasing assumptions

The following buildtcostshave been used in our viability appraisals. Theytased on BCIS (rebased
for Yorkshire and the Humber)A 15 % uplift for external site works has bagplied

Plus 15% uplift
for external

Build cost works

Sgqm Sqft Sgm Sq ft]
Scheme 1 Shopping centre in secondary town centre 927 86 1066 99
Scheme 2| Retail warehousing (open Al consent) 539 50 620 58
Scheme 3/Parade of shops 715 66| 822 76
Scheme 4| Supermarket large 1037 96 1193 111
Scheme 5 Supermarket mid 1037 96| 1193 111
Scheme 6 Supermarket small 1037 96| 1193 111

The following phasing assumptiohave been used

Phasing assumptions

Lead in 2 quarters
Construction period (retail warehousing and supermarkety4 quarters
Construction period (others) 6 quarters
Sale On practical
completion
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The followinggeneralassumptiondiave been applied

Other development costs

Abnormalssensitivity(% uplift n build costs) 20%
Site specific S106 costs £50 psm
Professional fees as % of construction costs 10.00%
Contingencies on construction costs 3.00%
Letting costg% of rental value) 10.00%
Letting legal costs (% of rental value) 5.00%
Investment sale (% of Net Development Value) 1.00%
Investment sale legal costs (% of NDV) 0.25%
Purchaser's costs (% on purchase price) 5.80%
Finance on negative balance 6.50%
Developer profit (% on cost) 15.00%

Source: DTZ market judgement, tested in consultation with developers and agents

4.2.4Retall Se Value Thresholds

Residual values have been benchmarked against the following site value thresholds:

Site value thresholds for

viability analysis (20%
discount)
£ peracre £ perha £ per acre

Market site values
£ per ha

Site value thresholds

Scheme 1{Shopping centre in secondary town centre| £1,853,250 £750,000 £148,26( £600,00(
Scheme 2|Retail warehousing (open Al consent) £1,853,250 £750,000 £148,26( £600,00(
Scheme 3|Parade of shops £1,853,250 £750,000 £148,26( £600,00(
Scheme 4| Supermarket large £1,853,250 £750,000 £148,26( £600,00(
Scheme 5 Supermarket mid £1,853,250 £750,000 £148,26( £600,00(
Scheme 6|Supermarket small £1,853,250 £750,000 £148,26( £600,00(

4.3 OFFICE DEVELOPMENSUMPTIONS

4.3.1 Scheme selection
TwoK& LR GKSGAOFE &a0KSYSa oWl NOKSG@é L@ Det&lsadS 0 S
the archetypes, floor area and site coverage are provided below:

Sy

Floor area (GIA) Floor area (NIA) Site area
Sgm Sqft Sgm Sq ft Ha Acres
Scheme 1 |Out of town, over two floors 3000 32292 2550 27448 0.38 0.93
Scheme 2 |City centre, over four floors 3000 32292 25500 27448 0.19 0.46
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4.3.2Valueassumptions

The followingrental values, yield and occupier incentagsumptions have been appligdour
development appraisals

Rental value (£) Yield Rent free

Sgm Sq ft % (months)
Scheme 1 |Out of town, over two floors 135 13| 12.009 18
Scheme 2 |City centre, over four floors 188 18 8.509 36

4.3.3 Build cost, development costs and phasing assumptions

The following build costare assumed. They are based on BCIS build costs rebaséatkshire and
the Humber. An uplift of 15% is included for external site works:

Build cost (£) 15% Uplift for externals
Sgm Sqft Sgm Sqft
Scheme 1 [Out of town, over two floors 1180 110 1357 126
Scheme 2 |City centre, over four floors 1313 122 1510 140

The following assumptions aessumed in terms dhe phasing of office development

Phasing assumptions

Leadin 2 quarters
Construction period 4 quarters
Sale On practical completion

We have also made the following development assumptions:

Other development costs

Sensitivity for abnormals (% uplift on build costs) 10%
Site specific S106 costs £0
Professional fees as % of construction costs 10%
Contingencies on construction costs 3%
Letting costs (% of rental value) 10%
Letting legal costs (% of rentadlue) 5%
Investment sale (% of Net Development Value) 1%
Investment sale legal costs (% of NDV) 0.25%
Purchaser's costs (% on purchase price) 5.80%
Finance on negative balance 6.50%
Developer profit (% on cost) 15%
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4.3.4 Office Site Valuehresholds

Residual values have been benchmarked against the following site value thresholds:

Market site values Site value thresholds for
viability analysis (20%

discount)

Site value thresholds £perha £peracre £perha £ peracre
Scheme 1 Out of town £494,200 £200,000 £395,36( £160,00(
Scheme 2 City Centre £494,200 £200,000 £395,36( £160,00(

4.4 |INDUSTRIAL DEVELORVIESSUMPTIONS
4.4.1 Scheme selection

Three hypothetical schemes have been selected for viability testing of CIL. lllustrated below are the
names otthe archetypes, approximate size and site coverage

Floor area (GIA) Floor area (NIA) Site area
Sgm Sq ft Sgm Sqft Ha Acres
Scheme 1 |Small terrace of industrial 2500 26910 2500 26910 0.63 1.54
workshops
Scheme 2 |Medium sized industrial 5000 53820 5000 53820 1.25 3.09
warehouse building
Scheme 3 |Large industrial warehouse 10000 107639 10000 107639 2.50 6.18
building

4.4.2Valueassumptions

The followirg rental value, yield and development incensveve been applietbr the three
industrial schemes:

Rental value (£) Yield Rent free

\ Sgm Sq ft % | (months)
Small terrace of industrial
Scheme 1 workshops 59 6| 10.00% 12
Medium sized industrial
Scheme 2 warehouse building 54 5| 7.50% 12
Large industrial warehouse
Scheme 3 building 48 5| 7.50% 12
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4.4.3 Build cost, development costs and phasing assumptions

Thefollowing build costs are assumed. They are based on BCIS build costs rebased for Yorkshire and

the Humber. An uplift of 15% is included for external site works:

15% Uplift for

Build cost (£) externals
Sgm Sq ft Sgm Sq ft
Scheme 1 |Small terrace of industrial 450 42 518 48
workshops
Scheme 2 |Medium sized industrial 450 42 518 48
warehouse building
Scheme 3 |Large industrial warehouse 450 42 518 48
building

The following assumptions are assumed in terms of the phasing of industrial development:

Phasing assumptions

Leadin 2 quarters
Construction period 4 guarters
Sale On practical completion

We have also made the following development assumptions:

Other development costs

Sensitivity for abnormals (% uplift on build costs) 10%
Site specific S106 costs £0
Professional fees as % of construction costs 10%
Contingencies on constructiaiosts 3%
Letting costs (% of rental value) 10%
Letting legal costs (% of rental value) 5%
Investment sale (% of Net Development Value) 1%
Investment sale legal costs (% of NDV) 0.25%
Purchaser's costs (% on purchase price) 5.80%
Finance on negativiealance 6.50%
Developer profit (% on cost) 15%

4.4 .4 IndustrialSite \alue thresholds

Residual values have been benchmarked against the follamiugtrialsite value thresholds:
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Market site values Site value thresholds

for viability analysis
(20% discount)

Site value thresholds £ perha £ peracre £perha £ peracre

Scheme 1 Small terrace of industrial £247,100 £100,000 £197,68( £80,00(
workshops

Scheme 2 Medium sized industrial £247,100 £100,000 £197,68( £80,00(0
warehouse building

Scheme 3 Large industrial warehouse £247,100 £100,000 £197,68( £80,00(¢
building

45 OTHER COMMERCIALBEIEYPMENT ASSUMPTIONS

4.5.1 Scheme Selection

The followingother commercial sectors will be tested in order to determine whether they are able to
support any level of ClThe table below details the floor areas and site area of each archetype.

Floor area (GIA) Floor area (NIA) Site area

Sqm Sq ft Sqm Sq ft Ha  Acres

Scheme 1 |Cinema Leisure park cinema 600( 64583 6000 64583 1.5¢ 3.71
Scheme 2 |Hotel 60 bed budget 1800 19375 1350 14531 0.45 1.11
Scheme 3 [Restaurant Leisure park restaurant 400 4304 400 4304 0.16 0.40
Scheme 4 [Student accommodation|350 room flatted scheme 8050 86649 5250 56511 0.60 1.48
Scheme 5 |Care home 60 bed care home 2586 27834 840 9047 0.65 1.6Q

The followirg value assumptions have been used:
Rental values (£) Yield Incentives

Sgm Sq ft % Months

Scheme 1 |Cinema Leisure park cinema £129.17 £12.0( 7.009 6
Scheme 2 |Hotel 60 bed budget £148.0( £13.75 6.509% 6
Scheme 3 |Restaurant Leisure park restaurant £193.74 £18.0( 6.509 12,
Scheme 4 |Student accommodation {350 room flatted scheme £167.0( £15.51 7.009 6
Scheme 5 |Care home 60 bed care home £429.0( £39.86 7.50% 6

The followirg build costdhiavebeen applied These are based on BCIS costs (rebasetbféshire
and the Humberand include an uplift of 15% to take into account external works.

Build cost (£) 15% Uplift for externals

Sgm Sq ft sSgm Sq ft

Scheme 1|Cinema Leisure park cinema 1183 110 1360 126
Scheme 2 [Hotel 60 bed budget 1373 128 1579 147
Scheme 3 |Restaurant Leisure park restaurant 1661 154 1910 177
Scheme 4 |Student accommodation| 350 room flatted schemg 1268 118 1458 135
Scheme 5 [Care home 60 bed care home 1022 95 1175 109
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We have assumed the following assumptions in our development appraisals:

Other development costs

Site specific S106 costs £0
Professional fees as % of construction costs 10%
Contingencies on construction costs 3%
Letting costs (% of rental value) 109%
Letting legal costs (% of rental value) 5%
Investment sale (% of Net Development Value 199
Investment sale legal costs (% of NDV) 0.259
Purchaser's costs (% on purchase price) 5.809
Finance on negative balance 6.509
Developer profit (% on cost) 15%

The following phasing assumptions have been applied:

Phasing assumptions

Scheme 1|Cinema Leisure park cinema 2 quarters lead in, 4 quarters
build, sell on PC

Scheme 2 |Hotel 60 bed budget 2 quarters lead in, 4 quarters
build, sell on PC

Scheme 3 |Restaurant Leisure park restaurant |2 quarters lead in, 4 quarterg
build, sell on PC

Scheme 4 |Student accommodation |350 room flatted scheme|2 quarter lead in, 8 quarters
build, sell on PC

Scheme 5|Care home 60 bed care home 2 quarters lead in, 6 quarters
build, sell on PC

4.5.2 Other Commerciabite Value Thresholds

Residual values have been benchmarked against the following site value thresholds:

Market site values Site value thresholds f¢

viability analysis (20%

discount)

£ per ha £peracre £perha £ peracre
Scheme 1 |Cinema Leisure park cinema £864,850 £350,000 £691,88( £280,00(
Scheme 2 [Hotel 60 bed budget £864,850 £350,000 £691,88 £280,00!
Scheme 3 |Restaurant Leisure park restaurant £864,850 £350,000 £691,88( £280,00(
Scheme 4 |Student accommodation 350 room flatted scheme £864,850 £350,000 £691,88( £280,00(
Scheme 5 [Care home 60 bed care home £864,850 £350,000 £691,88( £280,00(
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Area Wide Modelling Results

¢tKAA aSOGA2y asSdia 2dzi GKS NBadzZ Ga 2F GKS | NBI
available for CIL is provided for each of the hypothetical schemes that have been tested, and in the
case of the residential sector, an average (mean) ofi @atue area. Where appropriate, cost
sensitivities have also been modelleddemonstratethe effect of adjustment to key variables.

5.1 RESIDENTIAL

5.1.1Base appraisal

The base appraisals model the viability of development incorporating the draft affordabkng
policies and a 10% uplift on build costs as an allowance for site abnormal development costs.

Table 5.1 below illustrates the results fdalue Area 1Wharfedalg, showing a substantial amount

of headroom for the Community Infrastructure Leagross all hypotheticalites tested, with anean

of over £500 per sgn. This reflects the high sales values that are achievable in Wharfedale which
drives a residual land value that is significantly in excess of the benchmark land value that has been
applied.

Table 5.1: Maximum CIL headroom in Value Area 1 (Wharfedale)

Site Size (ha) Residual site | Residual site| Benchmark Headroom Amount
value value per ha | Site Value £| for CIL (E) | available for
actual (at CIL (£ per s@
£1.28m per m)
= ha)

§ 0.5 £1,460,492| £2,920,983 £642,460 £818,032 £666
@ 1 £2,614,134| £2,614,134) £1,284,920| £1,329,214 £556
2 £5,281,374| £2,640,687| £2,569,840| £2,711,534 £568

£11,359,723  £2,271,945  £6,424,600] £4,935,123 £429

10 £23,016,666] £2,301,667| £12,849,200, £10,167,466 £441

Average £532
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Table 5.2: Maximum CIL headroom in Value Area 2 (high value rural villages and towns)

Site Size (ha] Residual site | Residual site| Benchmark | Headroom Amount
value value per ha | Site Value £| for CIL (£) available
actual (at for CIL (£
£741k per per sq m)
T
< ha)
§ 0.5 £742,273 £1,484,546 £370,650 £371,623 £265
~ 1 £1,461,866 £1,461,866 £741,300 £720,566 £264
2 £2,820,617 £1,410,308| £1,482,600| £1,338,017 £245
5 £6,114,913 £1,222,983| £3,706,500| £2,408,413 £183
10 £12,229,826] £1,222,983| £7,413,000 £4,816,826 £183
Average £228

Table 5.2 displays the results for Value Area 2 which is representative of some of the higher value
rural towns and villages including parts of Airedale. Value Aedso2displays the potential for
significant CIL headroom ranging from £180 to £265 pemsand an average of £228 per. sq}
Similarly to Wharfedale, the headroom that is illustrated arises directly from the difference
between the residual site value of the schemes tested and the benchmark land value that is used.

Table 5.3 displays the results for the lower value outealruillages and towns. This zone is

relatively diverse and includes the more affluent parts areas to the East of Bradford, Bingley and
parts of Silsden. There is a significantly lower level of headroom for CIL, with a range of £20 per sq
m to £71 per §. m across the sites tested.

Table 5.3: Maximum CIL headroom in Value Area 3 (Low value rural villages and towns)

Site Size (ha) Residual site | Residual site| Benchmark Headroom Amount
value value per ha | Site Value £ for CILE) available for
actual (at CIL (£ per sq
T £593k per ha) m)

;: 0.5 £396,632 £793,265 £296,520 £100,112 £71
& 1 £803,025 £803,025 £593,040 £209,985 £77
2 £1,532,024 £766,012 £1,186,080 £345,944 £63

5 £3,230,968 £646,194 £2,965,200 £265,768 £20

10 £6,461,936 £646,194 £5,930,400 £531,536 £20

Average £50

Table 5.4 summarises the results for Value Area 4, outer Bradford and other low value areas. This
value area has no headroom for CIL, with negative figures refletinfactthe residual site values

of the schemes tested is less than the benchmark site value applied. The results for Value Area 5
(Inner Bradford and Keighley), also show negative results reflecting the much lower sales values
that are typically achievable within these locations.
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Table 5.4Maximum CIL headroom in Value Area 4 (Outer Bradford and other low value areas)

Site Size (ha) Residual site | Residual site| Benchmark Headroom Amount

value value per ha| Site Value £ for CIL (£) | available for
actual (at CIL (£ per s@

T £445k per ha) m)
; 0.5 £108,598 £217,197 £222,390 -£113,792 £0
& 1 £245,645 £245,645 £444,780 -£199,135 £0
£456,338 £228,169 £889,560 -£433,222 £0
£787,716 £157,543 £2,223,900| -£1,436,184 £0
10 £1,575,431 £157,543 £4,447,800| -£2,872,369 £0
Average £0

5.1.2 Cost sensitivitg, 5% uplift
¢KS fFradSad RNITO OSNBAZ2Y 2F GKS [/ 2dzyOAt Qa [ 20l

following requirements at Policy HO9 which will have an impact on build costs:

1 Level 4 of the Code for Sustainable Horwelbe achieved from the date of adoption

1 Zero Carbon to be achieved from 1st April 2016

T Schemes of 10 or more homes will be expectethtbude a proportion of accessible homes as
part of an overall housing mix

There is much uncertainty regarding the to&future changes in construction standards. A 5%

uplift on build costs has typically been applied for Level 4 of the Code for Sustainable Homes.
However a recent report by Zero Carbon Hub highlighted that the costs of meeting sustainable
constructionstandards is coming down as a result of developments in technology and will continue
to do so between its date of publication (February 2014) and 20T68e report estimates that for a
typical semi detached house the cost uplift idbbe between £3,700 ah£4,700, or £43 and £60

per sg m. This uplift represents an additional ciré®4 on the build costs applied in the above

base appraisals.

In relation to the requirement for homes to include a proportion of accessible homes as part of the
mix, thecosth YLI O 2F GKA& NBIdZANBYSyd A& SELISOGSR
of homes that are required to meet the policy and the physical adjustments to property to enable
them to be accessible are modest. The Foundation for Lifetime HonteN@ighbourhoods

website estimates that the costs of building to Lifetime Home standards range from £545 to £1615
per dwelling, a cost uplift of approximately 0.5% to 2% on the basis of the size and cost
assumptions used in our base appraisals

Therefore on the basis of this evidence, we can conclude that the cost uplift required for testing
these additional policy standards will range from-3% on build costs. Howevehe base build

1 Zero Carboig Cost Analysis: meeting the Zero Carbon Stan(@etruary 2014)
2 http://www.lifetimehomes.org.uk/pages/costs.html
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costs that have been used within our assessment are based on dataised BCIS which are
generally at leasb% above what? @ 2 f hiYs& iilders argenerallyable to build at. This is
because the major houdauilders use their own construction facilities and do not need to pay
external contractors. Therefore, thgglires used in the base appraisals already allovedone
insulation from cost increases such casesNotwithstanding this, we have modelled a sensitivity
based on a 5% uplift in build costs to demonstrate the impact of such an uplift.

Tables 5.5, 5.6nd 5.7 show the results for Value Area 1, 2 and 3 raidg overleaf. They
demonstrate a reduction in the CIL headroom with Value Area 1 with a reduced average of £466
per sq m, Value Area 2 £170 per.sq and Value Area 3 a negative average with two out of the five
schemes producing no CIL headroom. This indicates that CIL becomes marginal in Value Area 3

given the effect of this cost uplift.

Table 5.5: Maximum CIL headroom in Value Area 1 (Wharfedaieh 5% uplift on build costs

Table5.6: Maximum CIL headroom in Value Area 2 (high value rural villages and towns) with 5%
uplift on build costs

Site Size (ha) Residual site | Residual site| Benchmark Headroom Amount
value value per ha | Site Value £| for CIL (E) | available for
actual (at CIL (£ per sq
£1.28m per m)
E ha)

§ 0.5 £1,372,798| £2,745,596 £642,460 £730,338 £594
@ 1 £2,450,582| £2,450,582| £1,284,920] £1,165,662 £488
2 £4,963,918| £2,481,959| £2,569,840 £2,394,078 £501

5 £10,654,004) £2,130,801| £6,424,600] £4,229,404 £367

10 £21,606,864] £2,160,686] £12,849,200, £8,757,664 £380

Average £466

Site Size (ha) Residual site Residual site | Benchmark Headroom Amount
value value per ha | Site Value£| for CIL (£) | available for
actual (at CIL (£ per s¢
T £741Kk per ha) m)

;5 0.5 £656,150 £1,312,301 £370,650 £285,500 £203
& 1 £1,298,307 £1,298,307 £741,300 £557,007 £204
2 £2,502,857 £1,251,429| £1,482,600] £1,020,257 £187

£5,399,925 £1,079,985| £3,706,500, £1,693,425 £129

10 £10,799,849 £1,079,985| £7,413,000f £3,386,849 £129

Average £170
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Table 5.7: Maximum CIL headroom in Value Area 3 (Low value rural villages and towns) with 5%
uplift on build costs

Site Size (ha)] Residual site | Residual site| Benchmark Headroom Amount
value valueper ha | Site Value £| for CIL (E) | available for
actual (at CIL (£ per s@
T £593k per ha) m)

; 0.5 £310,510 £621,019 £296,520 £13,990 £10
& 1 £637,686 £637,686 £593,040 £44,646 £16
£1,219,822 £609,911 £1,186,080 £33,742 £6

5 £2,502,582 £500,516 £2,965,200 -£462,618 £0

10 £5,005,165 £500,516 £5,930,400 -£925,235 £0

Average -£8

5.2 RETAIL

The table below highlights the preliminary results for the retail archetypes at baseline costs.

Table 5.8 Maximum CIL headroorretail development at baseline costs

Baseline
Scheme GIA (sq| Site Sizel Site value | Site value pe| Site value Amount
m) (ha) ha threshold |available for ClI
(actual) (E per sq m)

Shopping centre in a secondary town centre 5000 1.25( -£1,494,046 -£1,494,81% £1,853,25( £0
Retail warehousing (open Al consent) 3000 0.75] £2,354,251 £3,139,001 £1,111,95( £414
Parade of Shops 1000 0.25 -£45,144 -£180,576 £370,650 £0
Supermarket - large 4000 1.6 £3,624,74¢ £2,265,461 £2,372,16( £313]
Supermarket - medium 1500 0.6 £292,693 £487,827 £889,56( £0
Supermarket - small 350 0.14 £166,921 £1,192,337 £207,564 £0

The resultdndicatethat there is no headroom for a CIL for any of the retail archetypes with the
exception of retail varehousesand large supermarketsWe have also undertaken development
appraisals to reflect an ufdiin build costs of 20%® take into account site abnormal costas can

be seen from the Table 5.9 belowet net impact of increasing build costs to take into account of site
abnormals is that thenaximumheadroom for CIL is reducéo £289 per sgm for retail warehousing
and £79 per sgn for large supermarkets
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5.3

5.4

Table 5.9 Maximum CIL headroometail development with 20% uplift on build costs

20% uplift in build costs for abnormals
Scheme GIA (sq| Site Siz¢ Site value | Site value pe| Site value Amount
m) (ha) ha threshold |available for ClI
(actual) (E per sqm)

Shopping centre in a secondary town centre 5000 1.25 -£2,621,32% -£2,097,06 £1,853,25( £0
Retail warehousing (open Al consent) 3000 0.75| £1,979,807 £2,639,743 £1,111,95( £289
Parade of Shops 1000 0.25 -£215,814 -£863,263 £370,65( £0
Supermarket - large 4000 16| £2,659,519 £1,662,200 £2,372,16( £72
Supermarket - medium 1500 0.6 -£69,168 -£115,281 £889,56( £0
Supermarket - small 350 0.14 £82,382 £588,443 £207,564 £0

OFFICE

The tables below highlight the preliminary results for the office archetypes at baselineaocolsdso
with an uplift in build costs of 10% to account for site abnormals.

Table 5.10 Maximum CIL headroorfor office development at baseline costs / with 10% uplift in

build costs
Baseline
Scheme Site Sizg Site value | Site value peff  Amount
(ha) ha available for

CIL (E persqn
Office - City centre over four floors 0.19] -£1,274,000 -£6,705,262 £0
Office - Out of town over two floors 0.93 -£2,391,187 -£2,571,169 £0

10% uplift in build costs for abnormals

Office - City centre over four floors 0.19] -£1,753,331 -£9,228,057 £0
Office - Out of town over two floorg 0.93 -£2,825,906 -£3,038,609 £0

The results demonstrate that there is no headroom for CIL onaféae development in Bradford.

INDUSTRIAL

The tables below highlight the preliminary results for the industrial archetypes at baseline costs and
also with an uplift in build costs of 10% to account for site abnormals.

Paged0



Table 5.11 Maximum CIL headraw for industrial development at baseline costs / with 10% uplift

in build costs
Baseline
Scheme Site Size¢l Site value | Site value pe Amount
(ha) ha available for ClI
(E per sq m)
Small terrace of industrial workshops 0.63 -£302,911 -£480,811 £0
Medium warehouse building 1.25 -£84,048 -£67,239 £0
Large warehouse building 2.5 -£745,905 -£298,367 £0
10% uplift in build costs for abnormals

Small terrace of industrial workshops 0.63 -£438,615 -£696,214 £0
Medium warehouse building 1.25 -£352,805 -£282,244 £0
Large warehouse building 2.5 -£1,292,057 -£516,823 £0

The resultsndicatethat there is no headroom for CIL on industrial development in Bradford.
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5.5 OTHER COMMERC

IAL

The tables below highlight the preliminary results for the other commercial archetypes at baseline
costs. The resulisdicatethat there is no headroom for CIL on théher commercial archetypes

that have been tested.

Table 5.12 Maximum CIL headroorfor other commercial development at baseline costs

Baseline Cinema

Scheme GIA (Sgm)| Site |Residual sit¢ Residual sitq Site value Amount
Size value value per hg threshold | available for
(ha) per ha CIL (£ per sq
m)
Leisure park cinema 6000 1.5 -£143,695 -£95,796.67 £691,8801 £0
Baseline Hotel
Scheme Site [Residual sit§ Residual sitd Site value Amount
Size value value per hg threshold | available for
(ha) per ha CIL (£ per sq
m)
60 bed budget hotel 1800 0.45] -£637,064-£1,415,694.40 £691,8801 £0
Baseline Restaurant
Scheme Site [Residual sit§ Residual sitd Site value Amount
Size value value per hg threshold | available for
(ha) per ha CIL (£ per sq
m)
Leisure park restaurant 400 0.16 £75924 £474,525.0( £691,88( £0
Baseline Student accommodation
Scheme Site [Residual sit§ Residual sitd Site value Amount
Size value value per hgd threshold | available for
(ha) per ha CIL (£ per sq
m)
350 room flatted sche 8050, 0.6| -£2,778,692-£4,631,153.09 £691,88( £0
Baseline Care Home
Scheme Site [Residual sit§ Residual sitd Site value Amount
Size value value per hg threshold | available for
(ha) per ha CIL (£ per sq
m)
60 bed care home 2586 0.65 £442,234 £680,359.7% £691,88( £0
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5.6 SUMMARY, MAXIMUM HEADROOM FOR

In summary, e resultsof the area wideviability analysisndicatethe following:

1

T

There is headroom for CIL on residential development in value areas 1, 2 &ntl not in the
weaker markets of inner Bradford and Inner Keighley

The level oCIL headroom varies considerabBtween value areas and for the schergpadlogies

that have been tested; the range is frdifiper sqm (Value Area 5) to £5Q&er sq m (Vdue Area

1).

Sensitivities for abnormal cost uplifts reveal the effect is to substantially diminish the potential
headroom for CIL, reflecting the risks associated with applying to levy to sites experiencing such
abnormal costs

For commercial uses, CIL lkdeaom is limited tocertain types of retail uses, namefgtail
warehousingand large supermarketsThe level of headroom indicatéy the figuresfor these
sub-sectorsis substantiaht up to £400per sqfor retail warehousingandup to £310 per sq m for
large supermarketshowever, the level redusdo £289per sq m and£72 per sq m respectively
whentakingaccount of potentially high site abnormals.

¢tKS ySEG aSOitAzy 2F (GKA& NBLRNI RSGFIAfx®m GKS N
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6.1

6.2

Site Specific Viability Testing

In accordance with government guidance which recommends undertéikieggrainviability testhng

of real world sites, we identified a number @évdopments across the Bradford District andve
undertakendevelopment appraisals to determine their capacity to withstand CIL.

The exercise not only acts as a reality check of the area wide viability testing presented earlier in this
report, but it also tests the impact of variations to the key assumptiond useur area wide

modelling.

2 KSNBE LRaaAirofSsz ¢S KI @S dzaSR aNBIf 62NI Ré SJA
partners to inform the development appraisal inputs. However, where information has not been

availablewe have used the assumptisfiromour area wide viability appraisalsupplementing this
with additional research as appropriate

SITE SELECTION
Abroad range of development sites wedentified using the following criteria:
1. Site size sites were selecteffom the following s&ze bands:

<0.5 hectares

0.5- 2 hectares

2 hectares+

2. Locationg sites were selected from each of the five residential value areas.

3. Typec amix of sites were selected to reflect previously developed land, greenfield land and sites
which comprise both greenfield and previously developed land.

4. Proposed land use a range of residential, commercial and mixed use development sites were
selected

13 sites wereshortlistedwhich are listedn Table 6.Dbverleaf
DTZgathered informatioron each of the development sites to inform the development appraisals.
Site proformas were produced to summarise the information and development appraisals were

subsequentlyproducedusing Argus Eveloper software to identify the headroom for CIL.

The site proformas and development appraisals are listed in App&ndix

RESULTS

This section sets out the results of the site specific viability testing. A sd@mmarf (G KS aKSI R

that is available for CIL is provided for each of the sites tested and is preseiiteblén6.2 below.
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Table 6.1 Site Specific Viability Testig&hortlisted sites

Site no.

Site Name

Value area

12345

AAP area

BCC S&CRC

Type Size

Mixed Greenfield Small Medium Large Strategic Residential Commercial
(<0.5ha) (0.5ha- (2+)
2 ha)

1 Shipley Gateway Site X X X X X
(Cragg Road)
2 Bolton Woods Quarry X X X
4 Chatsworth Works X X X X
5 Buck Lane X X X
6 Fagley Quarry X X X
Tyrls, Bradford City X X X
10
Centre
1 Chapel Street, Addingham| x X X X
12 Sty Lane, Bingley X X X X
Greenholme Mills, Great | x X X X X
13 Pasture Lane, Burley in
Wharfedale
14 Coutances Way, llkley X X X X
Main Street, Steeton X X X X
15
16 Crack Lane, Wilsden X X X X
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Table 6.2 Results of Site Specii@bility Testing

Floor area

Net site are¢ Floor area Floor area AF market units Residual site Threshold site  Threshold Headroom
Site name Value area (Ha) (total - sg m) units (sq m) (sgm) value value (perHa) (actual) Headroom (£) per sqm)

Shipley Gateway Option 1 Mixed 4 0.48 1120 n/a 770 £173,439 £555,974 £265,50 -£92,06 n/a
Shipley Gateway Option 2 Comnj 4 0.48 1500 n/a n/a £0 £494,20 £236,00 -£236,000 n/a
Bolton Woods 4 27.92 94006 18801 75204 £4,517,862 £555,97% £15,525,000 -£11,007,138 n/a
Chatsworth Works 5 2.24 6630 1029 5610 -£514,66 £370,65( £828,45)0 -£1,343,11% n/a
Buck Lane 3 4.00 13731 n/a 13731 -£989,244 £247,10( £988,40 -£1,977,644 n/a
Fagley Quarry 4 17.00 56389 8262 48127  £15,243,81p £555,974 £9,450,000  £2,793,81% £58
Tyrls 5 0.40 7989 n/a 7989 £0, £494,20 £200,00 £0 £0)
Chapel Street 1 1.39 3900 1194 2704 £2,936,040 £1,284,920 £1,783,60 £1,152,44 £426
Sty Lane 2 16.54 41364 8183 33179 £18,118,771 £741,30! £12,259,500 £5,859,271 £177
Greenholme Mills 1 2.00 6396 1880 4516 £4,237,663  £1,284,920 £2,569,840  £1,667,828 £369
Coutances Way (no school) 1 16.3] 53607 1572} 37881 £41,438,86R  £1,284,920 £20,950,800 £20,488,062 £547)
Coutances Way (land left for sch 1 7.85 25717 7758 17959 £19,520,198 £1,284,92) £10,092,680  £9,427,518 £525
Main St Steeton 3 4.20 13824 4138 9686 £2,323,21% £593,04 £2,490,768 -£167,55 £0
Crack Lane, Wilsden 3 3.40 8895 1029 7875 £2,300,798 £593,04 £2,016,00 £284,793 £36

NB: It is emphasised that the majority of cases the lack of information relating to site development costs has meant ttgiftsas accordance witthe area wide
assumptions have been mad&hese therefore represent a guidedim reality there may be significant differences which will affect the residual headroom figures listed.
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6.3

Table 6.2 identifies that thosesidentialsites located in higkialue areagValue Area 13uch as
Coutances Way, llkley; Greenholme Mills, Burley in Wharfedale and Chapel Lane Addiageam
capacity to withstand a CIL tariff. The headroom for these sites is £6die £42%nd £426per sq
m respectively.

Otherresidential sites such as Sty Lane, Bingley (Value Area 2) can support a CIL tariff of up to £186
per sq m.

Residential sites in mialue areagValue Area 33uch as Crack Lane Wilsderd Main Street
Steetoncan support up to £62 a&h£15 per sgm respectively.

With the exception of the Fagley Quarry site which has a CIL headroom of £120 mpéradighe
residential development sites in lower value areas such as the Shipley Gateway site, Bolton Woods
Quarry and Chatsworth Workkeighleyare unable to withstand CIL.

The site specific viability testing has shown that the commercial sites do not have capacity for CIL
(Buck Lane and Tyrls).

SUMMARY

The results of the site specific viability testing mirror those of the area wadglity appraisal in that

there is headroom for CIL for residential development in value areas 1, 2 and 3 but not in the weaker
markets value areas 4 and 5. Similarly, as per the area wide viability testing, the commercial
developments tested through thsite specific development appraisals Buck Lane (industrial) and

Tyrls (office) do not support CIL.
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CIL Garging Srategy

MAXIMUM CIL HEADROOM

The evidence presented above demonstrates the diversity of wiabidross Bradford with only

residential and retail development able to withstand a CIL at the current time. The viability of

imposing CIL on residential development is limited to high and mid value areas. The varied results

are due to different levels of strength in property matkacross the district as reflected in the

rent/capital values achievable. The impact of site abnormal costs and other planning standards
OAYOft dzZRAY 3 | FF2NRI 6fS K2dzaAy3a FyR aAiS ALISOATA
CIL tariff.

¢rofS 17Todm 0St28 AffdzaliINIGSa GKS WKSIFRNR2YQ F2NJ
for residertial and commercial developmentn terms of the residential developmenté results
arebroadlycomparable in that Value Area 1 an&k2 @S | WKSIFRNR2YQ 2F &az2yYS$s
MHAAn LISNJ alj Y NBaLISOGAGBSteod £ £dzS ' NBF o KIF& |
or no headroom in Value Areas 4 and 5.

Table 7.1 Maximum CIL Headroogresidentialand commercial

Maximum CIL headroom per sgn

Area wide viability model Site specific viability testing
(UEEY) (range)

Residential
Value area 1 £532 £370- £540
Value area 2 £228 £180
Value area 3 £50 £0-£40
Value area 4 £0 0-£120
Value area 5 £0 £0
Retail
Shopping centre in a
secondary town centre £0 n/a
Retail warehousing (open
Al consent) £289 n/a
Parade of Shops £0 n/a
Supermarket; large £72 n/a
Supermarket; medium £0 n/a
Supermarket; small £0 n/a
All other uses £0 n/a
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7.2

In terms of commercial development the headroom for CIL is sorfi@ &2 retail warehousing
VIABILITPROOFING! / / h] b¢ Lb DBUWRER ¢ 9 &

Caution is required to ensure that the rates that are set for CIL are not at a level that would
undermine the delivery of development. Cllndd easy to vary on a case by case basix set and
therefore there is a risk that if not set at an approprisggel that the effect could be either to
reduceother planning obligation requirements or in a worst case scenario prevent land from coming
forward for development.

The analysis contained in this report is predicatedhigh level and indicative schemasd

assumptions.It should be noted that in realityhe development market isot homogenousnd

there is potential for wide variation in many of the inputs to a viability appraisal including the price of
fryRE GKS RSQOSt 2LISNRAacoB i dzNy yR aA0S RS@OSE 2 LIV

There is also potential for variation in both market conditions and construction costs arising from
changes to building regulations (including the anticipated Zero Carbon requirement from 2016)
which will influence changes in viability headroom @iL.Although the market is generally on an
upswing, local and sector based changes could cause viability to be destabilised on certain types of
sites and uses.

Government guidance makes it clear that CIL rates should not be set right at the mangatsliby.

At Paragraph 019 Reference ID:@B-20140612), the guidance specifiestibafi K SNB A& NR2Y
a2YS LN 3AYFdAaYo LG 62dAZ R 0SS | LILINPLINAIFGS (2
levy rate is able to support development®vf S O2y 2 YA O OA NBviihéedrony OSa |
recent CIL examinations indicates that a minimum discount €§@5 from the maximum CIL
GAFLoAfAGE Aa O2yAARSNBR NBFrazylofS G2 RSY2yaiNl

S\
R 2

There is also evidence of Cdtes being benchmarked in terms of a percentage of development costs
as a means of sense checking viabilitye consider that @autious approach would be to ensure that
ClLrates are withirfollowingranges as further test for safeguarding viability:

1 5% of total development costs
1 5% of Gross Development Value
T 10-20% of residual land value

p: 2F G2GFrf RS@GSt2LIYSyd O2aida Aa 6AGKAY GKS LIt
applied) and therefore not considered likely to undermine deipiarthe majority of cases. At less

than 5% of Gross Development Value, it represents a very small portion of the total income of a
development project and therefore a similar view could be taken that is unlikely to impinge on

delivery. Similarly if Ciepresents less than 1P0% of residual site valuecould be viewed as

unlikely toprevent land from being brought forward for developmerid accords with our 20%

discount to market value (applied to the site value threshalds)
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7.3

Therefore, through firsassessing the viability of CIL against the site value benchmarks to determine
I NBFazylrofS WKSIFRNR2YQ |yR (KSy LaN@tgnelRAY 3 |
performance indicators we consider that CIL can be robustly viability proofed.

Lookingat the above percentage benchmarks as they relate to maximum CIL headroom figures,
many of those benchmarks are exceeded indicating that if CIL were thet miargins of viability that
they could placelevelopment viability at risk.

RECOMMENDHRATES

Taking into account thiadditionalanalysis, we have adjusted the CIL ratad made
NBEO2YYSYRFGAZ2Yya 2 ywhighligslidedhaRpriatd discodnt friord thet
maximum CIL headroom and also comply withdlditional performance benchmarks. éh
recommended Cltates, presented in Table 7.2 abanelude a range of £0 to £100 per sq m on
residentialdevelopment depending on locatipnates of £100 per sq m on retail warehousargl
£50 per sq m on superstores.

Table 7.2 Maximum CIL Headroom expressed as a percentage of cost, GDV and land value

Cross checks: CIL as a percentage of:

Discount
from

Proposed Maximum Total Residual

ClL rate (£ CIL Construction Development land

per sqm) headroom cost cost value
Residential
Value area 1 £100 81.20% 6.50% 3.22% 2.66%| 9.35%
Value area 2 £50 78.07% 3.71% 2.29% 1.88%| 10.00%
Value area 3 £20 60.00% 1.48% 1.05% 8.66%| 7.46%
Value area 4 £0 - - - - -
Value area 5 £0 - - - - -
Retail

Shopping centre
in a secondary

town centre £0 - - - - -
Retail

warehousing

(open Al

consent) £100 65.40% 13.44% 4.47% 3.89%| 8.73%
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7.4

Parade of Shopg £0 - - - - -
Supermarket-

large £50 28.00% 3.49% 2.02% 1.75%| 7.55%
Supermarket

medium £0 - - - - -
Supermarket

small £0 - - - - -
All other uses £0 - - - - -

Using the CIL rates recommended above,have mapped the residential charging zonedtier
BradfordDistrictagainst postcodareasto produce the following plan.

The dark blue area corresponds with the high value areas of Bradford including Addingham, llkley,
Burley in Wharfdale and MenstonNe recommend this forms charging Zone 1 (£100 pendqr
residential development).Charging Zone 2 (£50 per. sq for residential development) is indicated

by the light blue area on the plan which includes the settlements of Eldwick, Bingley, Oldfield and
Stanbury.Charging Zone 3 (£20 per.sa) comprises mid value settlements including Silsden,
Steeton, Haworth, Oxenhepand parts of Queensbury and Shipley.

Charging Zone 4 (£0 per.sn) captures lower value areas whiare unable to withstand a GHiff
including inner Bradford, Keighley, Buttershaw and Wyke.

SCOPE FOR FLEXIBILIT

Officers and members should note that there is some flexibility in the way that CIL rates can be set.

The recommendations are intended as a guide, but small variati@ysbe capable of justification

particularly where they support the principle of achigd I Wol f I yOSQ 06SiG6SSy

funding need and viability.
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Figure7.1 Recommendedesidential CIL Charging Zonks Bradford
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7.5 COLLECTING THE LEVY

The CIL Chargirguthority isresponsible for collecting the levy (with the exceptiorLohdon
Boroughs) Once the charging schedule has been determined, the Council will need to determine
how the levy will be payable.

CIL charges become due on commencement of development as defined by Section 56 (4) of the
Town and Country Planning Act 1990. ChargingdXilitas are at liberty to set thie own payment
terms, including the option of paying CIL in instalments. HoweBexernment Regulations (69B)
specify thathe payment terms must be published in an instalments palibich should beavailable
on the CougilQw&ebsite and also at the Councils principal office

Instalment policies can assist with development viability and delivgriynproving the cash flow of a
development (as the CIL payment is not paid upfront). Paragraph; B&%erence ID: 2855
20140612 of the Regulations stafe2 A f f Ay3dySaa G2 tft2¢ |y Ayaidlfy:
consideration in assessing the viabilitypabposedevy rates. The authority has the freedom to

decide the number of payments, the amount and the time due. atithority may revise or withdraw

GKS LI2ftAOe 6KSY FLIINRBLINRF(S¢

Where a Local Authority has no instalment policy in place, payment is due 60 days after development
commences.

There are also provisions in the Regulations at Paragraph, Beference I25-056-20140612

enabling local authorities to accept a planning application which has been subdivided into phases for
the purposes of the levy. This will betremelyuseful for large scale developments suchtasse

proposed at Fagley Quarigplton Wood Quarry and Coutances Way, llkigyich are likely to be

brought forward ina numberof phases The Regulations are helpful in that they allow for detailed

and outline permissions to be treated as phased developments of the Tevig.will assist withhie

viability and deliverability of a development as it enables each phase of a development to be
separately chargeable for CIL in line with an instalment policy that may be in force.

In order to facilitate the viability and deliverability of developmeairing forward across the

District, we recommend that the Council offers the payment of CIL in instalments as a matter of
course. This will make it easier for developers to pay the charge as receipts from new development
can be used to pay the Levy.

Werecommend the following instalments policy for Bradford:

Instalment Provisions
Less than £100,000 More than £100,000
Instalment Amount Due Due Date Instalment Amount Due Due Date
1 50% 6 months* 1 25% 6 months*
2 50% 12 months* 2 25% 12 months*
3 25% 18 months*
4 25% 24 months*

* Payable on the anniversary of the commencement of development
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7.6 PAYMENTS IN KIND

There may be circumstances whereharging authority or developer has a preference for a payment
in kind to be made to satisfy the CIL liability.

Paragraph061 ReferencéD: 25061-201406120f the Regulations makes provisions farterging
authority to enter into an agreement with developer to receive land or infrastructure as payment.

Where a charging authority wishes to accept such payments in kind, the conditions of such payments
must be set out in detail in a policy document. The document should set out that the local apthorit
will accept infrastructure or land paymerasidinclude a list of the type of infrastructure that would

be consideed acceptable as a payment in kind. This list may indtudsmprisethe infrastructure
requirements identified on thé 2 dzy Reyula@ri123 list.

Where a levy is to be paid as land or infrastructure, a land or infrastructure agreement must be
entered into before development commences. This must include the information specified in
Regulation 73A

7.7 MONITORING AND RBNVIE

As aforementioned, the property markethgterogeneousandmarket conditions change over time
The variation or introduction of Governmeot Local Policy may also impact on the deliverability and
viability of development.TheCouncilcan monitor CIL ttough the Local Plan Annual Monitoring
Review. In the event of significant changes in circumstancegjab practicehat the Council
updates theviability modellimg to ensure that the CIL charging schedule is reflective of market
conditions
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Concusions

The results of the viability testing demonstrate that in current market conditions it is feasible to
introduce CIL in Bradfordistrict however viability is restricted to certain property types and
locations and is highly sensitive to key variatdach aslevelopment revenues anlouild costs.  This
illustrates that development viability for some sectors remains at best marginal and that care is
required in the introduction of a CIL tariff so as not to undermine delivery objectives.

The findirgsof our workdemonstrate that there is significant diversity across the District in terms of
the ability ofresidential and commerciaevelopment to withstand CIL tariffRResidential
developmentretail warehousesnd large supermarketepresent theonly property classifications

on which CIL isonsidered sensiblfeasibleat the current time and in respect of residential, this is
only realistically possible the high to mid value areas the District.

The maximum CIL levels indicated in this reparte been robustly testedndare considered to
represent a pragmatic levéhat will not compromise the delivery of development

Theimplementation of an instalment poliagnd payments in kind provisiomsll further support the
viability and delivery of development and is likely to be seen favourably by regional and national
developers looking to bring forward development in Bradford.

Officers and members should note that there is some flexibility in the way that CIL rates can be set.

The recommendations are intended as a guide, but small variati@ysbe capable of justification
particularly where they support the principle of achigdd | Wol £ ' yOSQ 06SG6SSy i
funding need and viability.
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AppendixA ¢ Market Report

RESIDENTIAL
General market outlook

The downturn in the residential property market, prompted by the crisis in the financial markets and the
crash of the American real estate market has been well documented. The UK residential property market
had experienced a strong period of growth sinceusd the year 2000 up to late 2007 and many predicted
that a market adjustment was overdue but few anticipated just how quickly the adjustment would take
place. Prior to the downturn, average property prices in the UK had risen by over 100% in ther&é@oyea
2007 and the price to earnings ratio had got so high that many first time buyers and those on lower
incomes were being priced out of the market.

In July 2014 the Nationwide building society reported that UK hpuses had risen above their 2007
peak, with the average valuaf a UK residential property climbing to nearly £189,(Bigure Al)
Consequently, prices have risen by £37,000 or 25% bintt@eming out in Q1 2009. Given the length and
depth of therecession, the worst since the Great Degg®n, the recovery iprices appears remarkable.

A combination of government policy initiativésunding folLending (FLS), Help to Buy (H &}

historically low interestates, together withthe economic recoverys stimulating the housingarket.

With the cost of wholesale funding having falleignificantly, lending conditions have markedly improved
leadingto a 50% rise in gross mortgage lending since the FL#tn@duced(Figure A2)According to the
Council of Mortgage Lending (CMafal gross mortgage lending, seasonally adjusted, stoofil#t.1bn in
July, which ighe strongest outturn since August 2008.

Figure Al: UK Housing Market
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Source: DTZ Research, Nationwide Building Society
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Figure A2: Interest rates on residential lending (&b)d fixed rate share (%)
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Fixed interest mortgage rates have steadily declined since 2009 and their market share has steadily climbed

to over 80% in Q1 2014This clear preference may reflect not onhetdiminishing margin between fixed

and variable rates, but also awareness by mortgagees that interest rates may rise in the foreseeable future.

Despite the fact that UK house prices have recovered to their previous peak, they remain about 10% below
the long termtrend. Similarly, transactions are around 30% lower and lending activity, despite the recent
increases noted earlier, are sdlD% below the last peaklhe length and depth of the recession means that

the value of UK housing, an important drived economic growth, has been severely dented.

The recovery in UK house prices, however, hides the two tier market which has evolved over the last few

years; Londowersus the resof the country The rise in UK house prices has, at¢haent time been
almost exclusively driven by London and more recently the squte.y R2 y Q &

adl Gdza

- a

elevated, rather than diminished, by the economic turbulence of the lasiyfaes. London has attracted

money, people and businesses at recaaites and this has been reflected in soaring house prices. London
house prices are now, remarkably, 32% above thedaak. House prices in the South East, East and South

West have also recently recovered to 2008 levels.
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Figure A3: House prices relag to pre-crisis peak, average of Nationwide and Halifax measures
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Conversely, house prices in the rest of the country remain below 2008 levels. Prices in Northern Ireland are
still astaggering 48% below their peak, while the majority of other regions are around 5% below.

Consequently, the big regionatice corrections brought about by the recession have yet to be completely
reversed. This is not that surprising gitbat the ecanomic recovery has still to take hold in many parts of
the country. But surveys about economic activdtyd outlook in the regions have been increasingly positive
over the course of the year. For example, the Royal Insti@iteéhartered Surveyors (RIC&)art that

prices have risen across most regions in recent months, driven by a combioftioowing demand and a
lack of new (sales) instructions. In addition, the sabestock ratio, which measures market tightness,
increased in July to its highesvtd since 2007.

With the possible exception of London there is little evidemtehe current timeto suggest that there is a
national housindgubble. However, worries about affordability in the contextitife or no wage increases
are pervasivel ookng at the houserice-to-income ratio suggests that affordability is around sewesl)
below the precrisis peak of eightln the regions, the pric® income ratio has fallen by one and a half
times since 2007.

London, unsurprisingly, is the big oatli Despite strong growtBuilding Society, ONS incomes and
employment, soaring house prices have pustielpriceto-income ratio back to peak levels of 10ther
metrics,such as loattio-value (LTV) ratios and income multiples tedirailar story. Theeriod of easy

credit prior to the crisis hadeen homeowners being allowed to borrow higher multigégheir incomes
and advance smaller deposits. In both cabese conditions changed substantially in the aftermatihef
credit crunch, with lendersignificantly tightening theilending criteria. With regards to LTV ratios, tighter
lendingcriteria remain in place today, with Office of National Statiqii2NS) data suggesting that the
average LTV ratio is almospdrcentage points lower than befotle crisist this was oneof the key
FIOG2NE dzy RSNLIA Y YA Y3 ifitiedbice The widigatfe g Saraiite® part ISR 3 A 2y (i 2
analysis of income multiples also shows the majoritsegions well below previous peakslowever, as
with the priceto incomeratio, values have returned to prerisis levels in LondorMoreover, in contrast to
the other metrics, there are some sigoistress in the other southern English regions as well.
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Overall these metrics of affordability suggest that woraéeut housing bubbles, with the exception of
London,mayp S 2 FSNR2YyS® b2y SiKSt S addmtrotiiEtionioktbe Morlg8g@a NB OS'y
Market Review (MMRWas intended to cool market ardour and thereby delay éxpected base rate rises,

then it appears to have worked.

An array of recent data suggests that housing activitydoa$ed somewhat.The July 2014 RICS Residential
Market Survey shows that overall buyer demand has stabilisedsateb growth has moderatedVhile the
national marketoroady appears to be holding firm, enquiries and salesren falling in London.
Instructions are rising sharply apgice momentum, whilst positive, has been eroding rapallgr the past
three months. Similarly another survey, frarmortgage lender Halifaxshowed prices slipping in June.

Given these trends and recent downward revisions to earniogast we do not expect the BoE to raise
the base rate untihext year. Thereafter increases are likely to be modest anotracted. The BoE has
made it cleathat it does not wanto act prematurely and endanger the recoveiespite theconcerns
about a London house price bubble, the BoE doeswaoit to derail consumer confidence and spending
which hasbeen the key driver of the recovery up to this poiad whichwill be crucial to lifting economic
growth in all regions.

All'in all we expect the monetary environment to remactommodative over the next few years. The big
policy issuever the medium and longer term, however, will be about supply of housingThecontinued
lack of new house building whidonsistently undershoots target, will inevitably underpin furthises in
house prices.

Although the latest survey data suggest that the momenturprices may have moderated, especiatly i
London, this slowdowis likely to be temporary.The outlook for house prices is stromgflecting positive
demographics and constrained supply in fbem of new housing starts.

Moreover, we expect all regions will see relatively strong pgicavth over the next five year@rigure A4)
This reflects our expectation falemand and supply of housing to remain unbalanced.

Figure Al: House price cumulative growth by city
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In March2014the Chancellor announced a raft of measures desigoesfimulate the housing market and
promote supply.Housingpolicies announced in the Budget are expected to supp0€,000 new homes
across the UKThe biggest boost wdsom a projected 120,000nits expected to result from the foyear
extension of the Helppo-Buy equity loan scheme to 2020.

First time buyers (FTB) have accounted for nearly 90% dftf®0 new homes bought under the scheme.
Most of thesewere acquired outside London and tBeuth East, boostindgemard in these less active
markets. In addition, 15,000 homeare planned to be delivered by the Ebbsfleet Garden City project,
11,000 at Barking Riverside, and 10,000 at Brent Crassther15,000 will come from funding for small
developers and morthan 40,000 from estate regeneration. Despite these initiatibhesyever, the supply
response is unlikely to be strong enouglpecially where it is needed most in London and the South East.

Outside London, the government still owagsonsiderablemount of land, notably brownfield, which could
be sold to housduilders, or use its own resources to fund a programme of hbudding. Large public
sector building initiatives were undertakémthe past, but very little social housings$been built in recent
years. A programme of public sector housing may be a miveet approach to solving the housing
shortage. An alternativeis to encourage large financial institutions, such as insurergpandion funds
which have traditionally inested in commercigbroperty, to fund the large scale residential building
required tomeet rising demand. We look at this issue in more detail imiine section of this report.

BRADFORD HOUSING MER

The Bradford Housing Market is significantly varaeross the District. Over the last twelve months on
average, 1,010 properties have sold each quarter. The average house price in Bradford currently stands at
circa £149,000. The range of average house prices across property type is as follows:

Table Al: Average house prices in Bradford

Property Type Average House Price Number of Transactions September
2013¢ September 2014
Detached £233,245 1,369
Semi Detached £139,167 3,090
Terrace £109,034 3,594
Apartment £84,914 710

Source: HM Lan®egistry Q3 2014

It is clear from the information above that the detached market far out performs the remaining property
types in the area in terms of value, with there belittie difference between the semi detachedrtace
andapartment markets. However, the terrace andesni detached markets are the most active accounting
for 35% and 41% of the turnover in the market respectively.

The performance of all property types for both quantity of sales and values achieved since 2008 can be see
below:
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Figure A5 Bradford Housing Market Performance: 202814
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Reports produced by CLG and Arc4 suggest that the Bradford District is a resai#edyntainedhousing
market with low levels of inward migratior herefore, any demanfibr new housing needs to be

generated in the main from within the population of Bradford as the area is less likely to draw new
households into the area than neighbouring housing markets wouldltie. CLG reports that at least 70%
of those moving withirBradford originate from the same area and often from within the same sub area of
the Bradford Housing Market.

TheBradfordStrategic Housing Market Assessmg@10)reported that 76.8% of households moving
within the District currently live within Bradfd and 78.6% of residents living in Bradford work in the
District. The 2013Bradford Strategic Housing Market Assessmgittate report confirmedhat as such,
Bradford can be described aselfcontainedhousing market area.

That said there is strong link with neighbouring authorities and in particular with Leeds, especially in the
North Eastern boundary areas of the two authorities in areas such as llkley, Otley and Guiseley, more
gARSte (y26y .l a W2KINFSRIFIfSQ

Analysis of the Bradford Housingarket using HM Land Registry postcode data show this wide range of
variance across the area and the formation of very specific housing markets. Atgllwetrates the
mapping of average house prices taken for the quarter Apféirch 2014 from the M Land Registry:
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Figure A6: Bradforéchievedresidential values April 2011 to March 2014
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The plan demonstrates a very clear distribution of values with the rural locations of Wharfedale and parts
of Airedale and the westfdhe District exhibiting the highest property values and urban areas of Greater
Bradford and Keighley recording the lowest property valueshould be noted thaterage house prices

are not an accurate representation of new build values and as atliedocations where there is less new
build activity, average house price indicators are further reduced.

Achieved values for new build housing vary across the District from arouBdfder square metret Dick
Lane, Bradford to over £4,000likley, highlighting the dual challenge of affordability and viability that the
Council must consider when setting CIL rates.

New build values

At present, the residential development industry is heavily driven by two key factors, achievable house
pricesand transaction rates. Areas which have high house prices are more popular as the risks associated
with development in these areas are low. Higher value areas have tended to sustain a stable level of
transactional turnover and are more insulated from tmertgage market. Further, such areas are not
typically reliant upon first time buyer transactions and have therefore maintained their performance

despite the financial downturn. We can see this trend in Bradford by looking at where there are new
schemeseing developed / marketed.
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There are currently a number of recently completed schesa®emes on sitén the area. Table A.2
below, shows a selection of curreatnmonisedschemes and their achieved value in £s per square metre
factoring in any incemes.

Table A2: New build schemes in Bradford District
Number of Beds Transaction Date Sales Price Achieved (£) Area (m2) £/m2

Development 1 - Value Area 3

3 bed 2014 £155,995 79 £1,974.62
2 bed 2014 £103,995 67 £1,552.16
£1,763.39

Development 2 - Value Area 3
3 bed late 13/14 £121,995 79 £1,544.24

Development 3 - Value Area 5

2 bed late 13/14 £94,995 67 £1,417.84
3 bed £144,500 79 £1,829.11
4 beds £199,000 102 £1,950.98

£1,732.64

Development 4 - Value Area 4

2 bed Apt
3 beds 2013 £154,000 79 £1,949.37
4 bed 2013 £197,000 102 £1,931.37
£1,940.37
Development 5 - Value Area 4
4 beds £261,500 102 £2,563.73
3 beds £139,000 79 £1,759.49
2 beds £119,000 67 £1,776.12
£2,033.11
Development 6 - Value Area 5
4 beds 2014 £174,000 102 £1,705.88
3 beds 2014 £147,500 79 £1,867.09
2 bed Apt 2014 £80,000 60 £1,333.33
£1,635.43
Development 7 - Value Area 5
2 bed SD Nov-13 £95,000 67 £1,417.91
2 bed SD Oct-13 £100,000 67 £1,492.54
3bed T Jun-13 £118,195 79 £1,496.14
3 bed SD Jun-13 £118,495 79 £1,499.94
3 bed SD Dec-12 £122,695 79 £1,553.10
3 bed SD Dec-11 £118,995 79 £1,506.27
£1,494.32
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Development 8 - Value Area 5

3 bed SD
2 bed SD
3 bed D

2 bed SD
2 bed SD
3 bed D

2 bed SD
3 bed SD
3 bed SD
3 bed SD
3 bed SD
3 bed SD
2 bed SD
3 bed D

2 bed SD
2 bed SD

Feb-12
Mar-12
Mar-12
Mar-12
Apr-12
Jun-12
Jun-12
Jun-12
Oct-12

Nov-12
Nov-12
Dec-12
Feb-13
Mar-13
Apr-13
Jul-13

£115,995
£95,995
£129,995
£104,650
£92,995
£128,695
£98,998
£103,000
£102,000
£105,000
£100,000
£110,995
£96,495
£128,696
£90,000
£92,995

79
67
79
67
67
79
67
79
79
79
79
79
67
79
67
67

£1,468.29
£1,432.76
£1,645.51
£1,561.94
£1,387.99
£1,629.05
£1,477.57
£1,303.80
£1,291.14
£1,329.11
£1,265.82
£1,405.00
£1,440.22
£1,629.06
£1,343.28
£1,387.99
£1,437.41

Development 9 - Value Area 5

First sale June 2011, sold 80-90 between 2011-14, most of which in Q3 2013 to present.

2 bed apts 2011 £77,500 68.83 £1,125.99
Nov-13 £70,000 61.59 £1,136.46
Apr-14 £71,000 62.22 £1,141.20
Apr-14 £64,000 62.22 £1,028.69
3 bed SD Dec-13 £115,000 71.81 £1,601.48
Feb-14 £111,000 71.81 £1,545.78
Mar-13 £117,000 71.81 £1,629.34
4 bed SD 2011 £135,000 100.50 £1,343.25
Nowv-13 £150,000 103.20 £1,453.55
4 bed SD 2011 £150,000 95.84 £1,565.15
4 bed D Mar-14 £183,000 123.47 £1,482.16
£1,368.46
Development 10 - Value Area 4

2 bed Oct-13 £131,000 61.19 £2,140.84
4 bed Jul-14 £267,000 117.72 £2,268.00
5 bed Apr-14 £352,000 172.95 £2,035.21
Apr-14 £323,000 151.63 £2,130.23

£2,143.57

Development 11 - Value Area 1

2 bed apts Jul-13 £345,000 90 £3,833.33
Jul-13 £425,000 90 £4,722.22

Aug-13 £330,000 90 £3,666.67

Aug-13 £345,000 90 £3,833.33

Sep-13 £355,000 90 £3,944.44

Sep-13 £391,000 90 £4,344.44

Feb-14 £345,000 90 £3,833.33

£4,025.40
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Development 12 - Value Area 3
5 bed D Apr-14 319995 135 2,370.33

Development 13 - Value Area 2
4 bed D Mar-14 £228,000 102 £2,235.29
4 bed D Dec-13 £265,000 102 £2,598.04
3 bed SD Nov-13 £180,000 79 £2,278.48
4 bed D Nov-13 £212,500 102 £2,083.33
4 bed D Nov-13 £220,000 102 £2,156.86
4 bed D Nov-13 £215,000 102 £2,107.84
3 bed SD Sep-13 £175,000 79 £2,215.19
4 bed D Aug-13 £235,000 102 £2,303.92
4 bed D Jul-13 £230,000 102 £2,254.90
3 bed SD Apr-13 £172,000 79 £2,177.22
3bed T Apr-13 £175,000 79 £2,215.19
£2,238.75

Source: Research by Cushman and Wakefield based on consultation with sales agents

As part of the market assessment, consultation with all the major hbusiders active in the region has
beencarried out(initially in 2013 and again in 2014} here were a number of key messages emerging from
this consultation regarding the attractiveness of different housing types, areas and what the key challenges
will be for delivering housing in the shod tmedium term, as outlined below:

Demand

All house builderseported muted demand overallThe first time buyer market was stated to be almost
completely reliant on government schemes such as New Buy, without which the market for certain types of
homeswould almost disappear. Most of the house builders stated that they are currently targeting two
groups. The first is those making their first move up, usually couples or young families, making the most of
any equity built up on their current property tmake their second more affordable. The second is young
professional couples willing to commit dual incomes to a joint mortgage.

In terms of house type, all house builders identified that the strongest demand was for traditional 2 storey
family housing. None had plans for flat / apartment led schemes but some said they would consider higher
density 3 storey townhouses as part of a large scheme or as part of their affordable housing stock.

Values

Headline values are holding up only through increasingntive packages in most area®n new homes
stamp duty is almost always paid by the house builder, whilst carpets and occasiamigdgoods are
included. In addition offers such as part exchange are successfully attracting those looking to miake the
first move up the housing ladder. Analysis of recent transactions suggests that incentives are currently
representing approximately 5% of headline achieved values.

Land

All house builders were interested in acquiring and bringing forward new sithe itertain areas.
Haworth, Queensbury, Denholme, llkley, Calverley proved the most targeted areas, with Bingley also
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attractive once the current supply of new housing has been taken up. There is little interest in areas such
as Holme Wood, LaisterdykRavenscliffe and Manninghamm@esent;although all house builders said
they would consider opportunities on a site by site basis.

The value of land in the District varies massively depending on planning status and the existing use.
Discussions withduse builders revealed that very few sought sites with planning permission for

residential, preferring instead to target sites on the basis of location, buy from the landowner either on an
option basis or a subject to planning basis, and then design tiense according to their requirements. As
such, land values discussed have represented the existing use of the land plus an appropriate incentive for
the landowner to sell it rather than being indicative of openly traded residential land.

DEVELOPMENDREAST
The CSPD sets out housing targets of a minimum of 42,100 homes delivered by 2030.

Bradford Council has developed a housing trajectory based on recent performance of housing completions
and anticipated future delivery rates in view of market condit@and supply factors. The trajectory, as
illustrated by Figure 3.1 below, is heavily bémkded, not only to allow for weak market conditions over

the short to medium term, but also because the Council anticipate that much of the land releases required
to deliver the larger quantities of housing will be brought forward only in the medium to long term because
of the need for new allocations and in some cases complex masterplans to unlock sites.

The housing trajectory demonstrates that the rates of vy throudhout the development period are
considerable and well in excess of historic rates of completion. Whilst the first five years allow for a lower
rate of delivery, this is stepped up year on year and by the final phase of delivery from 2021 snivard

rate of annual completions is increased substantially to 3,800 per annum, near double the level of
completions achieved at the peak of the market in 2007/08 (2156). It is anticipated that this step change in
housing delivery performance will be fhiated by a less restrictive planning regime that has hitherto been

in place in which large scale land releases are brought forward to meet requirements.
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FigureA7: Housing trajectory 2004/22027/28
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Sources of supply

Under Policy HO2, the CSPD setisthat the sources of housing supply will be as follows:

1
1
1
1
1

1

In addition,

I NEPdzy R mpZpnn FNBY aArAiSa O2yiaARSNBR o0& GKS
Around 3,200 from the Canal Road Corridor AAP area

Around 3,500 from the Bradford City Centre AAP area

Around 4,600 from areasf RUDP designated safeguarded land

Around 6,000 houses in the Bradford SE growth area including an urban extension at

Holme Wood

Up to 11,000 from green belt (this includes local green belt releases together with the

urban extension at Holme Wood), the joety of which will be in the higher order

settlements and which will be focused particularly on the Regional City of Bradford.

the Core Strategy Publication Draft states that the following growth areas/sites will be

prioritised for growth hrough the allocations process:

= =4 -4 -8 -9

The development of an Urban Eco Settlement in the Shipley and Canal Road Corridor
Bradford City Centre

SE Bradford

Queensbury, Thornton , Silsden and Steeton With Eastburn

An urban extension at Holme Wood
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Local green belNS f S a4 S a

planning sub area.

Spatial distribution

gKSNBE O2yaAraidsSyi
other sources of supply have proved insufficient within the relevant settlement or strategic

g AGK

iKS

The CSPD apportions the housing targgtsgraphically in accordance with the spatial strategy set out in

the document. This is as follows:

TableA3: Housing apportionment

¢t KS

The Regional City of Bradforg

Bradford City Centre 3,500 Bradford North East 4,700
Canal Road 3,200 BradfordSouth West 5,500
Shipley 1,250 Bradford North West 4,500
Bradford South East 6,000

Subtotal 28,650

The Principal Towns

likley 800 Bingley 1400
Keighley 4500

Subtotal 6700

Local Growth Centres

Queensbury 1,000 Thornton 700
Steeton with Eastburn 700 Silsden 1,000
Subtotal 3,400

Local Service Centres

Addingham 200 East Morton 100
Burley in Wharfedale 200 Harden 100
Baildon 450 Haworth 500
Cottingley 200 Menston 400
Cullingworth 350 Oakworth 200
Denholme 350 Oxenthorpe 100
Wilsden 200

Subtotal 3,350

[ {t5 ftaz asia 2dzi | ALl GAL

Airedale, Wharfedale and Pennine Towns and Villages. These sjsitiat envisage potential greenbelt
releases. The key elements of residential development proposed in each of these visions, all of which
include the likelihood of greenbelt releases, are as follows:

)l

1
1

City of Bradford; urban regeneration and renewal priorities including City Centre, Canal Road
Corridor, Shipley town centre, Leeds Bradford Corridor, Manningham, Little Horton and Allerton;

Airedale¢ urban regeneration and renewal priority areas in Kég and Bingley
Wharfedaleg potential localised greenbelt releases
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i Pennine Towns and Villages potential localised green belt releases at Thornton and
Queensbury.

The sub areas outline the need for green belt releases in most parts of the didteaadnly more specific
and definite urban extension being proposatithis stage being that east of the Holme Wood estate as part
of the Bradford SE growth area.

Quantity of development

The Bradford Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) @ovidgght into the
anticipatedprogramme of residential development in the short to medium term. The SHLAA, which was
published in October 2011 and is currently being updatedyiples an assessment of the deliverability of

sites and a five year supply position. The five year supply provides details of the sites that are expected to
come forward over the five year period 2009/2014/15 and therefore represents a useful perspeeton

the types of residential development that may be required to absorb a CIL &arge

The SHLAA concludes that for the period 22094, there are 199 sites with the capacity for 5747 units

that are expected to be delivered. This total represent@onlii 62 &SI NAQ 2F adzJ) & ot
five year target for the period. The SHLAA was based on a review of all sites above 0.4 ha and the update is
incorporating sites under this threshold and therefore the quantity of units expected to be deliver

considered likely to increase.

DTZ understands that evidence presented to a recent planningrinouBradford relating to Stiyane in
Micklethwaite suggests that the quantity of the five year supply could be increased to approximately 2.5
yearssupply (7,268 units) as a result of reducing the size threshold and incorporating small sites. This
would still leave an outstanding quantum of supply to be met from other sources through:

Windfall schemes
1 New allocationg although it is not anticipatethat a site allocations document will be adopted
until at least 2015, new allocations are likely to come into consideration prior to 2018
9 Sites that have been mothballed that might be brought forward if and when market conditions
improve

Location ofdevelopment

Analysis of the SHLAA deliverable five year supply provides a reasonable indication of the distribution and
type of residential developments that are likely to come forward in the near future. As noted above, whilst
many of the sites in thevie year supply have already been consented and will not therefore be subject to
CIL, the data nonetheless provides a useful indication of recent development patterns that are instructive
for the future.

3 NB many of the sites in the SHLAA five year supply are already consented and therefore will not be subject to CIL
charge when it is implementl. However, the five year supply as a whole provides a useful insight on the type of
development likely to come forward.
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There are 200 sites and 317 hectares in total mfitie year supply, and Figutd below demonstrates the
distribution of the supply in terms of the area of land. Approximately half of all supply is within the
Bradford area. Other locations with a relatively high share are Keighley (37 ha) and @60diay. Shipley
has perhaps a relatively low quantity of sites expected to come forward in the five year supply for its size
(12 ha). However, overall, the key pattern is that the majority of development is expected in the major
urban settlements, witla much smaller supply in more remote rural locations.

Figure /8: Area of land by location (five year supply 2009-2014/15)
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The SHLAA also provides an extended trajectory of housing development which can be analysed by location
in accordance with th extended timescale of 2022018. Thislata, illustrated on Figure Aglow,

indicates a broad continuation of the spatial trend set out above (albeit in housing numbers rather than site
areas).
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Figure A: Housing numbers by location 2013018
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Site type

Sites are categorised as either Greenfield, Previously Developed Land (PDL) or mixed in the SHLAA. In
recent years, residential development has been focused on brownfiielsl sis indicated by Figuré@A

Figure A0: Housing completions 2002010¢ Greenfield/PDL
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As noted above, th€ore StrategyPublication Draftndicates the requirement for 50% of residential
development to be on PDL sites, and on the basis of historic trends, thiscibutithecomes adopted
policy¢ facilitate a shifin development patterns towards greater levels of Greenfield development.
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The SHLARBpdate 2indicates that the majority of deliverable sitesYears 5 in Bradford are PD¢53%
compared with36% being Greenfield.

Figure A1: Five year supply siteypology - Number of sites by land type

m Greenfield

PDL
53%

m Mixed
PDL

A further consideration is that Greenfield land development may arise as a result of land owner and
developers seeking to exploit the shortage of a five year supply in order to semusnt for residential
development on Greenfield sites.

Site size
The SHLAAsiteswere analysed on the basis of four size bands:

Under 0.5 ha
0.51 ha3 ha
3.1 hab5 ha
5.1 ha+

=A =4 =4 =9

The SHLAA 2 lowered the threshold to 0.2 ha increasing the availabgityatier windfall sites.
Development densities

Figure A8 below illustrates the average development densities anticipated for each location drawn from the
SHLAA data. Development densities tend to fluctuate between 30 and 40 units per hectare for most
locations and with Bradford City Centre having an exceptionally large density of 116 units per hectare,
reflecting the composition of development types proposed in the city centre including high density flats.
With many areas expected to average 40 upis hectare, this is considered to be challenging with many
housebuilders reporting a desire to revert to lower density development types in the current market. In
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Figure A2: Average site size by locality
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this respect it is acknowledged that thermsities of future planning applications (either variations or new
planning applications) are likely to be for lower densities within a general move away from flat / apartment

schemes.

Figure A 3: Projected average development densities by location (dwedls per ha)
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SUMMARY

Ly adzYYIFINEZI . NIYRTF2NRQa K2dzaAy3a YINJSG Aa OKFNI OGS
sales values which reflect the activity and viability of development in different locations. In the prevailing
macra-economicclimate of uncertainty, the variation in conditions has been exacerbated with

development activity being concentrated in locations in the north of the District that command higher

values and/or there is confidence in demand in the local miarlEeedback from the houswmiilder market

indicates that this trend is expected to continue at least in the short term.

In respect of the short to medium term development forecast:

1 The 2013HLAA indicates theggven current projections for populaticemd household growth
within the District, there is likely to be a need to increase supply in all sub areas including areas
where demand currently equals supply through the plan period.

1 The spatial distribution is skewed towards Bradford and other signifigrban settlements such as
Keighley, although there are some sites expected to come forward in other rural locations in
Wharfedale and to the west of the District

1 The type of sites shows that there are likely to be a mix of PDL and Greenfield andritidibos
relating to the deliverability of brownfield sites may necessitate a significant increase in Greenfield
sites across the District with houbetilders being drawn to locations and sites that they consider to
0S WLINAYSQ

1 There is a mix of site sizasticipated to come forward, with an emphasis on small to medium size
band of 0.5 hato 3 ha

1 Development densities are expected to be at the lower end of thd@BQnits per hectare range,
despite the indications of higher development densities in theAZHL
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OFFICE
General market conditions and outlook

Following the economic downturn, occupier activity in the UK office mdr&etcontinued to strengthen in
regional city centres and 2014 proved a record year for4gkewith 529,530 sq m&.7 millionsq ft)
transacted (Figurdl14).

FigureAl4: Regional office market takeip by city (million sq ft)
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Source: DTZ research

This represented a 25% increase on 2013, driven by a record Q4 2014 &6@y&20 sq m1(.8 million sq
ft) ¢ 78,408 sq m844,000 sq ftabove the longun regional averagelndividually, Manchester and
Edinburgh enjoyed their largest annual talge on record in 2014.

The majority of takeup in 2014 was for grade B space, given the very limited standing grade A stock
availale. Despite the shortage of standing stock, grade A-tgkevas its highest since 2007, reflecting the
wider trend that occupiers are now seeking better quality, well located space in order to attract and retain
the best occupiers.

FigureAl5: Regionabffice market takeup by grade (million sq ft)
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Office availability continued to decline across all grades in 2014. Grade A is at a real premium and the
number of years of supply at current takp rates fell from 1.6 years in 20131.4 years in 2014. Grade B
supply fell more dramatically from 2.9 years to 2 years over the same period.

Developers have responded and there is rigdv,400 sq mg million sq f} of speculative space to be
completed by 2018. This is approximately dieuthhe annual average supply since the downturn in 2010,
but is still around 40% lower than precession levels.

Average key centre prime headline rents increased 5% in 2014, exc@&dingr sq mg27 per sq f, and
pushed past the previous peak iA@B. Incentives were cut by a third over the year to an average 10
Y2YyiKaQ NBydG FTNBS 2y + FAGS @SIFNIftSFHaSe wSyda | NB

Investor activity was strong in 2014 and annual transaction volumes increased mn4943, to £1.9
billion. Average prime yields fell to 5.7%, the lowest since March 2008, and are forecast to fall further to
5.4% in 2015.

THE BRADFORD OFMB8RKET

There are signs that availability is falling in some regional locations, includidg tigecentre. However,

the potential upside of this to Bradford has been diluted as rental levels have fallen and tenant incentives
LJ O1F3Sa AYyONBlFraSR Ay (GKS&AS O02YLISGAy3a t20lG4A2yad
achieved from locatig in Bradford have gradually been eroded.

Furthermore, these reduced rental levels, coupled with the historically low base restricts the feasibility of
developing new office accommodation in Bradford without some form of public sector subsidy or other
intervention.

Whilst available office accommodation is still plentiful in Bradford, this predominantly consists of Grade B,
daSO02yRIFINE aLJIOS Ay (GKS OAdGée OSYiUNB® ¢KS Yl 22NRGe&
positioned in out of towrocations along the M606 / M62 and Aire Valley corridors where take up has
remained comparatively robust. A number of enterprise centres and serviced offices have also been
developed in these locations including Inspire and the Centre for Excellence.

Therateable value of individual, sector specific properties in Bradford by postcode area has been mapped
to enable spatial analysis of the area. This evidence is based on the 2010 Rating list, with rateable value
being the annual open market rental valueindividual properties on full repairing and insuring terms as at
the antecedent valuation date of 2008. The rateable value of property is reviewed on a five yearly cycle.
The results of this analysis are illustrated below:
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FigureA16: Bradford AveragdRental Values by postcode area
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The analysis demonstrates that the highest average rateable values are focussed in and around Bradford
city centre and other major towns including, Shipley, Keighley and llkley, albejentésally the outlying

areas of these towns where the concentration of higher rateable values are focussed, consistent with out of
town office market locationsThere is also a noticeable concentration of high banding rateable values
towards the M606 / M2 corridor, consistent with the number of out of town office parks in this location
including Midpoint, Hope Park and Link 606 highlighting the importance of accessibility to occupiers.

Whilst being a useful geographical indicator of the office market,rateable evidence provides an average
rental value by postcode area. As such the mean values do not only represent new stock, but rather a
combination of new and secondary stock which distorts the evidence for the purposes of a viability
assessment. Hnefore, in locations that are skewed towards an ageing stock with lower rental values, the
average rateable values are distorted and not representative of new build rates.

We have supplemented this evidence with headline rental levels, achieved faediflettings to provide
the best indication of the geographical performance of the office market, although it should be noted that
by definition, headline rents often mask the incentives available to tenants.

As a result of the challenging developmerdanket there has been little office development in Bradford city
centre since the completion of Nol1 The Interchange in 200& 10,874 sq m (117,000 sq ft) Southgate
Scheme, developed by McAleer and Rushe and pre let to Friends Provident is one exodpimralbeit

0KS RS@OSt2LISNI NBIjdZANBR | LldzotAO t2Fy (G2 0O02YLX SGS
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Whilst market evidence for new development in Bradford is limited some of the most recent letting
evidence available from Focus,Est Sa DI T SG0S yR 5¢%Qa 2¢y 90fALAS
in Table Adbelow to demonstrate headline rental levels and incentives.
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Table A4: Bradford Office Transactions

Transaction Tyf Date of transaction

Address/Scheme

Location

Tenant

Area (Sq

Rent £ pa

Lease Tern

Incentives

Bradford

Third Floor, Amber Mill, Vallg City Rent Review 01 March 2010Anchor Trust Ltd 978 £131,600
Road, Bradford
Future House, Bolling Road, | Broomfields | New Letting (& 01 April 2012City of Bradford 0 £600,00010 years
Bradford, BD4 Investment Metropolitan
Sale) District Council
Wrose Brow Road, Shipley Shipley New Letting 01 July 2014 638 £40,0005 years RF until completion
date
Quayside House, Shipley Shipley New Letting 01 July 2014 106 £10
Unit 69, Listerhills Business | Listerhills New Letting 01 May 201 382 22,0009 years
Park,
Second floor offices, The Wo City New Letting 01 May 2013Cloud 2 Limited 101 £8,153 pg3 years
Exchange, 10 Hustlergate,
Bradford
First & Second Floors, 6 Eldd  City (N) New Letting 01 April 201 0 7,000[3 year 6 weeks rent free
Place lease
Break Y1
Forward House, 8 Duke Stree City New Letting 01 March 20138 628 £40,590 pal0 years |3 months rent free
Bradford Break Y5
Beta House, Parkside Court, Bierley New Letting 01 March 20138Yorkshire Building 762 £64,400Q5 years
Bradford, BD5 Society
Kenburgh House, Manor Roa City New Letting 01 February 201ptical Express Ltd. 126 £12,844 p4g 9 months rent free

(reflected in a reduce
rent over years 1 and
2). Additional 3
months in year 3 and
4 if tenant foes not

operate break in '15
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Auburn House, Upper City New Letting 01 February 201B 299 £16,950 pa4 years Inclusive of service
Piccadilly, Bradford Break Y2 [charge
and Y3
Unit E, Home Farm, Esholt, Esholt Rent Review 01 January 201Summer Boarding 244 £26,25(05 years 3 months rent free + 3
Bradford Courses Ltd Break Y3 [months IDEB
Howard House, 6 Bank Street] City New Letting 01 June 201pNoodspeen 309 £14,250 p35 years
Bradford Training Break
18mths
Rent reviey
Y4
1 Legrams Terrace, Listerhill{ Listerhills Rent Review 01 April 2012Bradford District 157 £13,000p412 years
Road Care Trust Annual
Breaks
3 Legrams Terrace, Listerhilly Listerhills Rent Review 01 April 2012Bradford District 154 £13,000p415 years
Road Care Trust Annual
Breaks
2 Legrams Terrace, Listerhill{ Listerhills Rent Review| 01 February 201fHPAS Ltd t/a 150 £15,000p46 years
Road Safestyle
Ground Floor Unit 1, St Jame! 01 November 201[L 0 £9.2510 years |3 months
Business Park Break in
Y3/5/7/0
Rent
Review Y5
7 Legrams Terrace, Listerhill§{ Listerhills New Letting | 01 November 201[McLaren Group Ltd 151 £11,6505 years
Road
5 Legrams Terrace, Listerhilly Listerhills New Letting | 01 November 201[ICCS Media Ltd 151 £10,00Q3 years
Road Annual
Breaks
Unit 3 Eastbrook Hall, Leeds City 01 July 201 423 38,00010 years |7 months rent free
Road
4 Fieldhead Street, Listerhills| Listerhills New Letting 01 June 201[Ethnical Care 151 £12,000p45 years
Road Resources Break Y3
10-16 St Martins Avenue, Listerhills New Letting 01 April 2011Bradford District 631 £60,00415 years
Fieldhead Business Centre, Care Trust Break Y5
Bradford then
annual
Rent
Review Y5
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6 Legrams Terrace, Listerhill| Listerhills New Letting | 01 February 201{Core Integrated 153 £13,00010 years
Road, Bradford Solutions Ltd Break Y5
Rent
Review Y5
4 Legrams Terrace, listerhill§{ Listerhills New Letting 01 February 201fTopco (SNT) Europ 153 £6,5009 years
Road, Bradford Ltd Break Y5
Rent
Review Y5
No. 74, Windsor Baths, Morlq City New Letting 01 February 201fE Murray 33 £6,750
Street, Bradford
Trevor Foster Way, Bradford City New Letting | 01 February 201fStandard Wool 813 £82,00010 years |3 months rent free
Break Y5 |Y1-3 £68,000pa
Rent Y4-5 £82,000pa
Review Y5 [Net rent = £76,600
(£8.40)
6 Fieldhead Street, Listerhill§ Listerhills Rent Review| 01 January 204TCCS Media Ltd 150 £17,5006 Years -
Road, Bradford Expires
January
2014
Trust House, St James Busin City Rent Review| 01 January 201Halifax Ltd 2,119 £279,55(025 years -
Park, New Augustus Street , Expires
Bradford January
2016
Part 2nd (B), Arndale House , City New Letting | 01 November 201IA4E Ltd 225 £19,00q1 year
Bradford
Shipley Wharf, Wharf Street, Shipley | Lease Renewal 01 November 201p 544 2 years
Shipley Break Y1
Manor Lane, Shipley Shipley New Letting 01 July 201p 79
Salts Mill Road, 12-13 Markg  Shipley New Letting 01 June 201p 719
Street, Shipley
Quayside House, Shipley Shipley New Letting 01 January 2012 232 3 years 2,500 to 3,500 sq ft
Stepped rents £7.50 -
£10.00 psf
Mercury Quays, Shipley Shipley New Letting 01 January 2012 0 1 year
Waterside House, Shipley Shipley New Letting 01 January 2012 0
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11-15 Cavendish Street, Keighley | Lease Renewg 01 April 2012S of S for CLG 221 £12,5003 years
Keighley
Glendale House, FF Northgaty{  Baildon New Letting 01 March 201]1Don Peel 118 £4,0005 years Step rent: Increase to|
Baildon £8,000 in March 201
10 Legrams Terrace, Listerhil| Listerhills New Letting 01 March 201]Bradford and 152 1292015 years
Road Airedale PCT
8 Legrams Terrace, Listerhilly Listerhills New Letting | 01 September 201Bradford and 147 1292015 years
Road ﬁiredale PCT
1 Godwin Street, Bradford Clty New Letting | 01 September 201jProvident Financia 10,870 £2,156,90225 years
Plc Rent review
Y5
Break in
Aquarius House, Midpoint Thornbury | New Letting 01 June 201fCravenhurst 0 107,64Q15 years
Business Park, Thornbury, Properties Ltd Break Y5
Bradford, BD3 Rent revie
Y5
Aquarius House, Midpoint Thornbury New Letting 01 July 201fCravenhurst 0 £34,46(15 years |12 months rent free
Business Park, Thornbury, Properties Ltd Break Y3
Bradford, BD£ Rent revie
Y5
Aquarius House, Midpoint Thornbury New Letting | 01 December 201WM Morrison 8,051 3 years Rent years 1&2
Business Park, Thornbury, Supermarkets Plc £86,664 pa exclusive
Bradford (£8 p sq ft), year 3
£108,330 pa exclusi
(£10 p sq ft).
Schedule of Conditio
40 car spaces.
2-8 St Martins Avenue, Listerhills New Letting 01 April 201(Bradford District 653 £54,92(25 years
Fieldhead Business Centre, NHS Care Trust Annual
Bradford Break from
Y3
Rent
Review Y3
Building 2, Scandanavia Cleackheator] New Letting 01 January 2014TMB Fricton (UK) Lid 2,058 £11,00Q2 years

Business Park, Hunsworth

Lane, Cleckheaton, BD19q

Source: Cushman and Wakefield
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The evidence shows a consistent pattern for new / refurbished accommodation with prime, headline rental
levels sub £161 per sqg m (E1540€r sq ft) and mee typically in the regionfc€108¢ 139 per sq m (E10£13

per sq ft). The tenant incentive packages are however variable, contingent on the strength of the occupier
and condition of the property amongst other factors. As a rule of thumb 12 months foyear term is
commensurate with the market.

The Aire Valley Corridor and in particular Saltaire continues to attract high tech occupiers who are less
reliant on the highways infrastructure and have clustered in this location to take advantage of baghithe
off opportunities available and the river / canal side location. Take up in the Aire Valley has remained
comparatively robust according to agents. In this locality the former Filtronic building at The Waterfront,
Saltaire which has recently been rdiished to a Grade A specification is being marketed at rents
equivalent to £156 per sq m (£14.50 per sq ft). Recent lettings have been secured at or near this level.

Bradford Council is also promoting the nearby Buck Lane Fields site for a highi¢ecke snd technology
based Business Park to accommodate occupiers who are unable to secure space in this locality.

Smaller scale office requirements from local businesses and organisations will continue to drive the office
activity in other locationsas demonstrated by the recent success of Central Hall in Keighley which has been
developed by Keighley Voluntary Services, predominantly for charities and the voluntary sector.

In terms of new build, Aire Valley Business Park, off Wagon Lane, Bingtsylaftikfor build high quality,
purpose built office suites available from 70 sq m (750 sq ft) up to 1,394 sg m (15,000 sq ft) to be built out
as and when demand facilitates their development. Sales prices of £1,775 per sq m (E165 per sq ft) are
being soubt.

Although there has been some relatively small scale office activity in recent years across Bradford, Leeds is
and will continue to be the prime office centre for the Leeds City Region. However, there are ambitions to
strengthen the city centre officenarket in Bradford and develop new accommodatiiyawing on the

success of the recently completed City Park.

In general, new office requirements in Bradford are likely to be driven by lease events as occupiers seek to
relocate from premises either asresult of changing accommodation needs or to take advantage of
favourable terms. However, whilst the churn of requirements will create some demand, many occupiers
are at the smaller end of the spectrum requiring multi occupancy buildings and with tygaital levels at

£108¢ 129 per sq m (E1Q2 per sq ft) or less, speculative development will be difficult. Any new office
development over the short to medium term is likely to be pre let and driven by a major local tenant which
has a need to move, su@s a public sector agency or other organisation affiliated with Bradford.

In Bradford it is envisaged that any prospective increase in prime rents will not be sufficient to sustain the

development of new speculative office accommodation without publataesubsidy over the short term
at least.

SUMMARY

There remains significant uncertainty regarding the delivery of new office development in Bradford in the
short to medium term. Speculative development is in the main unviable at present and willer@quir




dramatic change in market conditions to enable such development to happen. New development in the
short to medium term is therefore likely to be limited to circumstances in which:

1 A significant Bradford tenant (e.g. a public sector / public sectdiadéid agency) has a
requirement for new offices and will act as a prelet for a scheme

1 Small scale office workspace in either refurbished schemes or possibly in hew build in certain
locations where significant prelets can be signed

1 Public sector supportedevelopment schemes.
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INDUSTRIAL
GENERAL MARKET CONINS AND OUTLOOK

2014 was an impressive year for the UK industrial market, with 23 annoanéhly or quarterly takeup
records broken across the last 12 months, both regionally and nationdKyannual grade A take was
arguably the most significant record broken, witf374,920 sq ml4.8m sq fitaken, a250,830 sq m2.7m
increase on 2013According to the number of regional records broken, West Midlands was the best
performing region 02014 (Figuré\17), accounting for four of the 15 regional records, achieving the
highest annual grade A and total take volumes.

FigureA17: Number of Regional industrial takeup records broken

Source: DTZ Research, ESRI

Total takeup across théJK reache®.03m sq m32.7m sq ffin 2014,0.2m sq mZ.2m sq f} higher than
the previous year and the highest since 2010.

Many factors contributed to the strength of 2018redominantly, economic activity continued to recover,
with a rise in GDP gwth to 2.6% in 2014The ongoing increase in online shopping is another factor to
consider. This, coupled with the overall rise in economic sentiment has meant that retailers and logistics
firms have taken the opportunity to expand their networks.

Thenumber of speculative development schemes has increased dramatically since the first spate of
schemes in late 201FigureAl?). Developers are largely building storage and distribution facilities, as well
as some manufacturing, and are targeting locasievith a good access to the road networkigureA18

shows that the new speculative schemes are clearly following the M1 and M6 corridors, and around the
M25, where the requirement for distribution hubs is the greatest.
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With the ongoing speculative delepment, grade A availability increased &§,419 sq m941,000 sq fin
2014, was just under 9.9m sq ft in QBhese new buildings are being taken up very quidktyr. example,
the 9290 sqg m100,000 sdt) speculative scheme at Markham Vale, Chestétfias acquired by Inspire
Pac before construction even begdrhis means the need for speculative development will continue into
2015, with more schemes set to be announced.

FigureA18: Speculative development since Quarter 4 2014

Speculative development
schemes (sq ft)

50,000
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[
: Northampton

@ Bristol

Source: DTResearch, ESRI

Companies are looking to expand into new premises, taking advantage of the growth in the economy, and
with new speculatively built stock being taken up so quickly occupiers are looking atdosilid schemes

more than ever.845,000 sqn (9.1m sq fj was taken up through buittb-suit and preletting in 2014, more
than double that of 2013This accounted for 61% of all UK grade A-ia€FigureA19).
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FigureA19: UK buildto-suit and prelet deals (million sq ft)
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Source: DTResearch

We expect this trend to be maintained in 201Grade A space will continue to be the target of increasing
demand from occupiers wishing to expand their businesses or relocate to better quality premises.

The aforementioned speculative developmiemd high rate of grade A takg has meant that grade A
availability figures fluctuated throughout 2014 (Figé20).

FigureA20 Quarterly Grade A availability (million sq ft)
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Source: DTZ Research

The first few speculative schemes helped to bagside A availability b§.10m sq m.1m sq fjin Q1, up
to 1.02m sq mX1m sq f). By Q3, this had dropped again@@27m sq m&.9m sq f}, as a large amount of
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existing grade A buildings were taken up across the Midla@aade A availability incread again in Q4 to
just over0.91m sq m (9.8m sq f8s further speculative schemes were brought to the market.

Usually, such high rates of grade A takewould create a sharp decline in grade A availabilitgeed, this
was the case acrossthe Easy R 2 Sad aARflFyRa AYy voX gKSNBE GKS NBEB:
dropped by 59%sindicatedin FigureA19above However, with 85% of grade A tak@ coming through
build-to-suit deals and prelets, coupled with increased speculative developmgeade A availability
actually increased slightly 18082 sq m (87,000 sq fbyver the year.

Industrial prime rents are beginning to rise across the country, as the low overall level of grade A
availability continues and competition between occupiersaases.The more successful firms are seeking
out the best quality stock more than ever, with record levels of grade Augkaver 2014.

Due to the lower amount of activity, Newcastle has been lagging behind the other major centres in terms of
rental giowth, with current rents a€53.82 per sq meG.00 per sq §t We predict a rental growth of 2.9%

on average per year, the highest in the UK, over the next five years, after the final existing grade A building
was taken up in Q4This would bring Newcdstback on par with Leeds £61.89 per sq meb.75 per sq it

by 2019 (Figuré21).

FigureA21: Prime rental levels (£ per sq ft)

& 4 6 8 10 12 14
a° 2014 @2019

Source: DTZ Research

We expect prime rental growth across all major centres in the UK over the next five gidaes, by limited
available stock and high levels of occupier activity. This will result in a 1.4% rental growth on average per
year across the UK by 2019.

We expect the high levels of taks in 2014 to be maintained over the next five years, as indsititput
increases.This will be backed by occupiers that we expect to adapt their footprints across the UK.
However, further difficulties in the Eurozone may have a dampening effetielevel of increased
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demand. New speculative development causenl iacrease in availability in 201%Ve forecast this slight
upward trend to continue over the next couple of years, with availability increasing by 2% by 2016, due to
new availability rather than reduced demand. However, we expect this to be a smaleresul availability

will not reach historic highs, given the expected strtaige-up (FigureA22).

FigureA22 Takeup and availability forecasts (m sq ft)
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Source: DTZ Research

In Yorkshire and the Humber, tak totalled just less thaf.195m sq n{2.1m sq fjin 2014, 1.6m sq ft

less than 2013. There was only one grade A deal in the second half of the year where Victoria Plumb took
the 25,733 sq m477,000 sq tV277 buiding in Doncaster. This topped up a stronger half yietar give a

total 0f 89,64® sq m 65,000 sq ffof grade A space taken over 2014.

The downturn in takeup is attributable to the low availability of good quality space, which is stereotypical
of all UK regionsYorkshire and the Humber does in fact have the largest amofumboccupied grade A
space outside of London, South East and East, with justi®®800 sq m2m sq f) available (Figuré&23).

FigureA23 2014 Grade A availability by region (m sq ft)
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Source: DTZ Research
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Significantly, most of this available space is in the peripheral markets, with no available grade A buildings in
0KS NBIAZ2Yy Qdeedst Ay YI NJ S

Grade A availability has been steadily declining foB®m sq m3.9m sq fj in Q3 2011, and this has kick
started some recent speculative development in the regibtast notably, three schemes totalling 250,000
sq ft were recently started at the Cross Green Industrial Estate in La&iswill help with the complete

lack of grade A availability in Leeds,maentioned previously, and may be a catalyst for other developers to
consider building speculatively in the aréBwo other speculative developments in Normanton and
another at Meadowhall, Sheffield are currently under construction, bringing the totehtespeculative
development in the region t65,740 sq mg00,000 sq

Prime rental levels have been slowly increasing over the past year, with 2014 rents in Leeds closing at
£59.20 sq m#5.50 per sq it Low prime availability will help push rents up by 0.9% on average per year
over the next five years t661.89 per sq meb.75 sq ft. However, a few larger buildings in Leeds are
already quoting this price.

TableA5: Quarterly occupier statisticg Yorkshire and the Humber

Q42013 Q12014 Q22014 Q32014 Q42014

Take-up (sq
m)
Yorkshire and| Availability
Humberside |(Sqm)
Leeds prime
rents (£ 54 54 54 54 54
psm)

104,074 66,077 32,664 53,883 38,270

1,587,913 1,544,699 1,523,844 1,523,844 1,498,11]

Source: DTZ Research

Occupier demand is expected to be strong over the next yNaxt plc and Haribo have already acquired
land for buildto-suit projects 060385 sq m (8,000 sq ftin Doncaster, an80,657 sq m330,000 § ft) at
Wakefield Europort respectively.
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FigureA24: Yorkshire and Humberside and East Midlands Half Year 2 2014-ugkay grade (oved645
sq m /50,000 sq ft)
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.Hull
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00
@ - :
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Nottingham  Corby
528,000

eicester
[ ]

Royal Oak, Daventry
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Source: DTZ Research
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of investment of industrial property2014 volumes totalled over £6.1bn, double the amount invested in
2010 and significantly more than poegisis valimes.

Domestic investors still dominate the UK industrial market, accounting for 87% of the total 2014 volume.
Even though UK industrial is becoming more attractive, foreign investors are still concentrating on the
Central London market and flagship shompcentre deals. The Tritax Big Box REIT and Legal and General
were by far the two most active investors in 2014, purchasing £465m and £436m over 12 and 13 deals
respectively. The majority of this money was invested into distribution warehouses. Thehddaéneral

PF also bought the Ocean Portfolio for £226.5m in Q4, in the largest Industrial transaction of the year.

The increase in investor sentiment was evident across the whole country, as all regions exceeded their 10
year aveage volumes in 2014Four regions (Yorkshire and Humberside, East Midlands, North West and
South West) and muHiegional portfolios had record amounts of investment across 2@r#hual

investment in Yorkshire and Humberside had never been higher than £260m, until £33 Inecavated in

2013. However, 2014 smashed this record, with over £512m recorded.

There has been a noticeable increase in lot size across Yorkshire and Humberside where the top ten
transactions totalled £465m in 2013/14, compared to £214m across 2011/20ithg the recession and

the early stages of economic recovery, vendors had to market their buildings at significantly lower prices in
order to attract investors.This is also evident in the East Midlands, where average investment prior to

2013 was £312ncompared to the £641m spent in 2014.
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Investment into multiregional portfolios has been increasing over the past four years, with volumes
increasing steadily from £856m in 2010 to a record £1.9bn in 20M\stors have been taking advantage
of the economic recovery by targeting these large deals.

The yield gap between London Heathrow and the UK regions continued to decrease through 2014. The gap
was smallest in Q3 with a difference of just over 1%. In response to the yield gap shrinking, Hegli®w y
have begun to move downwards and now stand at 5.25%. We are forecasting yields to drop in all locations
over 2015 as more money in invested into the market.

FigureA25 Prime industrial yields
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Source: DTZ Research

THE BRADFORD INDUSIMARKET

There is a three tier market in operation within Bradfoithe prime location is focussed around the
M606/M62 corridor, close to junction 26 and is attractive to large distribution markée secondary
market is focussed towards Bradford ring road aftlaer key centres on the A road links, such as Keighley
and SilsdenThe tertiary market comprises other more peripheral locations within the Bradford area.

Consistent with other property market sectors there has been very little new, prime induswiaéd iy
constructed in Bradford, with a notable exception being the 92,936 sgq m (1,000,000 sq ft) distribution
centre constructed by Prologis in a 50/50 Joint Venture with M&8er smaller sites are still available at
Prologis Park including the Newh&lte which has outline planning consent for a mixed use development of
up to 7,500 sq m (80,700 sq ft) across 2.01 hectares (5.15 a&ea¥e Il comprises a site of 12.72 acres
with planning permission for a distribution shed of up to 23,235 sq m (280sq ft).

Bradford has a relatively resilient local industrial market for small units in the range @f3i8%7 sq m
(5,000¢ 40,000 sq ft), albeit much of the available stock is old and in increasingly poor condition which is
driving new developmenbpportunities. DTZ is aware of confidential requirements for units of 465 sq m
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(5,000 sq ft) whicleould not bemet owing to the lack of prime stock with a specification commensurate
GAGK GKS 200dzLIASNEQ NBIljdzZANBYSyi(dao

DTZ expects that the lack of primck may result in the return of the speculative development market
within the nextfew years, albeit with the likelihood that this will be focussed towards Junction 26 of the
M62. This is evidenced by thrmovement of developers to acquire prime sigeh as thelJoint Venture
between Yorvale and Maple Grove acquirihg aforementioned e at Wakefield Europort for £555,000
per ha (£225,000 per acre) proving to be one such example of this market recovery.

Rateable values of individual, sector spegifisperties in Bradford by postcode area have been mapped for
industrial property to enable spatial analysis of the area:

FigureA26 Bradford average industrial rental values by post code
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Average Rateable Values
(£ Per Sq M)

D Bradford Local Authority

Average Rateable Value
£PerSqM

I oto60

35to 40

[T==]]
[T 28035
[ 0to28

¥,DTZ

WEB: WWW.DTZ.COM
TEL: +44 (0)161 236 9595

£ Halifax

PBBI @ Collins Bartholomew 2009

Source: Valuation Office Agency

The graphic shows that all major established industrial locations are situated along the primary road
network and in particular the Bradford Ring Road, A roads and the M606, which provides quick access to
the national motorway network. The relocation dietindustrial occupiers to primary road corridors has

been a feature of the sector over the last thirty years as result of the increasing importance of accessibility
and logistics to UK industry.
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Whilst there remain many secondary and tertiary industeistates within or close to town centres, it is
anticipated that in the main, future development will be located in road corridor locations, particularly in
view of the large supply of land currently allocated in such locations.

Levels of prime rents puide the best indication of the geographical distribution of property market

performance and a number of established industrial locations across the sub region are sampled below

RN} 6y FTNRY C20dzaz 94&ail GdSa DI 1 S i ScatioryoRthexistib@ian 9 Of A L.
of rents in this regard:
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Table A6Bradfordindustrial market key indicators

Address/Scheme Transaction Date of transaction Area Sgm Rent £ pa Lease Terms

Gresley Road Industria|Rent Review unknown James Hargreaves 60% £33,00d

Estate, Gresley Road , Plumers

Keighley, BD21

S T Buildings, Worth  |Lease Renewgl 01 July 2013 Unipart Automotive 56% £34,50(05 years

Way, Keighley, BD21 5

11/13 Great Russell New Letting 01 July 2012 McLaren Group Ltd 648 £24,0004 years

Court, Listerhills Road Break Y2

Unit 1/3 Great Russell |New Letting 01 April 2012 Bramner UK Ltd 2238 £10,00Q5 years

Court, Listerhills

Unit 4A Adwalton New Letting 01 March 2012 |Yorkshire Ventilation 173 £6,0005 years

Business Park, 132 Systems Ltd Break in Y3

Wakefield Road,

Drighlington

North Way, Keighley, BIINew Letting 12 January 2012 [Screwfix 484 30,0@0 years
Break Y5

Rent review Y5

Units 18/19, Castlefield|New Letting 15 November 2011 [Clip 'n Climb 1,83% £5,000
Industrial Estate,
Bingley, BD16 2AF

Unit 4D - Adwalton New Letting 29 September 2011(Gane International Ltd 18% £10,00Q7 years
Business Park, 132 Break in Y5
Wakefield Road, Rent Review in Y
Drighlington,

Units 26/27, Castlefield|New Letting 01 September 2011|Primeur Ltd 1,13% £36,0006 years
Industrial Estate, 12month Rolling
Bingley, Break

Rent Review in Y

Unit 16, Great Russell |Rent Review 23 August 2011 ([Hose Care (UK) Ltd 199 £12,00010 years
Court, Listerhills Road Lease Expiry
Bradford, 2015

Unit 19, Great Russell [New Letting 09 August 2011 [SSE Audio Group Ltd 324 £10,50Q5 years
Court, Listerhills Road Break in Y3
Bradford,
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Unit 2, Great Russell |New Letting 26 July 2011 Mahr Impex UK Ltd 199 £6,15(02 years

Court, Listerhills Road, Break 25/01/13
Bradford

Units 10/11, Castlefield|New Letting 15 July 2011 Dowson Food 2,022 £75,0041 year

Industrial Estate, Bingle Machinery Ltd

Unit 7, Great Russell |New Letting 19 May 2011 Officerulers Ltd 112 £5,2003 years

Street, Listerhills Road

Bradford, BD7 1JZ

UNIT 2C REVIVAL IND |Rent Review 08 May 2011 Wolseley UK . £57,66425 years
Wakefield Road , Rent Review in Y
Bradford

Unit 20, Great Russell |New Letting 11 April 2011  |J & L Industrial Servic 199 £10,25Q5 years

Court, Listerhills Road Ltd Rent Review in Y
Bradford, BD7

Unit B2 Gresley Road |Rent Review 28 February 2011 (Wolseley UK Limited 362 £18,50014 years
Industrial Estate, Gresl Rent Review in Y
Road , Keighley, BD21

Unit 2A & 2B, Adwalton [New Letting 01 February 2011 [Reproworld Ltd 434 £28,0805 years
Business Park, 123

Wakefield Road ,

Drighlington, BD11

Unit 7 Alston Retail Par{[Rent Review 25 December 2010|Motosave Limited 346 £28,00d

Keighley

Unit 15, Great Russell |New Letting 11 December 2010|Eurocell Building 324 £15,790Q5 years

Court, Listerhills Road Plastics Ltd Break in Y2
Bradford,

Unit H, Castlefields New Letting 25 June 2010 [(Ronin Events Ltd) Eve 548 £15,24(6 years
Industrial Estate, Safety Management Ltc Rent Review Y4
Bingley
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Unit C, Castlefields New Letting 01 April 2010 Prestigious Textiles 321 £15,4586 years
Industrial Estate , Break in Y3
Bingley Rent Review in Y
Unit A, Castlefields New Letting 01 April 2010  |Prestigious Textiles 320 £15,5746 years
Industrial Estate , Break in Y3
Bingley Rent Review in Y
Unit 3 Revival Park, Rent Review 25 March 2010 [Unipart Automotive 1,487 £70,40025 years
Millersdale Close, Lease expires
Euroway Trading Estatg 24/03/2015
Bradford

Unit 14, Great Russell |New Letting 19 March 2010 [Soyful 199 £10,00010 years

Court, Listerhills Road Break Y3 & Y6
Bradford, Rent Review Y5
Unit 12, Castlefields  |New Letting 01 March 2010 |Heritage Prams Ltd 66% 266036 years
Industrial Estate , Break in Y3
Bingley Rent Review in Y
Unit 8 - Adwalton New Letting 18 January 2010 [AM Services 278 £12,9013 years
Business Park, 132

Wakefield Road,

Drighlington

Unit 5, Adwalton Moor |Rent Review 01 January 2010 |Righton Limited 2,018 £121,72320 years
Business Park, Cross Next Rent Reviey
Lane, Drighlington , in Y10 (2015)
Leeds

Source: DTZ/Cushman and Wakefield
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In addition to the above we are aware that Landmark has developed a new 11,000 sq m (118,000 sq ft)
factory for Weidenhammer, on Burnham Lane and that 9,293 sq m (100,000 sq ft) deals weretedmpl

with Expect Distribution (2009, capital value of £753 sq m £70 per sq ft) and Astonish (2010, £646 sq m £60
per sq ft) at Premier Point.

New development, comprising smaller stock of under 465 sq m (5,000 sq ft) is prevalent on Bradford Ring
Road andhe A road links.These typically consist of extensions to existing business and industrial parks.

Demand for such units is demonstrated by the success of the 2,091 sq m (22,500 sq ft) Wellington Business
Park, Sticker Lane, which was constructed in 208consists of two buildings housing a total of eight-self
contained business units, ranging from 163 sq m (1,750 sq ft) to 418 sg m (4,500 sq ft).

Another example of demand for smaller accommodation is demonstrated at Ryefield Court Phase I, Silsden
which has been constructed on a speculative basis following the success of Ryefield Court Phase |
(completed in 2008)Phase Il comprises 7 new business units each measuring 220 sq m (2,370 sq ft) split
50:50 between ground / first floorPhase 1l wasompleted on a speculative basis atweb units were sold

in March 2010 for £215,000, reflecting a capital value of 977 per sq m (90.70 perAgdther was let at

a rental equivalent to £151 per sq m (£14 per sq ft), with an option to purchBse pemltimate unit was

sold for £180,000 in October 2011, reflecting 818 per sq m (76 per sq ft).

Sixunits have been developed as phase Il at the Crossings Business Park, comprising a terrace of 5 units of
139 sq m (1,500 sq ft) and a standalone unit of 279 sq m (3,000 €0 .of the terrace unitarassold
(May 2012) for £200,000 reflecting £1,438r3q m (£133 per sq ft), despite the challenging market
conditions, demonstrating the robustness of the market for smaller sized units in these locations.

Demand in Silsden and Keighley is been driven by local businesses taking advantage of bettst, specif
new build accommodation through a mixture of relocations and expansions, rather than new entrants. We
are informed there is a trend towards upsizing, rather than downsizing in this locdtioad quality land
values with no abnormal costs are estiradtto be in the region of £370,06£895,000 per ha (£150,060
£160,000 per acre) in this location, down from a market peak of £495,0800,000 (£200,000£220,000

per acre).

A standard industrial warehouse of 140 sg m (1,500 sq ft) with 5% office spald be expected to
achieve a sales value of approximately £70 per sq ft rising to £80 per sq ft with 10% office cover assuming a
developer led approachSlightly higher prices may be achieved with an owner occupier.

While there is little rental evience available for all unit sizd3TZ is of the opinion that prime, large

warehouses of 4,647 sq m (50,000 sq ft) and over would achieve rental values of 847/5(er sq ft and

medium sheds under 4,647 sq m (50,000 sq ft) in the range of £&87Zbper sq ft. Typical incentives

packages across all unitsizeswouldbe®@ Y2y i KaQ NBy (i FEfeRBi%erehtgad | p &S|
generally therefore in the region of £38 per sq m (£3.50 per sq ft).
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SUMMARY

In summary, analysis of the industrrabrket in Bradford and at wider regional level suggests that there is
unlikely to be any significant change in the short term. Future, large scale development activity is likely to
be focused in the M606 corridor and close to Junction 26 of the M62reTidi@n increasing shortage of

floor space in the M62 corridor in the large warehouse market as a result of the lack of development in
recent years, and therefore over a five year period it is possible that further development of large
warehouses will bérought forward in this location.

It is expected that demand will be driven by relocations and expansions of existing occupiers in the Aire
Valley, but that new accommodation will continue to be built to replace some of the ageing stock.

There remains ghificant land within the M606 corridor that is deliverable in the short term including
remaining land at West Bowling Golf Course (Prologis) and Cross Lane.
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RETAIL
GENERAL MARKET CONINS AND OUTLOOK

UK High Street

UK high street (excluding Centtaindon, auction and mixed use portfolio transactions) investment
transactions in 2014 totalled £17bn across 242 deal$his comprised 65 assets (£209.13m) in Q1, 73
assets (£280.04m) in Q2, 56 assets (£325.60m) in Q3 and 48 schemes (£357.09) in Q4.

The yearly total of £1.17bn was 6% greater than the £1.10bn transacted in 2034, investment

volumes increased 10% on the previous quarter, however relative to Q4 2013 volumes were dofs 5%.
predicted, 2014 saw significant capital chasing retaitlstacross all subsectors and we expect to see this
continue into 2015.

The significant weight of money in the sector has led to a hardening of yields, particularly at the prime and
good secondary end of the market where there is proven occupational denfstitbugh certain investors
have moved up the risk curve, demand continues to remain patchy at the weaker end of the market where
the occupational story remains challenging.

Throughout 2014, provincial yad have moved in from%- 5.25% to Soalthoughare now trending as

stable. Top regional town yields have remained stable throughout 2014, currently at 4.50% although are
trending in. London Oxford Street yields have experienced relentless hot demand which has resulted in
equivalent yields hedening from 3.86 to 3.25% throughout 2014 and continue to trend inward.

Throughout 2014 the purchaser profile was dominated by Funds, who accounted®too4&l acquisitions
Private Investors were the second most active investors in 2014, accountig% (£386m) of all
acquisitions.

The vendor profile for 2014 was also dominated by Funds who accounted for at 40% of alPsakts.
Ly@dSaida2NB | O02dzy (SR FT2NJ vm: ¢ KA forS, adcauding fof BBRa ¢ SNB
(E208m).

Privde Investors were the largest net investors in 2014, purchasing £114m more than theyrbddvas
followed by Funds who were net investors by £81ImNR2 LJ / 2 Q& ¢SNB ySi &Sttt SNER
than they purchased while developers sold £565m BRidTs sold £50m more than they bought.

According to @ice of National Statisticgures, the volume of retail sales increased 4.2% in December
yearon-year, the 21st month of consecué year on year growth (Figur27).
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FigureA27. Retail sales att BRC likdor-like retail sales yeaon-yeargrowth (%)
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Source: ONS, BRC, DTZ Research

Annually, retail sales volumes increased 4.2% in 2014 on 2013 stiestfannual growth since 2004.

Average store prices fell by 2.2% in December-peayear, thelargest fall since June 20Q2he largest

contribution to the fall coming from petrol stationg®lmost all noAfood store types showed increases in
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growth achieved in Q1 and QZhe high street sulector saw rents rise 0.6% as a whole, prime low yield

high street units saw rental growth of 1.6% in Q3 while secondary high yield centres experienced a 0.9%
declineq the 25th quarter of negative high yield standard shop rental vghasevth (Figire A28).

FigureA28 Prime versus secondary shopping centre ERV growth quarter on quarter %
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2014 has been an eventful year for the occupational magketnixture of flotations, network rightsizing
and getting to grips with omohannel optimisation strategiesThe start of the year saw a big boost in ¢lick
and-collect strategies (C&C), with the major supermarkets unveiling plans to open C&C points in tube
stations followed by a number of other retailers throughout the year.

TKSNBE 461 a | NHZAK 2F NBGFAfSNAR t221Ay3a (G2 OlF &aK Ay z
others such as Poundland, Pets at Home and Boohoo. Although successful at the beginning, a number of
retailers did shelve their plansCarphone Wareouse joined forces with Dixons in one of the biggest retail
mergers of recent times to create a technological retail powerhouse called Dixons Carphmmees 4U

fell into administration in one of the largest and most sudden retail collapses in recanbrepreceded

by the administration of La Sengats second collapse in two years, whilst American Eagle successfully

opened stores in the UK market.

Of the retailers tracked by DTZ, we saw over 86% report an increasefioriikee sales growth ovehe
Christmas period compared to 201Blultichannel, and specifically click & collect services were key drivers
of growth highlighting the need for an integrated and seamless offer.

Figure A29Selection of Christmas likéor-like sales results

-10% 0% 10% 20% 30% 40%

Pretty Green
Boux Avenue
“ortnum & Mason
Joules
Kurt Geiger
JD Sports
lkea
House of Fraser
Jixons Carphone
The Entertainer
Debenhams
John Lewis
Pets at Home
Shop Direct
Argos
Tesco |
Sainsburys®
MaSW
Morrisofgi
Game

Source:Retailer news releases sourced by DTZ research

Clothing and footwear retailers reported the best figures in general, with Pretty Green and Boux Avenue
leading the increase in likier-like sales growth while JD Sports also releasesitipe figures of +12%
(FigureA29).

Anumberoffoodi 1t 2 NBa Ay Of dzZRAY3 a2NNRA2yQa YR {FAYyaodaNEC
low inflation and low volume growth in the sector this was unsurprising and in some cases sales were

better than consensufrecasts. At the bottom of the pile was Game with very disappointing sales due to a
highly competitive environment and Black Friday.
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2014retail transaction volumes reached the highest levels since 26ld@vever, the granularity of the
sector is prohiltive for a number of the larger institutional and private equity style investors and as such
the upswing in volumes seen across the retail warehouse and shopping centre markets has not been
witnessed to such a large degree in the high street sector.

We expect Hilf Yearl 2015 to continue at the same momentum as witnessed in 2014, supported by the
availability of debt, positive sentiment and strong cash inflows to the Fufls.election in May could lead
to a cooling off period over the summer months ahdn lead to a busy year end.

We expect demand in the high street sector to continue to focus predominately on prime and good
secondary assetdDemand will remain patchy at the weaker end of the market where occupational
demand remains challenging.

Funds and Private Investors are likely to dominate the market once again, helping to maintain total
volumes and pricing at the prime and good secondary end of the markets. Funds are largely limited to the
larger lot sizes while it is the Private Investatso dominate the smaller lots, showing net invest of over
£114m in 2014.

Although partly dependent on institutional stock being brought to the market, DTZ anticipate an active year
ahead.

TableA7: High Street Yikls

High December | January September| October November | December | Trending
Street 2013 2014 2014 2014 2014 2014

Top 4.75% 4.5% 4.5% 4.5% 4.5% 4.5% Inward

Regional

Towns

Provincial | 5.25¢ 5.00¢ 5% 5% 5% 5% Stable

Towns 5.50% 5.25%

London 3.5% 3.5% 6.757.25%| 6.757.25%| 6.57.0% | 6.56.75% | Inward

Oxford

Street

Source: DTZ research

UK Retail Warehousing

2014 saw a large increase in the weight of money chasing stock acrosssdicsoits. This was reflected in
transaction volumes exceedin@®bn Premium prices were paid as demamuk-stripped supply.Q4 saw

a large amount of stock enter the market and whilst volumes transacted remained high and £659m traded,

the increase in supply took some of the competitive tension av@yer he course of 2014 there werl27
transactions, sigficantly higher than the 91 deals in 2013.

There remains £250m of stock under offer and a further £240m currently on the open m&ket.the

course of 2014 there was over £250m of stock withdrawn, a large proportion of which will be brought back
to market over the course of 2015. If we include the grey market the stock estimate will be around £1bn.
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Over the course of 2014 D$2w inward pressures on yieldsrass all sub sectarg-ashion parks
experienced an inward shift of 50 bps and the remaining sectors hardened around 25 bps over the
course of the yearThis is supported by six deals that transacted at initial yields sub 5.00% and 15 deals
that transacted below 5.50% during 201@onversely, during 2013 we saw one and seven deals
respectivey.

FigureA30 Retail Warehouse Yields (%)
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Source: DTZ Research
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Consequently, subectors are now trending outwards, with the exceptiortraflitional secondary parks
and big box which are classified as stable.

Funds continued to dominate acquisitions throughout 2014, accounting for 60% of purchases, with key
players including Aberdeen, Standard Life and Threadneedle (Agdre
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FigureA31 Transactions 2014 by purchaser and vendor
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Source: DTZ Retail Investment
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Developers were increasingly more active, accommfor 15% of all sale®hme.

Developers sold seven assets in 2013 and we have seen this increase to 17 during 2014 with both the
Westfield Group and Gallagher Developments being actiVe.predict this trend to continue with
developers playing a bigger part within the markstmore new schemes are delivered.

According to ONS figures, the volume of retail sales increased 4.2% in Decembmn-year, the 21st

month of consecutie year on year growthAnnually, retail sales volumes increased 4.2% in 2014 on 2013,

the fastest annual growth since 200Average store prices fell by 2.2% in December-peayear, the

largest fall since June 20Q2he largest contribution to the fall coming from petrol stans. Almost all

non-food store types showed increases in the quantity bought in 2014 compared to 2013, the only stores
y2i aK2gAy3d ANRgGK 0SAy3d WaSO2yR KIFIYyR 3I22RaQx Wo?2
FE22N) O2@0SNAYyIaQOD

Accordingi 2 G KS Lt5 vdzZ NISNI& 5A3Saidx wrHtf NBOGFAfQ vo
growth achieved in Q1 and QZhe retail warehouse sufector saw rents rise 0.1% as a whole, prime low

yield retail warehouses saw rental growth of 0.2063 while secondary high yield centres experienced a

0.2% detine.

Aswe look forwardh ¢S Ol y 02y Of dzZRS GKIG GKS WoA3d 62EQ NBGI
180m sq ft of retail warehousing) is evolving positively to account for thetsnalachange being driven by
omni-channel commerce.

We are forecasting increased overall occupier demand in 2015 at 11.4 m sq ft; split 5.6m sq ft of non food
retail, a minimum of 1m+ sq ft of F&B and leisure, and 4.8m sq ft of food denTdredanticipéon is there

will be more demand than supply coming available from second hand space and development; hence the
trend will remain inward for the void rate.
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Using our relationships with the core 120 multiple occupiers in the market, the following raala
assessment of demand dymacs for the sector:

Non Food This is the third year of our benchmarking and the first time that demand has excéettd
sg m bm sq f). We anticipate for retail warehousir@14m sq mX.5m+ sq fx of fashion / high seet
demand,0.12m sq m1.25m+ sq ftof furnishing / home demand}.1856m sq mZm+ sq f} of value
discounter demand.

Food We anticipatesubstantiafood demand of which the single most acquisitive occupier will be Aldi,

who should open oved.14m sgm (1.5m sq fj of new floorspace via 85 openings. Other discounters Lidl,
Netto and Iceland will take discount demand to a total gross requirement of ar@Ll28in sq mZ.5m sq

ft), as all chains seek to grow market share. Marks & Spencer and Waitrosie regry acquisitive as well.

The Big 4 supermarkets have all slowed pipeline to account for flat sales and hence overall food demand is
sub 5m sq ft for the first time since we started this analysis in 2013.

Food and Beverag®emand is very strong arglreally constrained by the rate at which pipeline can be
developed. Coffee shops, drive throughs and restaurants alongside some pubs will account @0@4&ear
sg m 0.5m sq fj of take-up. This is at a record level for this survéyeisure We havemade a conservative
estimate that health and fitness clubs and cinemas will account for@@46m sq md.5m sq fj on retail
parks. Clearly all operators will looksaandalonenon retail parks, and the reality is expansion is rapid.

It is easy to discount new entrants, but since the start of the recession some incredible new formats have
NEffSR 2dzi I ONRaa NBGOGFIAT LI NJAZ AyOf dzZRAY MoéKS f AfJ
new entrants / formats are continuing to eerge such as Wilko (three new out of town stores and eight in

GKS LIALStAYSOSET ¢Y alEE k 1 2y8asSyasS 22Ayid aitz2NBacz
Netto have returned to the UK market with five openings and Iceland have a new largef@toat going

beyond frozen food trading as The Food Warehouse.

The shopping park market is seeing a greater flow of entrants from the in town market than for a while;
Schuh, Simply be, Fat Face, Office, Moss, Superdrug, Holland and Barrett, Speé¢saveiisxpress and

Card Factory are all exampldglost notable is the scale of investment by big anchor stores in either solus
or shopping park flagship units in regional / gelgionally dominant locationsNext combining Home and
fashion together is huge success while Primark have seven signed deals and many more in advanced
stages. Marks & Spencer still have a strong pipeline of variety stores with food to open while Debenhams
continue to take space, albeit not quite at the scale of the former markiée also anticipate Sports Direct
becoming the next operator to open very large stores in their own right.

In summary demand is stepping up and looks consistent for all levels of towns that have a degree of
affluence. Demand is weaker in those townsat are both lower tier in the retail hierarchy and with
significantly below average affluence levels.

In reality the development market for neimod schemes has been struggling to prodd2800 sq mim sq

ft) of new floor space per annum for the lasirée to four yearsWe are seeing a step up in supply of new
floor space (often as scheme extensions) but it is hard to anticipate new completed build supply reaching
185,800 sgq m (2mq ft) in 2015.
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Trevor Woocdkestimatethe national void rate at 8.8%ff all nornfood retail warehousing at the end of 2013.

We anticipate this will be sub 8% when 2014 figures are published in MBaded on the solidity of

operators in the marked we anticipate supply becoming more constrained in 2015 and to end tfa year

around 7%. It must be said this includes some very secondary stock and is not representative of prime stock
inregional centress ¢ Q& | A4aSaaYSyid A& LINRYS-25% nddating2tighR NI (0 S
supply situation.

There are a lot bretailers that are mature in sectors including DIY, food stores, toys and technology, and
are aspiring to consolidate representation and to optimise store siihés promises the release of
floorspace over time, but we are of the view that the releask e over a generation and largely focused

in the five years before lease expiryhere will be exceptions to this, but in reality subdivisions /
reconfigurations are expensive, as are retail refits and existing store value write offs, so it ibédieve
landlords and retailers alike will focus around lease expiry dates to focus on space optimisation.

In summary we believe the supply / demand pendulum $wasng marginally towards favouring landlords.

ERYV prospects vary from town to town based on the scale of supply and mix of tenants. However, we adopt
a generally positive outlook for most sectors particularly cateri®$8-2787 sq mZ0,000 sq ft to 30,000

sq fi) units, and those parks with a veryeal tenant mix nicheln part the outlook is driven by the support
landlords are finding from the planning system. Appropriate softening in use consent and applying for a
measured amount of mezzanine floor space based on named occupier has been a niajon filie

reduction in void rates. In the food stores market it is small food stores that look like the hotspot for ERV
outperformance against the rest of the sector.

Liguidity was excellent in the retail warehouse sector in 2014 across all lot sizks)@d by the £2.9bn of
transactions across 127 dealBhere is increasing depth to the typemfrchaseralthough Funds still
dominate at 60% of acquisitions we are seeing property companies and private investors all very active.
We are forecasting 2b to be another strong year in trading volumes, helped by yields falling further in
many hot areas of the market. We do not see uniform capital value increases across the market so stock
selection will be important for the best performance opportunities.

Shopping Centres
UK shopping centre investment transactions in 2014 totalled £5.83bn across 70 transactions comprising
101 shopping centres.

It has been a year fuelled by the weight of money targeting the sector, notably Asian money with 17% of
total market share.

17 shopping centres were under offer at the end of Q4 totalling £1.12bn signalling that 2015 will kick off
with a very strong stdr There are 26 shopping centres being openly marketed, totalling £742m and we
expect 2015 to maintain transaction volumes.

Frustrated capital exerted much pressure on yields throughout 2&Lger prime yiels currently at 4.50%
moved in from 5.00%5.25% in December 2013 although we see super prime to now be trending as stable.
Prime yields have come in over the year from 5.5@00% to 5.25% and are trending inward.
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There is arguably stronger demand in the market for secondary product whergéanvese most value.
Investors have moved up the risk curve which has resulted in pressure on dominant secondary yields
moving from 7.25%8.00% over the year to 6.5006.75%, secondary yields moving from 8.73&5% to
7.75% 8.25% and the biggestlsft in yields has come from the tertiary end of the market where yields
have moved over 200bps from 11.00% to 8.7.5%4] secondary and tertiary yield categories are trending
inwards.

Throughout 2014 the purchaser profile was dominated by Funds, adoguiar 3%%6 of all acquisitions.

Funds that were active in 2014 included LIM, L&G, AXA, M&G, Standard Life, TIAA Henderson Real Estate
FYR GKS alfleaAralQa 9YLI28S5SSa t NPOARSY(d CdzyR 6A0K
acquisitions in 204, with Land Securities, Hammerson, Intu and NewRiver Retail all acquiring shopping
centres.

The vendor profile for 2014 was also dominated by Funds at 33%, again with the likes of LIM, L&G, M&G

and TIAA Henderson Retail Estate all disposing of assadsliton to Westfield, UBS and Rockspring.

t NELY 2Qa I O002dzy iSR F2NJ om: GgAGK 2AffALFY 941 NI t NP
selling their assetsREITs represented 21% with Land Securities particularly active in 2014 with the
restructuring of its retail portfolio, selling £922m of stock (6 shopping centres) and purchasing the 30%

stake in Bluewater plus Buchanan Galleries, Glasgow for a combined total of £833.5m

Shopping Centre transaction volumes have increased significantly iashinitee years with 27
transactions in 2012 totalling £2.49bn, rising to 64 transactions in 2013 at £4.45bn and increasing further to
70 transactions at £5.83bn in 2014.

According to ONS figures, the volume of retail sales increased 6.4% in Novemben-year, the 20th
month of consecutive year on year growth and the highest yeayear increase since May 2004 when
sales grew 6.9%Average store prices fell by 2% in November yaayear, the largest fall since August
2002¢ the largest contributiorto the fall coming from petrol stations and foodstoresll store types
showed increases in the quantity bought compared to last year; the increase in the quantity bought in
department stores showing the largest yeam-year growth since records began amolusehold goods
stores showing 16.8% growth.

l OO2NRAY3 (G2 OGUKS Lt5 vdzr NOSNI e 5A3SadGs WwWLHif NBGLEA
growth achieved in Q1 and Q2. The shopping centresaaor saw rents rise 0.2% as a whole, priove

yield shopping centres saw rental growth of 0.3% in Q3 while secondary high yield centres experienced a
0.2% growth, the first growth since Q4 2008.

2014 has been an eventful year for the occupational magketnixture of flotations, network rightsizing
and getting to grips with omnichannel optimisation strategi@fe start of the year saw a big boost in ¢lick
and-collect strategies, with the majaupermarkets unveiling plans to open C&C points in tube stations
followed by a number of other retailers throughout the year.

¢CKSNB gFa  NHzZaK 2F NBOGFATtSNR t221Ay3 G2 OFakK Ay
others such as Poutahd, Pets at Home and BoohoAlthough successful at the beginning, a number of
retailers did shelve their plans. Carphone Warehouse joined forces with Dixons in one of the biggest retalil
mergers of recent times to create a technological retail powerleateled Dixons Carphone. Phones 4U fell

into administration in one of the largest and most sudden retail collapses in recent memory, preceded by
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the administration of La Senzdts second collapse in two years, whilst American Eagle successfully opened
stores in the UK market.

2014 transaction volumes were back at pre recession levels. Demand for stock remains exceptionally strong
and we expect H1 2015 to continue at the same momentum as witnessed in Z8&4election in May will

most certainly lead t@ cooling off period over the summer months before a busy year e envisage

that many opportunity funds that have purchased portfolios and assets over the past three years will look

to take advantage of the supply/demand imbalance and may trade oresaf their assets.

Demand will outstrip supply in 2015 particularly for quality ass@¥ith the return of UK institutions into
the market and better leverage opportunities, DTZ anticipate an active year ahead.

THE BRADFORD REVXRKET

. NI R FréxaM&¥fex & small for a city of its population size and is dominated by the city centre and

Forster Square Retail Park, which comprises approximately 22,770 sq m (245,000 sq ft) of retail warehouse
accommodation. Forster Square performs an importamtie in the absence of the larger floorplates

demanded by modern retailers in the city centre high street and shopping centre localibesKirkgate

Shopping Centre currently functions as the retail core in accommodating a large proportion of the hationa
multiple retailers represented in Bradford.he centre was partly reconfigured in 2006 to provide the larger
FE22NLI [ 6Sa O02YYSyadz2NI S ¢ ADTKundeStRnENhAt pladiag pariniSsid & N,
has also been granted to update the &aie on the corner of Darley Street and Kirkgate and to reconfigure

units fronting Kirkgate to provide the aforementioned larger floorplates demanded by retailers.

Most of the secondary retail streets in the city centre have high vacancy rates andthikilst

symptomatic of the wider economy this has been exacerbated in Bradford by the mbtibiged delays to
the Broadwayscheme. Footfall has fallen due to the lack of consumer choice and retailers and indeed
property owners have adopted a wait angesapproach rather than investing and committing to Bradford
owing to the ongoing uncertaintyThis is demonstrated by the number of shops which have been vacant
for long periods.

Bradford already faces strong competition from nearby centres includiads ety centre, which has been
strengthened by the opening of the Trinity shopping centre in Spring 2013, and to a lesser extent
Huddersfield and even Halifadther development projects are in the pipeline, including the Kingsgate
Shopping Centre, Huddsfield which will further strengthen this centré®ut of town accommodation
including the White Rose Shopping Centre and Birstall Shopping Park also provide strong competition
attracting consumer spend from Bradford.

It is intended that wilh BroadwayBradford(due to open in December 201%j)ll reverse the leakage of
consumer spend and improve the vitality and vibrancy of the city ceriine.schemecomprises
approximately 50,000 sg m (530,000 sq ft) of retail accommodation atwassew anchor stogs and 70
units. It will significantly change both the overall retail offer and perception of Bradford as a centre,
facilitating smaller, complementary development.

Other new retail centred development proposals include the Tramsheds, off Leeds Richdsidoretail
park of 3,160 sq m (34,000 sq ft) in units ranging betweencl®® sq m (2,00Q 10,000 sq ft) andwo
retail units of 185 sq m (2,000 &) and 220 sq m (2,370 sq ft).
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Development opportunities are also being explored for the Royal $itai between Forster Square and
Westfield, Bradford.

I A3K {GNBSG NBGFEAT Ay . NIRT2NRQa 20KSNJ (i2gya KIaz
struggled. There has however and continues to be posisigns with the5,530 sq m (59,500 €t) 5Rise
{K2LILA YA /SYiNB Ay . Ay3t FHewesy éwingtOthe/latk of ckititad maS Qa NI
5Rise has, thus far struggled to attract occupiers despite anchor tenants and there is no established rental
tone for the scheme with rentm the region of £160£270 per sq m (£1§ 25 per sq ft).

The proposd Worth Valley Shopping Centresist to transform Keighley Town Centre in providing 13,011
sg m (140,000 sq ft) of new retail development, including a cinema of up to 2,602 sq09Q(2§ ft) of

retail space to complement the existing offéfhe existing offer is focussed on the Airedale Centre where
prime rents are in the region of £700 per sq m (£65 per sq ft) in terms of Zone A are established. It is
expected Worth Valley will include a number of A3 (restaurant uses).

llkley serves a more affluent catchment population and has shown resilience in the face of a challenging
economic climate A large proportion of shops are occupied by independent traders, predominantly
because the floorplates required to attract nationadyltiple retailers are not readily availabl&Vhere

space commensurate with their requirements does become available retailer interest is robust, as
demonstrated by the arrival of Cafe Nero and Mountain Warehouse when the former Woolworths
premises becam available.

The average rateable values for high street and shopping centre retail premises and retail warehouse
premises across the Bradford area are as set out in the Fig@Zand A33below.
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FigureA32 Bradford average retail rental values by pbcode
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As expected the higher rateable value bandings are consistent with the major towns and centres. There is

consistency in llkley and the surrounding area at this higher banding whilst the rateable values for the
Shipley area are slightly more depressed, reflecting market appetite for this location and the nature of

stock available.
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FigureA33: Bradford average retail warehousing rental values by post code
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resulting from the lack of suitable retail accommodation for modern retailers.

There has been little market activity owing to the challenging conditibtowever, prime retail rents at

Forster Square Retail Park are in the region of £322 per sq m (£30 per sq ft) with prime zone a rents for the
Kirkgate Shopping Centre in the region of £1,076 per sq m (£100 per sq ft), down from approximately
£1,400 persq m (£130 per sq ft) at the peak of the market (2007). In terms of other town centre locations
recent retail developments are achieving low rental levels of between ££080 per sq m (£2Q2 per sq

ft). Tenant incentives packages vary, depending @nldlcation and specification of accommodation

amongst other factors but for new, prime retail accommodation the equivalent af 28 months rents

free is generally commensurate with the market.

The graphic below shows the location of supermarkets infBred
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FigureA34: Bradford average supermarket rental values by post code
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The activity of supermarkets hadmained positive until the end of 2011 when Tesco announced

falling profits and a review of their acquisition activity going forwgrdh y OS G KSy |t 2F
KFEI S NBUNBYOKSR LI Ilya 4 RSY2yailiNlGSReod ¢Saod2¢
development in llkey.

However, reflecting the national trends there remains strong activity in the discount sector with Aldi
recently opening a new store development in Silsden.
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Table A8Bradford retailmarket key indicators

Address/Scheme

Location Transaction Date of Transactior|

Tenant

Area (sq m)

Rent £ pa

Lease

Incentives

Length

87 Kirkgate, Bradford City New Letting|01 July 2014 46 £80003 years None
46 Leeds Road, llkley lIkley New Letting|Jul-14 153 20 years |6 months RF
Rent review
Y5
Break Y5
201 Allerton Road BD15 Sale Feb-14 - |E£72,500
24-24a Barry Street City Sale 01 July 2014 - £75,000
35 Highgate Road, Clayton Heights, BD13 [Clayton Sale May-14 - |£60,000
6 Duckworth Lane Bradford, BD9 Girlington  |Investment - £240,000
Sale Apr-14
71 Shetcliffe Lane, Bradford, BD4 Bierley Investment - £140,000
Sale Jun-14
Southmoor Lodge, Southmoor Road, WF9 |Hemworth [Sale Jul-14 - £86,000
334 Allerton Road, BD15 7BN Allerton New Jun-14 55 |£7,750 6 years 3 months RF
Letting Break Y3
10-12 Commercial Street City Sale 31 January 2014 - £138,00d
390 Kings Road, BD2 1NH Five Lane E{New Jun-14 18 |£7,000 2 years 3 months RF
Letting
100 Southgate, HX5 OEP Elland New Jun-14 64 (£6,500 5 years 1 month RF
Letting Break 18
months
124 Undercliffe Road, BD2 3BN Undercliffe |Subletting Apr-14 35 [£5,720 5 years 3 months RF
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2 The Parade, Holmewood, BD4 9HN Holmewood|New Apr-14 64 |£2,500 1 year +
Letting
65 Market Street City New Letting|01 April 2014 232 £12,0043 years 3 months RF
26 Market Street, Bradford City Investment (01 July 2014 - £3,450,00(
Sale
Unit 1 26 Market Street City New Letting|01 March 2014 Nationwide 608 72000115 Years |15 months RF
Building Break Y10
Society
Unit 5 26 Market Street City New Letting|01 September 2011The Cash 233 20000110 years
Store Ltd
Unit 5 26 Market Street City New Letting|01 October 2013 |[Mulcroft 337 350005 years
Ltd T/A KF(Q
Unit 3 26 Market Street City TAW 01 November 2013|Eurostocks 416 £1,81Q1 years
Clearance
Former Mail Centre, Bradford City Sale 01 September 2013British Lan #VALUR! 340000QF/H N/A
(Owner)
2 Sheep Street, Skipton, BD23 Skipton New Dec-12 Vision 256 |£45,750 10 years |6 months RF
Letting Express Break Y5
(UK) Ltd Rent
Review Y5
The Wellcroft Centre, 1 Welllcroft, Shipley, [Shipley New Sep-12 Thompson 155124300 5 years 3 months RF
BD18 Letting Travel Break Y3
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Barclays Bank, 152 Main Street, Bingley,
BD16

Bingley

Lease
renewal

Sep-12

Barclays
Bank PLC

387

£23,750

5 years
Break Y3

Barclays Bank, 8 Duke Street, BD24

Settle

Rent
Review

25/03/2012

Barclays
Bank plc

126

£17,500

20 years
Lease
expiry
14/06/2027
Rent
Review Y5
Break in
Y10 (2022)

23 Kirkgate, Keighley, BD20

Keighley

Rent
Review

Mar-12

Barclays
Bank PLC

77

£12,700

20 years
Lease
exiry
20/05/2028
Rent
Review Y5
Break in
Y10 (2023)

12 Legrams Lane, Listerhills Road, Bradford,
BD7

Listerhills

Lease
renewal

Mar-12

Sayid
Ayoob

67

£12,500

5 years
Break Y3

8/10 Legrams Lane, Listerhills Road,
Bradford, BD7

Listerhills

New
Letting

Oct-11

S Naz
Qasim

224

£20,000

8 years
Break in
Y4

Rent
Review in
Y4
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Glendale House, Unit 1 North Gate, Baildon, |Baildon New Jun-11|Automation 63 [£11,700 5 years
BD17 Letting Security
Electrical
Ltd
Barclays Bank Cross Hills 1 Park Street, Keighley [Rent Mar-11 Barclays 154 |1£8150 20 years
Cross Hills, Keighley, BD20 Review Bank PLC Break Y15
(2023)
Next Rent
Review
2016
Lease
expiry
03/07/2028
The Wellcroft Centre, 2 Wellcroft, Shipley, [Shipley New Mar-11 Abbey 180 (34500 5 years
BD18 Letting National Break in
Plc Y3
(Santander
)
Glendale House, Unit 5 A/B Northgate, Baildon New Dec-10|Coral 161 |£23,500 10 years
Baildon, BD17 Letting Estates Rent
Ltd Review Y5
Unit 4, 55 Great Horton Road, Bradford, BDYCity New Letting|17 August 2010 |Seattle 56 £16,00010 years
Union Ltd Break Y5
Rent Reviey
Y5
Unit 2/3, Ingleby Road, Bradford BD8 New Apr-10 Pakeezah 676 |£72,500 15 years
Letting Break Y5
Rent
Review Y5
Unit 5, 57 Great Horton Street, Bradford City New Letting|08 March 2010 RS Morgan 88 £2100010 years
(ta Hair Break Y5
Idols) Rent Reviey
Y5
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Source: DTZ/Cushman and Wakefield

Pagel1¢



SUMMARY

In summary, it is possible to draw a geographical distinction in market areas for high street retail in the
context of the hierarchy of prime rents above. For smaller centres, the values achievable for high street
retail will be significantly reduced arlderefore is likely to justify a variable charging rate. With regard to
convenience retail, it is more problematic to delimit market areas due to the wide variety of factors that
impact on the values that can be achieved for supermarket sites. Itrsftine considered that different
types of retail development should be considered alongside different locational zones.

OTHER COMMERCIALTEHS
RESTAURANTS

In general terms the restaurant market has shown resilience to the economic downftlrare ontinues

to be a geographical divide with London & the south east weathering the recession better than the rest of
the country, but with unemployment remaining relatively high and pressures on disposable incomes,
operators remain cautious over their expaos plans.

The main restaurant groups that continue to acquire for their various brands, are seeing the current market
as an opportunity to further strengthen their dominant position in the market, acquiring units on

favourable terms.It has also leditem to focus on key requirements and, with investors and developers
increasingly looking to court the leisure market, this has extended the choice to operators.

Leisure will comprise a key element of the Westfield scheme, absorbing much of the demanubafional
and regional operatorsOther local and regional operators have clustered in locations such as Leeds Road
and Manningham Lane.

HOTELS

Typically the performance of UK regional hotels is linked to the performance of the local economy.
Branded hotels are expected to outperform nrbranded independents inhallengingnarketconditions

since they benefit from access to wider sales and marketing support and distribution channels (routes to
customers).

Recentlya number of new brands lva entered the marketNew budget to miemarket brands include
Hampton by Hilton, Garden Inn (Hilton), Courtyard (Marriott) and also include the introduction of non
traditional hotel podhotel concepts promoted by easyHotel, nitenite and Yo&lperiorquality fulk

service brands include DoubleTree and Denizen (Hilton), Pullman (Accor), Indigo (InterContinental Hotels
Group), Element and Aloft (Starwood), Andaz (Hyatt), all of which will consider new build or conversion
opportunities. Another popular cacept is serviced apartments, a sector which has been around for some
time but has undergone a rejuvenation in terms of the quality of offering and reduction in the minimum
length of stay. Major hotel chains are now launching brands targeted at this make$taybridge Suites
(Intercontinental Hotels Group), Adagio and Suitehotel (Accor).

¢KSNE INBE GKNBS NBOSYyid K23GSt RS@OSt2LIYSyia Ay . NIR
Travelodge adding to the existing offer, of which the mostiant is the Hilton hotelPremier Inn took a
new 25 year lease of a refurbished 116 bed hotel at Broadwater House, Vicar Lane at a rental of £377,000
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per annum exclusive equating to £3,250 per roohis was forward funded at £6.1 million representing
6% vyield.

CINEMAS AND OTHERMMMERCIAL LEISURE
Bradford District is well provided for in respect of cinema facilities with a Cineworld at the Leisure
ExchanggeVicar Lan®radford BD1 45LD and an Odeon Cinema, Gallagher Leisure Park, BD3 7AT

Thereare alsoproposals for a 2,600 sq m (28,000 sq ft) Cineworld at the new Worth Valley ShQgpitrg
in Keighley

PUBS AND RESTAURANTS
Over the last 30 years tHieensed trade sector has suffersijnificantlywith numerous pub and bar
closures (ee TableA9below). The trend is associated with a decline in beers sales and the growth of the

off-licence trade, particularly in the sales of alcohol by supermarkets.

TableA9: Total number of pubs in the UK

Year | No of Public House
1982 67,800
1987 65,700
1992 61,600
1997 60,600
2002 60,100
2009 52,453
2010 51,178
2011 50,395
2012 49,433
2013 48,006

Source: British Beer and Pub Associatidfarch 2015

The restaurant sector is performing well in comparison as operators have reacted well to changing

consumer expenditure pattes, with initiatives which have improved performance such as reward cards,
GHor-mé 2FFSNBR YR 2FFSNAR Ay O2yedzyOlAzy gAGK OAYySY
prime locationswithin Leeds and Harrogate, for example, have increased. Bradford is slightly unusual as a
centre due to the dominance of Leeds Road axatlon for restaurants over the city centre. That said, the

city centre does possess a good selection of mainstream and high end restaurants which capitalise on the
footfall from the theatre, cinema and other cultural facilitie®utside of thecity certre, Bingley, Shipley,

Saltaire and llkley all have a wide selection of pubs and restairant
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STUDENT ACCOMMODATIO

Thestudent accommodation property market is extremely challengi8gcuring funding is the key issue
across the UK witlnvestmentfunds havindittle appetite for accommodation proposals based around
private lets. There is therefore a requiremdat university nominations to increase as a percentage of
income. Many of the largest funders also require these nominations to be fifbop &0 University. Since
Bradford is currently ranked7? (2015 League Table Rankind)s is likely to hinder further development
unless criteria for funding changes.

Bradford University has a substantially higher than average local population and thus, a smaller
requirement for student housing. With tuition fees rising, those local students living in student halls as part
2F (GKS dadzy A @S NAE A G éncréaBingly detiS as Griunaffdrddie lukukyla®ifchboséta A
stay at home and commute. This is by no means unique to Bradford, but will no doubt plagranfact
determining appetite for new development. We consider it unlikely that further student agemfation

will come forward duringn the near futureunless is it directly developed by the University.

The most recent student housing development is The Green. It offers accommodation on 42 week
contracts. Current rental levels are below. There iadditional £252 charge per contract for utilities
(excluded from the below).

TableA10: Recent student accommodation developments

Location Type Weekly Rent | Contract Rent
Main Campus | En Suite £96.72 £4,062.24
Main Campus | Standard £88.98 £3,737.16
Vernon En Suite £93 £3,906

Source: Bradford University
SUMMARY

In summary, in addition to the core property classifications, there are a range of other development types
that require examination in respect of CIL viability. The likely quantum andfygevelopment

anticipated in these classifications is less easy to predict than the standard property classes, however,
recent developments provide @seful benchmark for these sectors
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Appendix Bg Site Proform& and development appraisals

City of Bradford Metropolitan District Council
Site Specific Viability Analysis
Site 1Shipley Gateway

‘ ARKET STREET

. Shipley Gateway Site (Cragg Road)
Sl CORlEeE Land anduildings located between Market Square and Otley Roa

Site size 0.8 hectares(1.181acre9

Land ownership/tenure City of Bradford Metropolitan District Council

Town centre redevelopment opportunitifhe site is located within
Details of proposed the Shipley town centre boundary. Théseno relevant planning
development including current | history

planning status

Two schemes tested.
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Option 1: Mixed use scheme comprising 10 2 bed houses and a
supermarket.

Option 2: Mid sized supermarket

Site constraints

There are a number of buildings on the site some of which have
existingtenants.

Accommodation schedule

Option 1 assumes:
10 x2 bed houses all at market value. No affordable units are incl
Unit sizes: 2 bed houses 77 sg m

Option 2 assumes a mid sized supermarket 1,500 sq m (16,146 S

Anticipated start date

Assumed start date as per appraisal date

Option 1: Lead in 6 months, construction 12 months

ElLslfael Option 2 : Lead in 6 months, construction 12 months
Option 1: Assumed one phase for commercial and residential
development.

Phasing Residential assumptions:

Lead in 3 months. Sales start 3 months after construction start

Option 2: Assumed one phase

Planning gain (including AH) &
timing of payments

S106 £1000 per unit for residential
£50 psm for commercial

Revenue

Assumedturrent values:

Supermarket small£129 psm#£12.00 psf/ large £107 psm (£10 psf
rental income 5.5% Yield 6 months rent free

Residential: VA4 £1,3%sm

Affordable housing revenues

n/a
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Build costs Assumed current build costs:
Residential£969 psm£90.00 psf
Abnormal costs Assumed 20% uplift in build costs
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CMBC Site Specific Viability Testing

Site 1 Shipley Gateway Option 1 Mixed Use Scheme

Summary Appraisal for Phase 1

Currency in £

REVENUE
Sales Valuation Units m?
2 bed houses 10 77020
Rental Area Summary
Units m?
Supermarket 1 34997
Investment Valuation
Supermarket
Market Rent 45 206 YP @
PV Tmths @
GROSS DEVELOPMENT VALUE
Purchaser's Costs
NET DEVELOPMENT VALUE
NET REALISATION
OUTLAY
ACQUISITION COSTS
Residualised Price
Stamp Duty 4.00%
Agent Fee 1.00%
Legal Fee 0.50%
Town Planning
CONSTRUCTION COSTS
Construction m? Rate m*
Supermarket 34997 m* 1,033.34 pm*®
2 bed houses 77020 m*  968.75 pm?
Totals 1,120.17 m?
Contingency 3.00%
Contingency 5.00%
Other Construction
Abnormals - Residential 20% uplift 20.00%
Abormals - Commercial 20% uplift 20.00%
Section 106 Costs
Section 106 - Residential
Section 106 - Commercial
PROFESSIONAL FEES
Professional Fes - Residential 6.00%
Professional Fes - Commercial 10.00%
DISPOSAL FEES
Sales Agent Fee 3.00%
Sales Legal Fee 0.50%

FINANCE

Rate m*
1,754 52

Rate m?
12917

5.5000%
5.5000%

(46,206)

173,461

6,938
1,735
867
50,000

Cost
361,638
746 131

1,107,769

10,849
37,307

149,226
72,328

10,000
17,500

44 768
36,164

40,540
6,757

Unit Price Gross Sales
136,133 1,351,331

Initial Net Rent
MRV/Unit at Sale
45 206 45 206

18.1818
09692 796,647

2,147,978

(46,206)
2,101,773

2,101,773

173,461

59,540

1,107,769

48,156

221,554

27,500

80,932

47,297

Initial
MRV
45 206
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CMBC Site Specific Viability Testing

Site 1 Shipley Gateway Option 1 Mixed Use Scheme

Debit Rate 6.500%, Credit Rate 0.000% (Mominal)
Land

Construction

Total Finance Cost

TOTAL COSTS

PROFIT

Performance Measures
Profit on Cost%
Profit on GDV%
Profit on NDWV%
Development Yield% (on Rent)
Equivalent Yield% (Nominal)
Equivalent Yield% (True)

IRR

Rent Cover
Profit Erosion (finance rate 6.500%)

15.00%
12.76%
13.04%
2.47%
5.50%
5.69%

31.59%

6 yrs 1 mth
2 yrs 2 mths

13,251
48,169

61,420

1,827,628

274,144
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CBMDC Viability Testing
CBMDC

Site 1 Shipley Gateway Option 2 Commercial Scheme

Summary Appraisal for Phase 1
Currency in £
REVENUE

Rental Area Summary
Units m?
Supermarket 1 1,500.01

Investment Valuation
Supermarket
Market Rent 161,461 YP @
(6mths Rent Free) PV 6mths

GROSS DEVELOPMENT VALUE

Purchaser's Costs

NET DEVELOPMENT VALUE
NET REALISATION
OUTLAY

CONSTRUCTION COSTS
Construction m? Rate m?
Supermarket 1,500.01m? 1,194.79 pm?

Contingency 3.00%

Other Construction
Abnormal Costs 20% uplift

Section 106 Costs
Section 106

PROFESSIONAL FEES
professional fees 10.00%

MARKETING & LETTING
Letting Agent Fee 10.00%
Letting Legal Fee 5.00%

DISPOSAL FEES
Sales Agent Fee 1.00%
Sales Legal Fee 0.25%

FINANCE
Debit Rate 6.750%, Credit Rate 0.000% (Nominal)
Construction
Total Finance Cost

TOTAL COSTS

PROFIT

Initial
Rate m* MRV/Unit
107 64 161,461

6.0000% 16.6667
6.0000% 0.9713

2,613,748

(151,597)
(151,597)

2,462,150

2,462,150

Cost
1,792 197 1,792,197

53,766
53,766

360,000
360,000

75,000
75,000

215,220
215,220

16,146

8,073
24 219

24,622

6,155
30,777

88,603
86,603
2,639,781
(177,631)

Net Rent
at Sale
161,461

2,613,748

Initial
MRV
161,461
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City of Bradford Metropolitan District Council
Site Specific Viability Analysis
Site 2Bolton Woods Quarry

Site address Bolton Woods Quarry
Site size 28ha
Land ownership/tenure Private

Details of proposed space and community facilities.

development including current
planning status

Longer term redevelopment of the quarry for new housing, open

The site is currently allocated as an existing mitseeatraction site

The owners have submitted a representation to the Core Strategy
supporting residential redevelopment of the site.
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Site constraints

Quarry remediation- abnormal costs unknown

Accommodation schedule

1000 residential units delivered in four phases.

Assumed:

1 bed flat (40 market, 10 AH)

2 bed flat (40 market, 10 AH)

2 bed house (160 market, 40 AH)
3 bed house (320 market, 80 AH)
4 bed house (200 market, 50 AH)
5 bed house (40 market, 10 AH)

Unit sizes:

1 bed flat 51 sq m

2 bed flat 55 sg m

2 bed houses 77 sq m
3 bed houses 93 sqm
4 bed houses 115 sq m
5 bed houses 137 sq m

Anticipated start date

Assumed start date as per appraisal date

Build period Four phases of 30 months construction.
1000 residential units delivered in four phases.
: Phase 1 248 units
Phasing

Phase 2 248 units
Phase 3 252 units
Phase 4 252 units

Planning gain (including AH) &
timing of payments

20% affordable housing

S106- £1,000 per unit paid onommencement of each phase

Revenue

Assumed: VA 4 £1,755m

Affordable housing revenues

Assumed: 65% of market value
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Build costs

Assumed current build costs:
Houses: £971.00 psm
Flats: 162 psm

Abnormal costs Assumed 10% uplift in build costs
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Site Specific Viablity Testing - CBMDC
Site 2 Bolton Woods Quarry

Summary Appraisal for Merged Phases 123 4
Currency in £

REVENUE

Sales Valuation
1 bed flat
1 bed flat AH
2 bed flat
2 bed flat AH
2 bed house
2 bed house AH
3 bed house
3 bed house AH
4 bed house
4 bed house AH
5 bed house
5 bed house AH
1 bed flat
1 bed flat AH
2 bed flat
2 bed flat AH
2 bed house
2 bed house AH
3 bed house
3 bed house AH
4 bed house
4 bed house AH
5 bed house
5 bed house AH
1 bed flat
1 bed flat AH
2 bed flat
2 bed flat AH
2 bed house
2 bed house AH
3 bed house
3 bed house AH
4 bed house
4 bed house AH
5 bed house
5 bed house AH
1 bed flat
1 bed flat AH
2 bed flat
2 bed flat AH
2 bed house
2 bed house AH
3 bed house
3 bed house AH
4 bed house
4 bed house AH
5 bed house
5 bed house AH
Totals

NET REALISATION
OUTLAY

ACQUISITION COSTS
Residualised Price (27.52 Ha 164,192.55 pHect)

m2
510.00
102.00
510.00
102.00
3,080.80
770.20
7.440 00
1,860.00
5,750.50
1,380.12
1,370.30
274.06
510.00
102.00
510.00
102.00
3,080.80
770.20
7.440.00
1,860.00
5,750.50
1,380.12
1,370.30
274.06
510.00
153.00
510.00
153.00
3,080.80
770.20
7.440.00
1,860.00
5,750.50
1,495.13
1,370.30
411.09
510.00
153.00
510.00
153.00
3,080.80
770.20
7.440.00
1,860.00
5,750.50
1,495.13
1,370.30
411.09
93,308.00

Rate m?
1,754.52
966.75
1,754.52
966.75
1,754.52
966.75
1,754 52
966.75
1,754.52
966.75
1,754.52
966.75
1,754.52
966.75
1,754.52
966.75
1,754.52
968.75
1,754.52
966.75
1,754.52
966.75
1,754.52
966.75
1,754.52
966.75
1,754.52
966.75
1,754.52
966.75
1,754.52
966.75
1,754.52
966.75
1,754.52
966.75
1,754.52
966.75
1,754.52
966.75
1,754.52
966.75
1,754.52
966.75
1,754.52
966.75
1,754.52
966.75

4,518,579

Unit Price
89 481
49 406
89 481
49 406

135,133
74613
163,170
90,094
201,787
111,416
240,422
132,748
89 481
49 406
89 481
49 406
135,133
74613
163,170
90,094
201,787
111,416
240,422
132,748
89 481
49 406
89 481
49 406
135,133
74613
163,170
90,094
201,787
111,416
240,422
132,748
89 481
49 406
89 481
49 406
135,133
74613
163,170
90,094
201,787
111,416
240,422
132,748

149,047,027

4518 579

Gross Sales
894 805
98,813
894 805
98,813
5,405,325
746,131
13,053,629
1,801,875
10,089,367
1,336,991
2404219
265,496
894 805
98,813
894 805
98,813
5,405,325
746,131
13,053,629
1,801,875
10,089,367
1,336,991
2,404 219
265,496
894 805
148,219
894 805
148,219
5,405,325
746,131
13,053,629
1,801,875
10,089,367
1,448,407
2,404 219
398,243
894 805
148,219
894 805
148,219
5,405,325
746,131
13,053,629
1,801,875
10,089,367
1,448,407
2404219
398,243
149,047,027
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Site Specific Viablity Testing - CBMDC

Site 2 Bolton Woods Quarry

Stamp Duty
Agent Fee
Legal Fee
Town Planning

CONSTRUCTION COSTS
Construction

1 bed flat

1 bed flat AH

2 bed flat

2 bed flat AH

2 bed house

2 bed house AH
3 bed house

3 bed house AH
4 bed house

4 bed house AH
5 bed house

5 bed house AH
1 bed flat

1 bed flat AH

2 bed flat

2 bed flat AH

2 bed house

2 bed house AH
3 bed house

3 bed house AH
4 bed house

4 bed house AH
5 bed house

5 bed house AH
1 bed flat

1 bed flat AH

2 bed flat

2 bed flat AH

2 bed house

2 bed house AH
3 bed house

3 bed house AH
4 bed house

4 bed house AH
5 bed house

5 bed house AH
1 bed flat

1 bed flat AH

2 bed flat

2 bed flat AH

2 bed house

2 bed house AH
3 bed house

3 bed house AH
4 bed house

4 bed house AH
5 bed house

5 bed house AH
Totals

Contingency

Other Construction

S106
S106
S106
S106

m2

510.00 m?
102.00 m*
510.00 m?
102.00 m*
3,080.80 m?
770.20 m?
7,440.00 m*
1,860.00 m?
5,750.50 m?
1,380.12 m?
1,370.30 m?
274.06 m?
510.00 m?
102.00 m*
510.00 m?
102.00 m*
3,080.80 m?
770.20 m?
7,440.00 m*
1,860.00 m?
5,750.50 m?
1,380.12 m?
1,370.30 m?
274.06 m?
510.00 m?
153.00 m?
510.00 m?
153.00 m*
3,080.80 m?
770.20 m?
7,440.00 m*
1,860.00 m?
5,750.50 m?
1,495.13 m?
1,370.30 m?
411.09 m?
510.00 m?
153.00 m*
510.00 m?
153.00 m*
3,080.80 m?
770.20 m?
7,440.00 m*
1,860.00 m?
5,750.50 m?
1,495.13 m?
1,370.30 m?

411.09 m?

93,308.00 m?

4.00%
1.00%
0.50%

Rate m?
1,162.50 pm?
1,162.50 pm?
1,162.50 pm?
1,162.50 pm?

970.90 pm?
970.90 pm?
970.90 pm?
970.90 pm?
970.90 pm?
970.90 pm?
970.90 pm?
970.90 pm?
1,162.50 pm?
1,162.50 pm?
1,162.50 pm?
1,162.50 pm?
970.90 pm?
970.90 pm?
970.90 pm?
970.90 pm?
970.90 pm?
970.90 pm?
970.90 pm?
970.90 pm?
1,162.50 pm?
1,162.50 pm?
1,162.50 pm?
1,162.50 pm?
970.90 pm?
970.90 pm?
970.90 pm?
970.90 pm?
970.90 pm?
970.90 pm?
970.90 pm?
970.90 pm?
1,162.50 pm?
1,162.50 pm?
1,162.50 pm?
1,162.50 pm?
970.90 pm?
970.90 pm?
970.90 pm?
970.90 pm?
970.90 pm?
970.90 pm?
970.90 pm?
970.90 pm?

5.00%

180,743
45,186
22,593

100,000

Cost

592 875
118,575
592 875
118,575
2,991,149
T47 787
7,223 496
1,805,874
5,583,160
1,339,959
1,330,424
266,085
592 875
118,575
592 875
118,575
2,991,149
T47 787
7,223 496
1,805,874
5,583,160
1,339,959
1,330,424
266,085
592 875
177,863
592 875
177,863
2,991,149
T47 787
7,223 496
1,805,874
5,583,160
1,451,622
1,330,424
399 127
592 875
177,863
592 875
177,863
2,991,149
T47 787
7,223 496
1,805,874
5,583,160
1,451,622
1,330,424
399127
91,569,897

4,578,495

248,000
248,000
252,000
252,000

348,522

91,569,897

4578495
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Site Specific Viablity Testing - CBMDC
Site 2 Bolton Woods Quarry

Municipal Costs
Municipal Costs
Municipal Costs
Municipal Costs
Municipal Costs

PROFESSIONAL FEES
Professional fees

DISPOSAL FEES
Marketing and Sales Agent Fee
Sales Legal Fee

FINANCE
Debit Rate 6.500%, Credit Rate 0.500% (Nominal)
Total Finance Cost

TOTAL COSTS

PROFIT
Performance Measures
Profit on Cost%
Profit on GDV%
Profit on NDV%
IRR

Profit Erosion (finance rate 6 .500%)

1,000,000
2,271,074
2,271,074
2,271,074
2,271,074
9,084,296
6.00% 5.494,194
5,494,194
3.00% 3,929,058
050% 745235
4674293
(33,576)
121,234,699
27,812,327

22.94%
18.66%
18.66%
49.31%

3 yrs 2 mths
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City of Bradford Metropolitan District Council
Site Specific Viability Analysis
Site 4Chatsworth Works

Site address Chatsworth Street, Keighley
Site size 2.24ha (5.523 acres)
Landownership/tenure Private

Details of proposed
development including current
planning status

rest is unallocated.

hectare.

Part of the site is allocated as an employment site in the RUDP by

Assumed site developed for residential use at a density of 35 unitg

i nstrain . o
Sl el have taken place to re locate this facility elsewhere.

Sloping site. Gas storage depot adjacent to the site. Negotiations
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Accommodation schedule

78 residential units
39 2 bed of which 33 market value and 6 AH
39 3 bed of which 33 market value and 6 AH

Anticipated start date

Assumed start date as per appraisal date

Build period

Assumed 2 sales per calendar month.
Industrial 12 monthgonstruction

Phasing

One phase

Planning gain (including AH) &
timing of payments

S106-£1,000 per unit
15% affordable housing provision

Revenue

Assumed:
£1496psm

Affordable housing revenues

Assumed: 60% of MV

Build costs

Assumedturrent build costs:
Houses: £89.00 psm
Flats: £1162psm

Abnormal costs

Assumed 10% uplift in build costs
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CMBC - Site Specific Viability Testing
Site 4 Chatsworth Works

Summary Appraisal for Phase 1 Phase 2 Residential

Currency in £

REVENUE
Sales Valuation Units m?*
2 bed houses 33 2,541.66
2 bed houses (AH) 6 46212
3 bed houses 33 3,069.00
3 bed houses (AH) 6 553.00
Totals 78 6,630.78
NET REALISATION
OUTLAY
ACQUISITION COSTS
Residualised Price (Negative land)
CONSTRUCTION COSTS
Construction m? Rate m*
2 bed houses 2541 66m* 96875 pm?
2 bed houses (AH) 46212 m*  968.75 pm*®
3 bed houses 3,069.00 m*  968.75 pm*
3 bed houses (AH) 55800 m* 968.75 pm®
Totals 6,630.78 m?
Contingency 5.00%
Other Construction
Section 106
Allowance for abnormals 10.00%
PROFESSIONAL FEES
Professional Fees 6.00%
DISPOSAL FEES
Marketing, sales, agent & egal fees 3.00%
Sales Legal Fee 0.50%
FINANCE
Debit Rate 6.500%, Credit Rate 0.000% (Nominal)
Land
Construction
Total Finance Cost
TOTAL COSTS
PROFIT
Performance Measures
Profit on Cost% 22.79%
Profit on GDV% 18.56%
Profit on NDV% 18.56%
IRR Out of Range
Profit Erosion (finance rate 6.500%) 3 yrs 2 mths

Rate m*®
1,496.18
968.75
1,496.18
968.75

(514,686)

Cost
2462 233
447 679
2,973,004
5405663
6,423,568

321,178

78,000
642 357

385,414

251,837
46,914

(67.432)
74,202

Unit Price Gross Sales

115,236
74,613
139,145
90,094

9,382,799

(514,686)

6,423,568

321,178

720,357

385414

258,751

6,770

7,641,352

1,741,447

3,802,781
447 679
4,591,776

540563

9,382,799
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City of Bradford Metropolitan District Council
Site Specific Viability Analysis
Site 5Buck Lane

= Tatal She Area 0,595 Aores, 4031 4%,
B Area of Infrestructure D370 Acras, 1.497.5m*

Site address Buck Lane

Site size

Approx 15 acreg approx 10 acres developable

Land ownership/tenure City of Bradford Metropolitan District Council

Details of proposed

Industrial scheme being promoted by Bradford Council.

development including current | Outline approval for site.

planning status

Full approval for units currently on site.
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Site constraints

Greenfield. Steep slope from roadway, gently sloping river valley,
extensive cut and fill, mains sewer running across part of site, soft
ground encountered, smadirea of deep level contamination, flood

plain area.

Accommodation schedule

Phase 1
2322 sq mZ%5,000 sq ftindustrial unit
557 sq m (6,000 sq findustrial unit

Phase 2

399 sq m4,300 sq f retail unit

1347 sq m14,500 sq ftindustrial unit
1394sq m (5,000 sq ftindustrial unit
1858 sgq mZ0,000 sq ftindustrial unit
1115 sg m12,000 sq ftindustrial unit

Phase 3
2322 sq mZ%5,000 sq fxindustrial unit
2415 sq mZ6,000 sq fxindustrial unit

13731 sq m%47,800 sq ftin total

Anticipated start date

On site now

Build period September 2014 September 2017
Phase 1: September 20&4uly 2015
Phasing Phase 2: February 20t3-ebruary 2016

Phase 3: March 2016September 2017

Planning gain (including AH) &
timing of payments

n/a

Revenue

£780 per sq mA72psf) capital values

Affordable housing revenues

n/a

Build costs

£618 per sq m (57.5 psf)
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Cut and filk £265,000
Retaining structures£233,000
Drainage attenuation £55,000
Limestabilisation- £250,000

Abnormal costs

Land value £170,000 an acre as unserviced greenfield site less agreed abnor

Site is being delivered under a development agreement with Pend
Any other relevant information | Russell Ltd. Plots are drawn down asde&eloper signs up end
users.
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Site Specific Viability Testing
Site 5 Buck Lane

Summary Appraisal for Merged Phases 12 3

Currency in £

REVENUE

Sales Valuation Units
Industrial Unit 1 1
Industrial Unit 2 1
Retail Unit 1
Industrial Unit 1
Industrial Unit 1
Industrial Unit 1
Industrial Unit 1
Industrial Unit 1
Industrial Unit 1
Totals 9

NET REALISATION

OUTLAY

ACCQUISITION COSTS
Residualised Price
Residualised Price (Negative land)

CONSTRUCTION COSTS

Construction m?
Industrial Unit 1 2,322 58 m*?
Industrial Unit 2 BT 42 m*®
Retail Unit 399.48 m*
Industrial Unit 1,347 .09 m?
Industrial Unit 1,393 55 m?
Industrial Unit 1,114 84 m*
Industrial Unit 1,858.06 m*
Industrial Unit 232258 m?
Industrial Unit 2,415.48 m?
Totals 13,731.08 m*

Developers Contingency

Other Construction
Cut and Fill
Retaining Structutres
Drainage attenuation
Lime stabilisation

PROFESSIONAL FEES
Professional Fees

DISPOSAL FEES
Sales Agent Fee
Sales Legal Fee

FINANCE
Debit Rate 6.500%, Credit Rate 0.000% (Nominal)
Total Finance Cost

TOTAL COSTS

PROFIT

m* Rate m* Unit Price Gross Sales

2,322.58 780.38 1,812,495
557.42 780.38 434,999
399.48 780.38 311,746

1,347.09 780.38 1,051,242

1,393.55 780.38 1,087,499

1,114.84 780.38 869,999

1,858.06 780.38 1,449,933

2,322 58 78038 1,812,495
241548 T780.38 1,884 992
13,731.08

10,715,460

11,262

(1,000,476)
(989,214)

Rate m® Cost

618.92 pm* 143749
618.92 pm* 344,998
618.92 pm* 247,246
618.92 pm* 833,741
618.92 pm* 862,496
618.92 pm* 689,997
618.92 pm*® 1,149,990
618.92 pm* 143749
618.92 pm*  1,494.989

e e S

8,498,440 5,498,440

3.00% 254,953

254,953
265,000
233,000
55,000
250,000
803,000
10.00% 378,347
378,347
1.00% 84,680
0.25% 21,170
105,850
174,651
9,226,027
1,489,433

1,812,495
434,999
311,746

1,051,242

1,087,499
869,999

1,449,993

1,812,495

1.884 992

10,715,460
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Site Specific Viability Testing
Site 5 Buck Lane

Performance Measures

Profit on Cost% 16.14%
Profit on GDV% 13.90%
Profit on NDV% 13.90%
IRR 42.94%
Profit Erosion (finance rate 6.500%) 2 yrs 4 mths
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City of Bradford Metropolitan District Council

Site Specific Viability Analysis

Site 6Fagley Quarry

s

Site address

Fagley Quarry

Site size

Not confirmed

Land ownership/tenure

Private

Details ofproposed
development including current
planning status

600 new dwellings

Site constraints

Former quarry site

Accommodation schedule

600 units
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Assumed:

1 bed flat (26 market, 4 AH)

2 bed flat (26 market, 4 AH)

2 bed house (102 market, 18 AH)
3 bed house (204 market, 36 AH)
4 bed house (128 market, 22 AH)
5 bed house (26 market, 4 AH)

Unit sizes:

1 bed flat 51 sq m

2 bed flat 55 sg m

2 bed houses 77 sq m
3 bed houses 93 sqm
4 bed houses 115 sgm
5 bed houses 137 sq m

Anticipated start date

Assumed start date as per appraisal date

Build period Four phases of 18 months construction
Phase t 147 units
. Phase 2 147 units
Phasing

Phase 3 147 units
Phase 4 159 units

Planning gain (including AH) &
timing of payments

S106- £1,000 per unit

£331,609 provision of recreation open space
£345,450 provision of bus shelters and real time information displa

Revenue

£1857 per sq mEL72.50 psf

Affordable housing revenues

15% AH

Build costs

Assumed current builcbsts:
Houses: £971.00 psm
Flats: £1,008

Abnormal costs

Allowance for 20% abnormal costs
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CBMDC
Site 6 Fagley Quarry

Summary Appraisal for Merged Phases 123 4
Currency in £

REVENUE

Sales Valuation
1 bed flat
1 bed flat AH
2 bed flat
2 bed flat AH
2 bed house
2 bed house AH
3 bed house
3 bed house AH
4 bed house
4 bed house AH
5 bed house
5 bed house AH
1 bed flat
1 bed flat AH
2 bed flat
2 bed flat AH
2 bed house
2 bed house AH
3 bed house
3 bed house AH
4 bed house
4 bed house AH
5 bed house
5 bed house AH
1 bed flat
1 bed flat AH
2 bed flat
2 bed flat AH
2 bed house
2 bed house AH
3 bed house
3 bed house AH
4 bed house
4 bed house AH
5 bed house
5 bed house AH
1 bed flat
1 bed flat AH
2 bed flat
2 bed flat AH
2 bed house
2 bed house AH
3 bed house
3 bed house AH
4 bed house
4 bed house AH
5 bed house
5 bed house AH
Totals

NET REALISATION
OUTLAY

ACQUISITION COSTS
Residualised Price (17.16 Ha 888,322.64 pHect)

m2
306.00
51.00
300.18
65.03
1,025.50
308.08
4.743.00
837.00
3,680.32
575.05
82218
137.03
306.00
51.00
390.18
65.03
1,925.50
308.08
4.743.00
837.00
3,680.32
575.05
82218
137.03
306.00
51.00
390.18
51.00
1,025.50
308.08
4.743.00
837.00
3,680.32
575.05
82218
137.03
408.00
51.00
520.24
65.03
2,079.54
46212
4.743.00
837 00
3,680.32
805.07
1,006.24
137.03
56,391.67

Rate m?
1,856.77
1,206.85
1,856.77
1,206.85
1,856.77
1,206.85
1,856.77
1,206.85
1,856.77
1,206.85
1,856.77
1,206.85
1,856.77
1,206.85
1,856.77
1,206.85
1,856.77
1,206.85
1,856.77
1,206.85
1,856.77
1,206.85
1,856.77
1,206.85
1,856.77
1,206.85
1,856.77
1,206.85
1,856.77
1,206.85
1,856.77
1,206.85
1,856.77
1,206.85
1,856.77
1,206.85
1,856.77
1,206.85
1,856.77
1,206.85
1,856.77
1,206.85
1,856.77
1,206.85
1,856.77
1,206.85
1,856.77
1,206.85

15,243,620

Unit Price Gross Sales

94,695
61,549
120,746
78,481
143,008
92,952
172,680
112,237
213,547
138,800
254,433
165,375
94,695
61,549
120,746
78,481
143,008
92,952
172,680
112,237
213,547
138,800
254 433
165,375
04,605
61,549
120,746
61,549
143,008
92,952
172,680
112,237
213,547
138,800
254 433
165,375
94,695
61,549
120,746
78,481
143,008
92,952
172,680
112,237
213,547
138,800
254 433
165,375

99,336,209

15,243 620

568,172
61,549
724 475
78,481
3,575,211
371,806
8,806,660
1,010,133
6,833,508
693,999
1,526,599
165,375
568,172
61,549
724 475
78,481
3,575,211
371,806
8,806,660
1,010,133
6,833,508
693,999
1,526,599
165,375
568,172
61,549
724 475
61,549
3,575,211
371,806
8,806,660
1,010,133
6,833,508
693,999
1,526,599
165,375
757 562
61,549
965,966
78,481
3,861,227
557,710
8,806,660
1,010,133
6,833,508
971,599
2,035,466
165,375
99,336,209
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CBMDC
Site 6 Fagley Quarry

Stamp Duty
Agent Fee
Legal Fee
Town Planning

CONSTRUCTION COSTS
Construction
1 bed flat
1 bed flat AH
2 bed flat
2 bed flat AH
2 bed house
2 bed house AH
3 bed house
3 bed house AH
4 bed house
4 bed house AH
5 bed house
5 bed house AH
1 bed flat
1 bed flat AH
2 bed flat
2 bed flat AH
2 bed house
2 bed house AH
3 bed house
3 bed house AH
4 bed house
4 bed house AH
5 bed house
5 bed house AH
1 bed flat
1 bed flat AH
2 bed flat
2 bed flat AH
2 bed house
2 bed house AH
3 bed house
3 bed house AH
4 bed house
4 bed house AH
5 bed house
5 bed house AH
1 bed flat
1 bed flat AH
2 bed flat
2 bed flat AH
2 bed house
2 bed house AH
3 bed house
3 bed house AH
4 bed house
4 bed house AH
5 bed house
5 bed house AH
Totals

Contingency

Other Construction
S106
Abnormals cost allowance
S106
Abnormals costs allowance

m2

306.00 m?
51.00 m?
390.18 m?
65.03 m?
1,025.50 m?
308.08 m?
4,743.00 m?
837.00 m?
3,680.32 m?
575.05 m?
82218 m?
137.03 m?
306.00 m?
51.00 m?
390.18 m?
65.03 m?
1,025.50 m?
308.08 m?
4,743.00 m?
837.00 m?
3,680.32 m?
575.05 m?
82218 m?
137.03 m?
306.00 m2
51.00 m?
390.18 m?
51.00 m?
1,025.50 m?
308.08 m?
4,743.00 m?
837.00 m?
3,680.32 m?
575.05 m?
822 18 m2
137.03 m?
408.00 m?
51.00 m?
520.24 m?
65.03 m?
2,079.54 m?
462.12 m?
4,743.00 m?
837.00 m?
3,680.32 m?
805.07 m?
1,096.24 m?

137.03 m?

56,391.67 m?

4.00%
1.00%
0.50%

Rate m?
871.88 pm?
871.88 pm?
871.88 pm?
871.88 pm?
871.88 pm?
871.88 pm?
871.88 pm?
871.88 pm?
871.88 pm?
871.88 pm?
871.88 pm?
871.88 pm?
871.88 pm?
871.88 pm?
871.88 pm?
871.88 pm?
871.88 pm?
871.88 pm?
871.88 pm?
871.88 pm?
871.88 pm?
871.68 pm?
871.88 pm?
871.88 pm?
871.88 pm?
871.88 pm?
871.88 pm?
871.88 pm?
871.88 pm?
871.88 pm?
871.88 pm?
871.68 pm?
871.88 pm?
871.88 pm?
871.88 pm?
871.88 pm?
871.88 pm?
871.88 pm?
871.88 pm?
871.88 pm?
871.88 pm?
871.88 pm?
871.88 pm?
871.88 pm?
871.88 pm?
871.88 pm?
871.88 pm?
871.88 pm?

5.00%

10.00%

10.00%

609,745
152,436

76,218
100,000

Cost
266,795
44 466
340,190
56,698
1,678,805
268,609
4135327
729764
3,208,797
501,375
716,842
119,474
266,795
44 466
340,190
56,698
1,678,805
268,609
4135327
729764
3,208,797
501,375
716,842
119,474
266,795
44 466
340,190
44 466
1,678,805
268,609
4135327
729764
3,208,797
501,375
716,842
119,474
355727
44 466
453 587
56,698
1,813,109
402 913
4135327
729764
3,208,797
701,924
955 790
119474
49,166,769

2,458,338

169,264
1,206,714
169,264
1,206,714

938,399

49,166,769

2,458,338




CBMDC

Site 6 Fagley Quarry
S106
Abnormals cost allowance
S106
abnormal costs allowance

PROFESSIONAL FEES
Professional fees

DISPOSAL FEES
Marketing and Sales Agent Fee
Sales Legal Fee

FINANCE

Debit Rate 6.500%, Credit Rate 0.500% (Nominal)
Total Finance Cost

TOTAL COSTS
PROFIT
Performance Measures
Profit on Cost%
Profit on GDV%
Profit on NDV%
IRR

Profit Erosion (finance rate 6.500%)

10.00%

10.00%

6.00%

3.00%
0.50%

24.42%
19.63%
19.63%
38.40%

3 yrs 5 mths

169,264
1,205,491
160,264
1,297,758

2,950,006

2,680,928
496,681

5,593,733

2,950,006

3,177,600

308,018

79,836,493

19,499,716
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City of Bradford Metropolitan District Council
Site Specific Viability Analysis
Site 10

Site address Tyrls
Site size 0.3 ha/0.83cres
Land ownership/tenure Publicg City of Bradford Metropolitan District Council

Details of proposed
development including current
planning status

8,500 sgn office building
Planning permissiogranted in outline.

Site constraints Accessmprovements required.
Demolition of existing buildingscosts not from RGF.
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Accommodation schedule

Phase 1gross 5016 sq m4264 sq m
Phase 2gross 3200 sq m / né&X527 sq m

Anticipated start date

As per appraisal date

Build period

3 month lead in
12 month build

Phasing

N/A

Planning gain (including AH) &
timing of payments

£100,000 planning fee included

Revenue

£161 ersgm rent
Yield 8.5%
Rent free / void; 3 years.

Affordable housing revenues

n/a

Build costs

£1,453 per sq m/ £135 per sq ft

Abnormal costs

n/a
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CBMDC Viability Testing
CBMDC
Site 10 Tyrls

Summary Appraisal for Phase 1
Currency in £

REVENUE

Rental Area Summary

One City Park
Two City Park
Totals

Investment Valuation
One City Park
Market Rent
(2yrs 6mths Rent Free)
Two City Park
Market Rent
(2yrs 6mths Rent Free)

GROSS DEVELOPMENT VALUE

Purchaser's Costs

NET DEVELOPMENT VALUE
NET REALISATION
OUTLAY

ACQUISITION COSTS
Town Planning

CONSTRUCTION COSTS
Construction

One City Park

Two City Park

Totals

Contingency

PROFESSIONAL FEES
professional fees

MARKETING & LETTING
Letting Agent Fee
Letting Legal Fee

DISPOSAL FEES
Sales Agent Fee
Sales Legal Fee

FINANCE

Debit Rate 6.750%, Credit Rate 0.000% (Nominal)

Construction
Total Finance Cost

TOTAL COSTS

Units

(XY HNN

688,506

408,003

m2
5,016.76 m?
2972.90 m*

—

7,989.66 m?

PV 2yrs 6mths

PV 2yrs 6mths

m2
4,264 25
2.526.96
6,791.21

YP

YP

®

Rate m?
1,453.13 pm?
1,453.13 pm?

3.00%

10.00%

10.00%
5.00%

1.00%
0.25%

Rate m?
161 .46
161.46

8.0000%
8.0000%

8.0000%
£.0000%

(655,829)

100,000

Cost
7,290,004
4320010

11,610,015

348,300

1,161,001

109,651
54,825

106,516
26,629

396,389

Initial
MRV/Unit
688,506
408,003

12.5000
0.8250

12.5000
0.8250

11,307,399

(655,829)
10,651,570

10,651,570

100,000

11,610,015

348,300

1,161,001

164,476

133,145

396,389

13,913,326

Net Rent Initial
at Sale MRV
688,506 688,506
408.003 408.003
1,096,509 1,096,509
7,099,998
4207 401
11,307,399
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CBMDC Viability Testing
CBMDC
Site 10 Tyrls

PROFIT

Performance Measures
Profit on Cost%
Profit on GDV%
Profit on NDV%
Development Yield% (on Rent)
Equivalent Yield% (Mominal)
Equivalent Yield% (True)

IRR

Rent Cover

Profit Erosion (finance rate 6.750%})

(3,261,756)

(23.44)%
(28.85)%
(30.62)%
7.88%
£.00%
8.42%

(36.18)%

-2 yrs -12 mths

N/A
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City of Bradford Metropolitan District Council
Site Specific Viability Analysis

Site 11Chapel Street
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Site address

Chapel Street, Addingham

Site size

1.36 hectare (3.363acres)

Land ownership/tenure

Publicg City of Bradford Metropolitan District Council

Details of proposed
development including current
planning status

Site of the former Addingham school and playing fieldss is one of
few sites outside of the gen belt in the village and could deliver an
average 44 homes, subject to no objections from Sport England.

The site of the former school building was allocated for housing
development in the RUDPLhe playing fields are currently protected
as playindields under policy OS3 of the RUDP. Without the inclus
of the playing fields to make a more comprehensive site, the hous
site cannot come forward as current access from Chapel Lane is
Access would be possible from the north west through tlaipg
fields. The Council has looked at the possibility of securing some
to enable this to happen. A pre application was submitted in 2011
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residential development across the whole site but nothing has beg
received since.

South eastern half dfite formerly allocated as a phase 2 housing s
in RUDP. TPO along part of site boundary. The playing field to th
rear is not maintained / used. Access to the site is via extremely
narrow streets, there may be an opportunity to bring access in frof
Shool Lane.

Site constraints

Access

Accommodation schedule

Assumed:

2 bed house (8) (6 market, 2 AH)

3 bed house (20) (14 market, 6 AH)
4 bed house (10) (7 market, 3 AH)
5 bed house (2) (1 market, 1 AH)

2 bed houses 77 sq m
3 bed houses 93 sqm
4 bed houses 115 sq m
5 bed houses 137 sq m

Anticipated start date

Assumed start date as per appraisal date

24 year programme construction programme of 16 months with

il EEiee sales staggered 6 months behind construction
Assumed:
: Lead in 6 months
Phasing

Sales start 6 months after construction start
30 units sold per outlet per annum

Planning gain (including AH) &
timing of payments

S106 £1,000 per unit
Assumed0%arffordable housing

Revenue

Assumed: £3,100g8 sq m/ £288per sq ft

Affordable housing revenues

As per agreed transfer values

Build costs

£971 per sq m £90 per sq ft (houses)
£1,159 per sq m £108 per sq ft (flats)
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Abnormal costs

10% uplift in build costas allowance for site abnormals
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CBMDC
Site 11 Chapel Street Addingham

Summary Appraisal for Phase 1
Currency in £

REVENUE
Sales Valuation Units
2 bed house
2 bed house AH
3 bed house
3 bed house AH
4 bed house
4 bed house AH
5 bed house
5 bed house AH
Totals

Sl = W= &N

f-Y

NET REALISATION
OUTLAY

ACQUISITION COSTS
Residualised Price (1.39 Ha 2,112,307 .55 pHect)

Stamp Duty
Agent Fee
Legal Fee
Town Planning

CONSTRUCTION COSTS

Construction m?
2 bed house 46212 m?
2 bed house AH 154.04 m?
3 bed house 1,302.00 m?
3 bed house AH 558.00 m?
4 bed house 805.07 m?
4 bed house AH 34503 m?
5 bed house 137.03 m?
5 bed house AH 137.03 m?
Totals 3,900.32 m?

Contingency

Other Construction
Abnormal costs allowance
S106

PROFESSIONAL FEES
Professional fees

DISPOSAL FEES
Sales Agent, legals and marketing F

FINANCE
Debit Rate 6.500%, Credit Rate 0.500% (Nominal)
Land
Construction
Other
Total Finance Cost

TOTAL COSTS

PROFIT

m2
462.12
154.04
1,302.00
558.00
805.07
345.03
137.03
137.03
3,900.32

4.00%
1.00%
0.50%

Rate m?
970.90 pm?
970.90 pm?
968.75 pm?
968.75 pm?
968.75 pm?
968.75 pm?
968.75 pm?
968.75 pm?

5.00%

10.00%

6.00%

3.50%

Rate m?
3,100.01
1,550.00
3,100.01
1,550.00
3,100.01
1,550.00
3,100.01
1,550.00

2,936,107

117,444
29,361
14,681

100,000

Cost

448 672
149 557
1,261,313
540,563
779,912
334248
132,748
132748
3,779,760

188,988

377,976
40,000

226,786

203,626

293,249
37,090
9,996

Unit Price Gross Sales

238,763
119,381
238,301
144,150
356,532
178,266
424,794
212,397

10,240,164

2,936,107

261,486

3,779,760

188,088

417,976

226,786

203 626

340,336

8,445,064

1,432 577
238,762
4,036,213
864,900
2,495 725
534797
424794
212397
10,240,164

Pagel5€



CBMDC
Site 11 Chapel Street Addingham

1,795,100
Performance Measures
Profit on Cost% 21.26%
Profit on GDV% 17.53%
Profit on NDV% 17.53%
IRR 31.73%
Profit Erosion (finance rate 6.500%) 2 yrs 12 mths
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City of Bradford Metropolitan District Council
Site Specific Viability Analysis
Site 12Sty Lane

A
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Site address Land at Sty Land&jicklethwaite, Bingley
Site size 16.89 gross. Net developable around 13 ha
Land ownership/tenure Private

Details of proposed
development including current | Qutline planning approvadecuredsubject to section 106 by

planning status committee on 19 June 2014 ref: 14/00293/MAO. For a developmé

of between 420 and 440 units.

The site is a large greenfield site on the edge of Bingley. The mar}
area is generally medium but the site adjoins an affluent area.
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The process for achieving approval has taken a long time and has
involved refusal, appeal, call and judicial review given the comssrai
involved in accessing the site over a single lane canal swing bridg

Site constraints

Slopes, access, medieval monument, trees, canal conservation ar
local wildlife habitat and strong local community opposition

Accommodation schedule

Theoutline application includes a mix of accommodation types fro
apartments, social housing,24 and 5 bed roomed homes.

440 dwellings

Assumed:

1 bed flat (18 market, 4 AH)

2 bed flat (18 market, 4 AH)

2 bed house (70 market, 18 AH)
3 bed house (141 mazk 35 AH)

4 bed house (88 market, 22 AH)
5 bed house (18 market, 4 AH)

Unit sizes:

1 bed flat 51 sqgm

2 bed flat65 sq m

2 bed houses 77 sq m
3 bed houses 93 sq m
4 bed houses 115 sq m
5 bed houses 137 sq m

Anticipated start date

As per appraisalate

Build period

Construction programme is 4.4 years based on 100 units per anny
assuming multiple outlets

Phasing

Planning gain (including AH) &
timing of payments

£91,000 provision and maintenance of signalised junction
£6,000 provision ofiew bus stop and work to kerbs

£60,000 variable messaging signs on highway

£11,000 maintenance of automatic bollard

£500,000 design and maintenance of pedestrian footbridge
£259,912 Free annual Metro card for all 440 homes for lyear
£2,100 per unit S106
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Revenue

ValueArea2 - £2,300 ersqgm/ £214 per sq ft

Affordable housing revenues

As per agreed transfer values

Build costs

£971 per sq m £90 per sq ft (houses)
£1,159 per sq m £108 per sq ft (flats)

Abnormal costs

10% uplift in build costs to allow for site abnormals
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CBMDC
Site 12 Sty Lane, Bingley

Summary Appraisal for Phase 1

Currency in£

REVENUE

Sales Valuation
1 bed flat
1 bed flat AH
2 bed flat
2 bed flat AH
2 bed house
2 bed house AH
3 bed house
3 bed house AH
4 bed house
4 bed house AH
5 bed house
5 bed house AH
Totals

NET REALISATION
OUTLAY

ACQUISITION COSTS

Units
18

18
70
18
141
a8
22
18

440

Residualised Price (16.54 Ha 1,095,480.02 pHect)

Stamp Duty
Agent Fee
Legal Fee
Town Planning

CONSTRUCTION COSTS
Construction
1 bed flat
1 bed flat AH
2 bed flat
2 bed flat AH
2 bed house
2 bed house AH
3 bed house
3 bed house AH
4 bed house
4 bed house AH
5 bed house
5 bed house AH
Totals

Contingency
Other Construction

Abnormals
S106

PROFESSIONAL FEES
Professional fees

DISPOSAL FEES
Sales Agent Fee

Sales Legal Fee

FINANCE

m2

918.00 m*
204.00 m?
1,170.54 m?
260.12 m?
5,391.40 m?
1,386.36 m?
13,113.00 m?
3,255.00 m?
10,120.88 m?
253022 m?
2,466.54 m?

548.12 m?

41,364.18 m*

mZ

918.00
204.00
1,170.54
260.12
539140
1,386.36
13,113.00
3,255.00
10,120.88
2,530.22
2,466.54
548 12
41,364.18

4.00%
1.00%
0.50%

Rate m?

1,162.50 pm?
1,162.50 pm?
1,162.50 pm?
1,162.50 pm?

970.90 pm?
970.90 pm?
970.90 pm?
970.90 pm?
970.90 pm?
970.90 pm?
970.90 pm?
970.90 pm?

5.00%

10.00%

6.00%

3.00%
0.50%

Rate m?
230348
1,496.18
230348
1,496.18
230348
1,496.18
230348
1,496.18
230348
1,496.18
230348
1,496.18

18,119,240

724,770
181,192

90,596
100,000

Cost

1,067 175
237,150
1,360,753
302,390
5234510
1,346,017
12731412
3,160,280
9,826,362
2,456 591
2,394 764
532170
40,649,572

2,032,479

4,064,957
927912

2,438,974

2,292,909
443374

Unit Price
17477
76,305
149,795
97 297
177 414
115,236
214 224
139,145
264,923
172,076
315,646
205,022

88,674,763

18,119,240

1,096,558

40,649,572

2,032,479

4,992 869

2,438,974

2,736,283

Gross Sales
2,114 595
305,221
2,696 315
389 186
12,418,982
2,074 244
30,205,533
4 870,066
23,313,245
3,785,665
5681626
820,086
88,674,763
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CBMDC
Site 12 Sty Lane, Bingley

Debit Rate 6.500%, Credit Rate 0.500% (Nominal)

Land

Construction

Other

Total Finance Cost

TOTAL COSTS
PROFIT
Performance Measures
Profit on Cost%
Profit on GDV%
Profit on NDV%
IRR

Profit Erosion (finance rate 6.500%)

1,477,666

(832,533)

(33,271)
611,862

72,677,836

15,996,927

22.01%
18.04%
18.04%
121.54%

3 yrs 1 mth
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City of Bradford Metropolitan District Council
Site Specific Viability Analysis

Site 13Greenholme Mills

Site address

Greenholme Mills, Burley in Wharfedale

Site size

2.89ha (2ha developable aréar new build 0.89ha potential for mill
refurbishmen)

Land ownership/tenure

Private

Details of proposed
development including current
planning status

The site is a partly used mill and land comprising 3 storey building
various outbuildings containing local businesses. The site is undel
and in part derelict and could be redeveloped for mixed use which
could include residential development. Accesgood and is a
developed area in the green bellhe site is in an area of washed
over green belt outside of the main urban part of the settlement ar
lies in an area of flood riskAdjacent homes are washed over green
belt. The owner intends bringirnthe site forward for development
but has not made any progress so far. There could be an opportu
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to release further land in the green belt in this location identified in

the growth study.

The site has good access and national and local greepdialy
would be supportive of the re use of the buildings.

The owner considers the site would be appropriate for mixed use
including retention of the business and retail uses already on the 9
together with conversion of the main part of the builditmyflats with

some new build on the vacant land.

Site constraints

Flood risk, topography, proximity to edge of the Burley conservatid

area

Accommodation schedule

Assumed8 units

1 bed flat (2 market, 1 AH)

2 bed flat (2 market, 1 AH)

2 bed housé10 market, 4 AH)
3 bed house (20 market, 8 AH)
4 bed house (12 market, 5 AH)
5 bed house (2 market, 1 AH)

Unit sizes:

1 bed flat 51 sqgm

2 bed flat65 sq m

2 bed houses 77 sqm
3 bed houses 93 sq m
4 bed houses 115 sq m
5 bed houses 137 sq m

Anticipated start date

As per appraisal start

Build period

24 months

Phasing

One phase over 2 years

Planning gain (including AH) &
timing of payments

S106 £1,000 per unit

Revenue

Value Area 1 £3,100 per sq m / £288 per sq ft

Affordable housing revenues

As per transfer values
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: £971 per sq m £90 per sq ft (houses)
2l Gt £1,162 per sq m £108 per sq ft (flats)
Abnormal costs 20%uplift in build costs allowance for abnormals
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CBMDC
Site 13 Greenholme Mills, Burley in Wharfedale

Summary Appraisal for Phase 1

Currency in £

REVENUE
Sales Valuation Units m? Rate m* Unit Price Gross Sales
1 bed flat 2 102.00  3,100.01 158,101 316,201
1 bed flat AH 1 51.00 1,550.00 79,050 79,050
2 bed flat 2 130.06  3,100.01 201,594 403,187
2 bed flat AH 1 6503  1,550.00 100,797 100,797
2 bed house 10 77020  3,100.01 238,763 2,387,628
2 bed house AH 4 308.08  1,550.00 119,381 477 524
3 bed house 20 1,860.00  3,100.01 288,301 5,766,019
3 bed house AH 8 74400 155000 144 150 1,153,200
4 bed house 12 1,380.12  3,100.01 356,532 4278 386
4 bed house AH 5 57505  1,550.00 178,266 891,328
5 bed house 2 27406  3,100.01 424 794 849 589
5 bed house AH 1 13703  1,550.00 212,397 212397
Totals 68 6,396.63 16,915,304
NET REALISATION 16,915,304
OUTLAY
ACQUISITION COSTS
Residualised Price (1.39 Ha 3,048,747 .70 pHect) 4237759
4 237759
Stamp Duty 4.00% 169,510
Agent Fee 1.00% 42 378
Legal Fee 0.50% 21,189
Town Planning 100,000
333,077
CONSTRUCTION COSTS
Construction m? Rate m® Cost
1 bed flat 102.00 m* 1,162.50 pm? 118,575
1 bed flat AH 51.00 m* 1,162.50 pm? 59,288
2 bed flat 130.06 m* 1,162.50 pm? 151,195
2 bed flat AH 6503 m* 1,162.50 pm? 75597
2 bed house 77020 m*  970.90 pm? 747,787
2 bed house AH 308.08 m*  970.90 pm? 299115
3 bed house 1,860.00 m* 97090 pm* 1,805,874
3 bed house AH 74400 m*  970.90 pm? 722,350
4 bed house 1,38012m* 97090 pm* 1,339959
4 bed house AH 57505 m*  970.90 pm? 558,316
5 bed house 27406 m*  970.90 pm? 266,085
5 bed house AH 137.03 m* 97090 pm? 133,042
Totals 6,396.63 m? 6,277,182 6,277,182
Contingency 5.00% 313,859
313,859
Other Construction
Allowance for abnormals 2000% 1,255436
S106 68,000
1,323,436
PROFESSIONAL FEES
Professional fees 6.00% 376,631
376,631
DISPOSAL FEES
Sales Agent Fee 3.00% 420,030
Sales Legal Fee 0.50% 84,577
504,607
FINANCE
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