
1

From: Eamonn Keogh 
Sent: 15 August 2025 19:01
To: localplan@york.gov.uk
Cc: Tim Ross
Subject: City of Yorks CIL statement of modifications Consultation  - Representations on 

Behalf of Fusion York Devco Limited
Attachments: yfb2508.Fusion CIL reps  Submit.pdf; CYC Revised CIL DCS Mods Consultation 2025 

- Fusion Representation (CBRE 15.08.25).pdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

This email originated from outside of the organisation. Do not click links or open attachments unless 
you recognise the sender and know the content is safe. 

Dear sir/ madam,  
 
Please find the attached representations on behalf of Fusion York Devco Limited in response to the Council’s 
CIL Statement of Modifications Consultation  
 
Attached submission includes: 

1) Over arching representation prepared by O’Neill Associates  
2) Technical representation prepared by CBRE 

 
Contact details set out below and within the submission.  
 
Kind regards 
 
Eamonn 
 
O’Neill Associates 
Eamonn Keogh  

  
www.oneill-associates.co.uk 
This email may contain confidential information. It is intended for the recipient only. If an addressing error has 
misdirected  
this email, please notify us – if you are not the intended recipient you must not use, disclose, copy, print or rely 
on its contents.  
O’Neill Associates do not accept any liability for viruses. O’Neill Planning Associates Limited Registration 
Number 4604201 
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City of York Council 

CIL Statement of Modifications Consultation 

15 July 2025 

 

Response on behalf of Fusion York Devco Limited (Fusion Group) 

 

INTRODUCTION  

i. These representations are submitted in response to:  

 

a. the consultation on the Statement of Modifications, Revised draft CIL Charging 

Schedule, and City of York CIL Viability Study Addendum (June 2025) by Porter 

Planning Economics. 

 

b. they should be read in conjunction with previous representations made on behalf 

of Foss Argo Developments Limited in response to the City of York Community 

Infrastructure Levy (CIL) Consultation March 2023; and the representations made 

by Fusion Group to the consultation on the revised draft CIL Charging Schedule (as 

amended on the 21 December 2023) and CIL Sensitivity Test Viability Report Errata 

Addendum (published 21 December 2023) 

 

ii. This representation is supported by and should be read in conjunction with the Technical 

Representation prepared by CBRE and submitted with this representation. 

 

iii. Fusion Group requests to be heard at the examination of the City of York’s CIL Charging 

Schedule, as an independent stakeholder organisation, and to be notified by the Council/ 

programme coordinator of all future events and proceedings. The notification should be 

provided to O’Neill Associates.   

 

Purpose Built Student Accommodation 

iv. It is Fusions view that the CIL charging schedule for off campus PBSA at £150/m2 would: 

 

• Impact on the viability of future schemes for student housing, to the detriment of the 

growth of the City’s two Universities as supported by draft Local Plan policies ED1, ED4 

and ED7; 
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• Impact on the rents that would need to be charged to the detriment of students’ 

finances and the Universities’ policies on inclusivity; 

 

• Impact on the Council’s economic strategy to which the Universities contribute by 

providing high quality educational opportunities and the positive GVA contribution to 

the local economy; 

 

• Compromise the contributions to affordable housing (sought through Policy H7 of the 

Loca Plan) and other contributions e.g. towards open space, as the only negotiable 

elements of the financial obligations to be imposed on PBSA development.      

 

v. Fusion’s position is that if there is any headroom available from off campus PBSA 

development, that this should be directed towards providing affordable student 

accommodation, in the form of on-site discounts to rental rates to students.   This could 

be agreed in conjunction with the Universities. 

 

Residential Dwellings 

vi. In general terms, the CIL charging schedule threatens the delivery of housing and is 

contrary to objectives of the emerging local plan and City of York ‘One City, for All’ Council 

Plan 2023-2027. 

 

vii. The proposed £150/m² flat residential CIL rate—excluding certain strategic allocation 

sites—would be the highest in Yorkshire. By contrast, other authorities adopt zone-based 

rates to reflect local market values: 

• Leeds: £7.55, £34.72, £67.93, or £135/m² (index-linked) 

• Sheffield: £0, £46.18, £76.97, or £123.15/m² (index-linked) 

 

viii. York’s blanket rate ignores value variation and disproportionately impacts lower-value 

areas, as well as sites with significant development constraints/ risk requiring costly 

mitigation. 

 

Housing delivery 

ix. The proposed CIL levy’s must be considered in the context of the acknowledged poor 

delivery of housing in the city over a long run period.  The Council’s Annual Housing 

Monitoring Update (July 2025) shows that by the local plan’s halfway point, only 5,740 

dwellings had been delivered - 836 short of the number needed to be on track.   

 

x. Table 2.9 below from the Councils Annual Housing Monitoring Update 2025, indicates that 

at face value, the Council met the Local Plan housing requirement in 6 of the first 8 years 

of the Plan.  However, in the two years where the Local Plan requirement was exceeded, 

2017/18 and 2022/23, PBSA completions contributed 637 and 232 units respectively.  When 

these are excluded, it is evident that there has been a dramatic failure in the delivery of C3 

housing in the first 8 years of the 15-year plan period.  While National Planning Guidance 
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allows Councils to consider PBSA units in housing completions, imposing a CIL charge will 

constrain such delivery, thus keeping “housing” completions in York supressed. 

 

Below - Extract from the Council’s Annual Housing Monitoring Update (July 2025)  

 

Green Belt/ Grey Belt  

xi. The Council has failed to consider the effect of the proposed CIL charging schedule of 

potential Grey Belt sites, which national policy recognises as an important source of 

housing land.  York is likely to depend on these sites to meet both overall housing and 

affordable housing targets.  However, many Grey Belt sites delivering family housing with 

high affordable content also face substantial S106 education contributions—driven by 

child yield assumptions—which can vary significantly in scale. 

 

xii. When these S106 obligations are combined with a £150/m² CIL rate, the result is a serious 

threat to scheme viability, particularly for the very developments the Local Plan seeks to 

promote. 

 

xiii. This runs counter to the NPPF requirement to significantly boost housing supply. York is 

already falling far short of its Local Plan housing targets after more than a decade of 

undersupply. A charging schedule that imposes the highest rate in the region, without 

sensitivity-testing realistic policy and s106 contribution scenarios, risks suppressing both 

market and affordable housing delivery—undermining the objectives of the adopted Local 

Plan and the One City, for All Council Plan (2023–2027). 
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xiv. The proposed rate or rates would seriously undermine the deliverability of the emerging 

local plan, particularly with regards to residential completions, PBSA completions, delivery 

of affordable PBSA and housing, new open space delivery, and brownfield first principles, 

amongst others. 

 

Affordable Housing delivery  

xv. The Local Plan requires that at least 45% of the city’s identified need for 9,396 affordable 

dwellings is met during the plan period.  This equates to 4,228 affordable homes, or an 

average of 264 per year.  The Council’s Annual Housing Monitoring Update (July 2025) paints 

a stark picture: every year since the Local Plan period began, affordable housing delivery 

has fallen well short of the adopted local plan target.  By the plan’s halfway point, only 993 

affordable dwellings had been delivered - less than half of the 2,114 needed to be on track. 

At the current pace, York will deliver just 1,986 affordable homes by 2032/33 - meeting only 

21% of the identified need, and missing the Local Plan’s affordability commitment by a wide 

margin.  This shortfall risks deepening the city’s housing crisis, leaving thousands of 

residents without access to the secure, affordable homes they need. 

 

Below - Extract from the Council’s Annual Housing Monitoring Update (July 2025) 

 

xvi. In practical terms what this means is that where a residential or PBSA scheme liable for CIL 

has higher development costs that affect viability, and given that CIL is non-negotiable, it is 
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the section 106 requirements such as affordable housing, that will be negotiated down.  

Delivery of affordable housing is a key objective of the emerging local plan and ‘One City 

for all: Council Plan’ which will be severely threatened by the introduction of the draft CIL 

Charging Schedule. 

 

xvii. A good example of how this scenario plays out is provided by the Icona2 scheme on 

Eboracum Way, York.  Planning permission for the 62-apartment scheme was approved in 

May 2020 (Ref.19/01467/FULM).  Section 106 contributions totalling £2,058,921 were 

agreed, including a £1,940,302 for affordable housing.  However, after construction had 

started abnormal and materials costs increased, and major sub-contractors went into 

liquidation.  In October 2022 the developer sought to reduce the Section 106 contributions 

to £1million and the Council agreed.  The reduction in the affordable housing contribution 

was £1,058,921.  A copy of the relevant planning committee report is included at Appendix 

1. 

 

xviii. This is a perfect example of how difficulties encountered in development impact on viability 

and the need to ensure development schemes have a robust contingency in their 

appraisal. 

 

S106 Contributions 

xix. Current S106 education contributions—driven by high child yield assumptions—are highly 

variable (as shown in the table extract below) and, when combined with a £150/m² CIL rate, 

risk making family and affordable housing schemes unviable. 

 

xx. The CIL evidence base must sensitivity-test realistic education contribution scenarios to 

avoid a charging schedule that inadvertently blocks the very schemes the Local Plan seeks 

to deliver. 

 

Below – Extract from City of York CIL Viability Study Addendum (June 2025) by Porter Planning 

Economics. 
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xxi. The lack of sensitivity testing is highly concerning and undermines the robustness of the 

evidence base to justify such a high CIL rate compared to other areas in the Yorkshire 

region.  It is essential that the CIL rates are set at a level which ensures that most 

developments remain robustly viable over time as development costs change – most likely 

upwards.  As such CIL rates should not be set at a marginal viability point.  It is vital for the 

Council to build in a significant degree of flexibility to ensure durability of the CIL charging 

schedule. 

 

xxii. The reality and specific context of developing in York have not been properly considered. 

This is particularly pertinent within the context of a brownfield first context which is the 

thrust of the recent national policy statements, and the Local Plan spatial strategy.  The 

majority of the city centre is located within an area of archaeological importance, and 

historic core conservation area. Both of these designations, and associated local plan 

policies increase development costs and have significant viability implications which are 

overlooked. 

 

xxiii. Securing the long- term future of York’s heritage for future generations is a key objective 

of the emerging local plan, and the NPPF.  The draft CIL charging schedule would prevent 

such development because it would not be viable. Both PBSA and residential 

accommodation above shops makes an important contribution to housing supply but its 

delivery is seriously threatened by the draft CIL charging schedule.  

 

xxiv. A more sophisticated approach to the proposed rates would be setting a distinct city centre 

zone given the city centre commands high values but also is subject to significant 

development cost because it is within an area of archaeological importance (huge risk/ cost 

for developments historically and in the future), the city centre is all in the historic core 

conservation area, the extremely high concentration of listed buildings, and most is high 
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flood risk. The rest of the city commands lower values but lower development costs 

(typically). 

 

xxv. Without CIL relief (e.g. ‘zero’ rated) for conversion and upward extension of listed buildings 

the draft CIL charging schedule threatens the restoration and long-term future of York’s 

heritage, and comprehensive regeneration schemes in the city centre.  

 

xxvi. The adopted local plan’s policy requirements for most developments, particularly major 

developments have a cumulative cost impact when taken together.  The Council does not 

appear to have fully considered how sites can also bear CIL given this demanding policy 

context.  A full viability review and justifiable evidence of the modified policy requirements 

will be necessary.  Policy requirements include (not exhaustive), the majority of which are 

not considered in the City of York CIL Viability Study Addendum (June 2025) by Porter 

Planning Economics. 

 

i. 75% carbon reduction aspirations – policy CC2 (modification) (this is considered 

within CIL Viability study) 

 

ii. 10% Biodiversity net gain (this is considered within CIL Viability study) 

 

iii. Accessible Housing Standards  (this is considered within CIL Viability study) 

 

iv. Archaeology – much of the city centre is within an archaeology area of importance 

which, taken on its own, gives rise to considerable risk, delay and development 

costs 

 

v. H10(i) states: 

 

“higher rates of (affordable housing) provision will be sought where development 

viability is not compromised”.  

 

This implies that development may be subject to additional affordable housing if it 

can be viably provided, and that a viability assessment will be required for all 

applications over 5 units which will delay the determination period significantly, 

particularly given to limited capacity of the District Valuer. Policy H10 requires all 

viability assessments to be reviewed by the District Valuer. 

 

vi. Changes to policy H7 and the requirement for nominations agreements. 

 

vii. Air Quality assessments/mitigation for all major applications 

 

viii. Flood mitigation measures. Policy requires a 30% betterment for surface water 

runoff which typically requires attenuation or SuDS, and much of the city centre is 
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within high flood risk area. Again, taken on its own, flood mitigation gives rise to 

considerable risk and significant additional development costs.  

 

ix. Heritage policy. The vast majority of the city centre is within the York Historic Core 

Conservation Area and contains amongst the highest concentration of listed 

buildings and scheduled ancient monuments in England. These heritage 

constraints arising from national and local heritage policies, taken on their own,  

gives rise to considerable risk and significant additional development costs.   

 

x. Travel Plan obligations e.g. car clubs, free bus travel, cycle equipment 

contributions, travel plan coordinator. 

 

xi. Green infrastructure/ on-site open space provision – the local plan including its 

evidence base prescribes totally undeliverable targets with regards for open space 

as part of new development and currently S106 payments are sought for any 

shortfall.  Will this now be provided through CIL and does this mean no on site 

provision is required?  If not, on site provision has significant viability impacts. 

 

xii. For example, draft local plan policy G16 seeks on-site open space provision for all 

residential developments, except in exceptional circumstances or for small sites. 

The amenity open space requirement is typically around 40.5sqm per bedroom 

depending of the level of local open space deficit (by electoral ward) – this spatial 

requirements is set out in the 2017 open space & GI update 

 

https://www.york.gov.uk/downloads/file/14274/open_space_and_green_infrastruc

ture_update_2017.  

 

xiii. Cumulatively, the requirement for 40.5sqm per bedroom has significant 

implications for the viability of proposals, particularly large city centre schemes.  A 

significant proportion of land within a development site would have to be given 

over to open space. This requirement does not seem to have been properly 

considered as part of the Council’s draft CIL charging schedule evidence.  

 

Summary 

xxvii. The Technical Representation document prepared by CBRE sets out the substantive points 

of the Fusion representation.  In summary: 

 

• Fusion cannot endorse or support the Revised CIL DCS, and its underpinning evidence 

base in the form of the CIL Viability Addendum 2025, as presently published. 

 

• Fusion also has severe reservations regarding the questionable validity and 

dependability of the published viability evidence base upon which the proposed new 

charging rates for PBSA use and residential use development within the Revised CIL 

https://www.york.gov.uk/downloads/file/14274/open_space_and_green_infrastructure_update_2017
https://www.york.gov.uk/downloads/file/14274/open_space_and_green_infrastructure_update_2017
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DCS is reliant, and hence the legal compliance of the published Revised CIL DCS with 

the relevant legislation and guidance. 

 

• In light of above Fusion does not accept the validity and reliability of the published 

viability evidence base upon which the proposed off-campus PBSA and residential 

charging rates within the Revised CIL DCS relies, and hence the legal compliance of the 

published Revised CIL DCS with the relevant legislation and guidance. 

 

• To rectify the issues identified, Fusion advocate that the CIL rates proposed to apply to 

off campus PBSA development and residential development should be reduced to 

£0/m2 via modification to the published Revised CIL DCS or CYC’s pursuing of a CIL regime 

altogether held in abeyance until economic and property market conditions 

demonstrably improve. 
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Icona 2 

Renegotiation of Section 106 Contributions  

Planning Committee Report 

 

 



 

Application Reference Number: 19/01467/FULM  Item No: 3a 

COMMITTEE REPORT 
 
Date: 5 October 2022 Ward: Guildhall 
Team: East Area Parish: Guildhall Planning Panel 

 
 
Reference: 19/01467/FULM 
Application at: Vacant Site Eboracum Way York   
For: Erection of 5 storey apartment building with basement comprising 

62 residential units (Use Class C3), associated car parking and 
landscaping works. 

By: Tiger Developments Limited 

Application Type: Major Full Application 
Recommendation: Approve variation to Section 106 Agreement 

 
 

1.0 Introduction 

 
1.1 The scheme, for residential development of the site was considered at planning 
committee 11 February 2020 and approved in May 2020.  The s106 Agreement dated 
20th May 2020 (as varied by the Deed of Variation dated 1st December 2020) 
contained a policy compliant affordable housing obligation of 20% (in accordance with 
policy H100 of the Publication Draft Local Plan 2018).  The contributions were as 
follows –  
 
Education  
£54,711 to be used at Tang Hall Primary (reconfiguration to increase capacity)  
£24,987 to be used at Archbishop Holgate (extension to increase capacity) 
 
Open space  
£7,138 to be used at Monk Bridge Gardens to improve accessibility 
 
Off-site sports provision 
£19,383 to be used at Glen Gardens to improve tennis, basketball and bowling green 
facilities. 
 
Car club  
First occupants to be offered £200 towards membership/use (£12,400) 
 
Affordable housing contribution 
£1,940,302 
 
Total contribution: 
£2,058,921 
1.2 The site was sold by applicants following the granting of permission.  
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1.3 This report is brought to planning committee due to viability issues in delivering 
the scheme.  The scheme is under construction however construction has stalled. 
 
1.4 The construction period has become prolonged, initially due to a lack of agreement 
over the preferred method of construction using the land to the north.  Abnormal costs 
have increased significantly to the extent that the scheme is no longer viable.  
 
1.5 The developer is still willing and able to offer a contribution of £1m towards 
planning obligations.  The initial S106 agreement had a planning obligation of an 
overall value of £2,058,921. 
 
1.6 The construction and abnormal costs have been independently reviewed by 
Quantity Surveyors and a fresh viability appraisal undertaken by the District Valuer.  
The viability appraisal, by the District Valuer, concludes that the scheme is not viable 
and recommends to the Council that the £1m contribution offered is reasonable.   
 
1.7 The officer recommendation to members is that delegated authority be granted to 
officers for the s106 agreement to be varied accordingly.  This would secure £1m in 
planning obligations.  The recommendation is the affordable housing obligation be 
reduced accordingly; to £881,471.  
 

2.0 Assessment  

 
Policy context  

 
2.1 The NPPG advice is that planning obligations can be renegotiated at any point, 
where the local planning authority and developer wish to do so. Where there is no 
agreement to voluntarily renegotiate, and the planning obligation is over 5 years 
old, an application may be made to the local planning authority to change the 
obligation 
 
2.2 The weight to be given to a viability assessment is a matter for the decision 
maker.  In respect of a review following planning, which is unusual, the NPPG 
advises that as the potential risk to developers is already accounted for in the 
assumptions for developer return in viability assessment, realisation of risk does 
not in itself necessitate a further viability assessment or trigger a review 
mechanism. 
 
2.3 The NPPG acknowledges that in considering viability in decision-making 
changes in site circumstances are relevant including abnormal costs, which include 
those associated with treatment for contaminated sites, or costs associated with 
brownfield, phased or complex sites.  Also, relevant is circumstances where a 
recession or similar significant economic changes have occurred.  
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Appraisal 
 
2.4 Viability discussions initially commenced in late 2020 as the developer was unable 
to gain access to the land to the north of the site, meaning only the application site 
and the highway could be used for construction.  This has had a significant impact on 
the programme of works, leading to a prolonged construction period and subsequently 
increased costs.  The delay to the construction period now stands at 14 months.  
Subject to no further delays completion could be May / June 2023.  
  
2.5 During the construction period materials costs have increased, to the extent which 
independent quantity surveyors have advised are reasonable in the current market.  
Two major sub-contractors have gone into liquidation, renegotiations with others has 
increased costs.  There has also been dispute between developer and main 
contractor.  This has lead to a revised (higher) contract sum.  Costs have increased 
although not to the extent that would have occurred if different contractors were 
engaged.   
 
2.6 There have been various other extra costs incurred, related to the stability of the 
boundary wall, unexpected contamination and consultant fees.  However, the 
significant items relate to the delay in construction and costs for materials and 
contractors.  It is also noted that car parking for the residential scheme (which is to be 
provided in the building at lower ground level), deemed necessary by Highway 
Network Management, is detrimental to viability.   
 
2.7 As a consequence, the increased costs, referred to as abnormal costs in the 
viability review, are approximately £3m in excess of the construction costs when the 
viability of the scheme was first reviewed.  These costs have actually been incurred 
and evidenced by the developer.  
 
Land value 
 

2.8 The NPPG advises that under no circumstances will the price paid for land be 
relevant justification for failing to accord with relevant policies.  The land value used 
by the District Valuer for the viability appraisal acknowledges the complexity of the 
site and is significantly less than what the developer paid for the site.  The viability 
appraisal is on the basis of a nominal value for the site. 
 
2.9 The NPPG guidance advises that land value – benchmark land value should -  
 

- be based upon existing use value 
- allow for a premium to landowners (including equity resulting from those 

building their own homes) 
- reflect the implications of abnormal costs; site-specific infrastructure costs; and 

professional site fees 
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2.10 The viability appraisal applies a benchmark land value of £250k. 
 
Developer profit  
 

2.11 The NPPG guidance advises a profit of 15-20% of gross development value 
(GDV) may be considered a suitable return to developers.  The increased 
construction costs mean the developer profit is at around 8% if the planning 
obligation is reduced to £1m.  Developer profit is now below the normal threshold i.e. 
under the viability guidance in the NPPG the scheme is unviable if planning 
obligations are required.  The previous viability assessments undertaken (prior to 
increased construction costs) had showed the scheme was able to provide the 
requested planning obligation and still make a reasonable profit of 17.5%.   
 

3.0 Recommendation   

 
3.1 The developer can afford to provide £1m in planning obligations, although, based 
on the viability, developer profit is below the normal threshold.  In reality the profit is 
lower, because of the price paid for the site. This compromise would allow for retention 
of the current contractor and finance to complete the scheme.  Officer 
recommendation is to vary the s106 agreement to secure a £1m planning obligation, 
rather than the original £2,058,921.   
 
Broken down as follows: 
 
Education  
£54,711 to be used at Tang Hall Primary (reconfiguration to increase capacity)  
£24,987 to be used at Archbishop Holgate (extension to increase capacity) 
 
Open space  
£7,138 to be used at Monk Bridge Gardens to improve accessibility 
 
Off-site sports provision 
£19,383 to be used at Glen Gardens to improve tennis, basketball and bowling green 
facilities. 
 
Car club  
First occupants to be offered £200 towards membership/use (£12,400) 
 
Affordable housing  
£881,381 
 
The total loss off affordable housing contribution would be £1,058,921 
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3.2 This follows the recommendation from the district valuer who has carried out an 
independent viability review on the scheme based on verified incurred construction 
costs. 
 
3.3 The risk associated with not proceeding with the s106 variation is that the 
residential development scheme stalls for an unknown period of time.  The banks 
would likely repossess the site and pursue a more profitable scheme i.e. student 
accommodation or an apartment type hotel (which would fit within the approved 
building envelope).  This scenario has been confirmed by the applicant.  These 
alternatives would not make the same contribution to local housing need and would 
incorporate zero affordable housing contribution.   
 
 
Contact details:  
 
Case Officer: Jonathan Kenyon  
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 York CIL Representations 
 PBSA: 100 unit Typology 
 Appraisal 

 Development Appraisal 
 CBRE 

 15 August 2025 



 APPRAISAL SUMMARY  CBRE 
 York CIL Representations 
 PBSA: 100 unit Typology 
 Appraisal 

 Appraisal Summary for Phase 13 100 (V4 - Aug 25) 

 Currency in £ 

 REVENUE 

 Rental Area Summary  Initial  Net Rent  Initial  Net MRV 
 Units  ft²  Rent Rate ft²  MRV/Unit  at Sale  MRV  at Sale 

 Student accommodation - 100 bed typology  100  21,528  53.70  11,560  809,200  1,156,000  809,200 

 Investment Valuation 

 Student accommodation - 100 bed typology 
 Current Rent  809,200  YP @  5.5000%  18.1818  14,712,727 

 NET REALISATION  14,712,727 

 OUTLAY 

 ACQUISITION COSTS 
 Residualised Price  126,966 

 126,966 
 Agent Fee  1.00%  1,270 
 Legal Fee  0.80%  1,016 

 2,285 

 CONSTRUCTION COSTS 
 Construction  ft²  Build Rate ft²  Cost

 Student accommodation - 100 bed typology  35,880  224.55  8,056,854 
 Externals  10.00%  805,685 
 Site Abnormals             0 ac  400,000 /ac  68,000 
 Contingency  5.00%  443,127 

 9,373,666 
 Other Construction 

 Policy H10 AH OSFC Payment           100 un  7,000.00 /un  700,000 
 Policy CC1, CC2 & CC3           100 un  2,250.00 /un  225,000 
 Policy G12 BNG             0 ac  15,000 /ac  2,550 
 Building Safety Levy        35,880 ft²  1.47  52,744 

 980,294 

 PROFESSIONAL FEES 
 Professional Fees  8.00%  709,003 

 709,003 
 DISPOSAL FEES 

 Sales Agent Fee  2.00%  294,255 
 294,255 

 FINANCE 
 Debit Rate 7.750%, Credit Rate 0.000% (Nominal) 
 Land  20,492 
 Construction  753,646 
 Total Finance Cost  774,137 

 TOTAL COSTS  12,260,607 

 PROFIT 
 2,452,120 

 Performance Measures 
 Profit on Cost%  20.00% 
 Profit on GDV%  16.67% 
 Profit on NDV%  16.67% 
 Development Yield% (on Rent)  6.60% 
 Equivalent Yield% (Nominal)  5.50% 
 Equivalent Yield% (True)  5.69% 

 IRR% (without Interest)  29.68% 

 Rent Cover  3 yrs 
 Profit Erosion (finance rate 7.750)  2 yrs 5 mths 
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 APPRAISAL SUMMARY  CBRE 
 York CIL Representations 
 PBSA: 200 unit Typology 
 Appraisal 

 Appraisal Summary for Phase 14 200 (V4 - Aug 25) 

 Currency in £ 

 REVENUE 

 Rental Area Summary  Initial  Net Rent  Initial  Net MRV 
 Units  ft²  Rent Rate ft²  MRV/Unit  at Sale  MRV  at Sale 

 Student accommodation - 200 bed typology  200  43,056  53.70  11,560  1,618,400  2,312,000  1,618,400 

 Investment Valuation 

 Student accommodation - 200 bed typology 
 Current Rent  1,618,400  YP @  5.5000%  18.1818  29,425,455 

 NET REALISATION  29,425,455 

 OUTLAY 

 ACQUISITION COSTS 
 Residualised Price (Negative land)  (127,008) 

 (127,008) 

 CONSTRUCTION COSTS 
 Construction 

 ft²  Build Rate ft²  Cost
 Student accommodation - 200 bed typology  71,760  224.55  16,113,708  16,113,708 

 Externals  10.00%  1,611,371 
 Site Abnormals             0 ac  400,000 /ac  184,000 
 Contingency  5.00%  886,254 

 2,681,625 
 Other Construction 

 Policy H10 AH OSFC Payment           200 un  7,000.00 /un  1,400,000 
 Policy CC1, CC2 & CC3           200 un  2,250.00 /un  450,000 
 Policy G12 BNG             0 ac  15,000 /ac  6,900 
 Building Safety Levy        71,760 ft²  1.47  105,487 

 1,962,387 

 PROFESSIONAL FEES 
 Professional Fees  8.00%  1,418,006 

 1,418,006 
 DISPOSAL FEES 

 Sales Agent Fee  2.00%  588,509 
 588,509 

 FINANCE 
 Debit Rate 7.750%, Credit Rate 0.000% (Nominal) 
 Land  (24,742) 
 Construction  1,908,727 
 Total Finance Cost  1,883,985 

 TOTAL COSTS  24,521,213 

 PROFIT 
 4,904,242 

 Performance Measures 
 Profit on Cost%  20.00% 
 Profit on GDV%  16.67% 
 Profit on NDV%  16.67% 
 Development Yield% (on Rent)  6.60% 
 Equivalent Yield% (Nominal)  5.50% 
 Equivalent Yield% (True)  5.69% 

 IRR% (without Interest)  25.69% 

 Rent Cover  3 yrs 
 Profit Erosion (finance rate 7.750)  2 yrs 5 mths 
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 APPRAISAL SUMMARY  CBRE 
 York CIL Representations 
 PBSA: 350 unit Typology 
 Appraisal 

 Appraisal Summary for Phase 15 350 (V4 Aug - 25) 

 Currency in £ 

 REVENUE 

 Rental Area Summary  Initial  Net Rent  Initial  Net MRV 
 Units  ft²  Rent Rate ft²  MRV/Unit  at Sale  MRV  at Sale 

 Student accommodation - 350 bed typology  350  75,347  53.70  11,560  2,832,200  4,046,000  2,832,200 

 Investment Valuation 

 Student accommodation - 350 bed typology 
 Current Rent  2,832,200  YP @  5.5000%  18.1818  51,494,545 

 NET REALISATION  51,494,545 

 OUTLAY 

 ACQUISITION COSTS 
 Residualised Price (Negative land)  (672,861) 

 (672,861) 

 CONSTRUCTION COSTS 
 Construction 

 ft²  Build Rate ft²  Cost
 Student accommodation - 350 bed typology  125,578  224.55  28,198,615  28,198,615 

 Externals  10.00%  2,819,861 
 Site Abnormals             1 ac  400,000 /ac  304,000 
 Contingency  5.00%  1,550,924 

 4,674,785 
 Other Construction 

 Policy H10 AH OSFC Payment           350 un  7,000.00 /un  2,450,000 
 Policy CC1, CC2 & CC3           350 un  2,250.00 /un  787,500 
 Policy G12 BNG             1 ac  15,000 /ac  11,400 
 Building Safety Levy       125,578 ft²  1.47  184,600 

 3,433,500 

 PROFESSIONAL FEES 
 Professional Fees  8.00%  2,481,478 

 2,481,478 
 DISPOSAL FEES 

 Sales Agent Fee  2.00%  1,029,891 
 1,029,891 

 FINANCE 
 Debit Rate 7.750%, Credit Rate 0.000% (Nominal) 
 Land  (144,641) 
 Construction  3,911,366 
 Total Finance Cost  3,766,725 

 TOTAL COSTS  42,912,134 

 PROFIT 
 8,582,412 

 Performance Measures 
 Profit on Cost%  20.00% 
 Profit on GDV%  16.67% 
 Profit on NDV%  16.67% 
 Development Yield% (on Rent)  6.60% 
 Equivalent Yield% (Nominal)  5.50% 
 Equivalent Yield% (True)  5.69% 

 IRR% (without Interest)  23.42% 

 Rent Cover  3 yrs 
 Profit Erosion (finance rate 7.750)  2 yrs 5 mths 
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 APPRAISAL SUMMARY  CBRE 
 York CIL Representations 
 PBSA: 350 unit Typology 
 Appraisal 

 Appraisal Summary for Phase 16 600 (V4 - Aug 25) 

 Currency in £ 

 REVENUE 

 Rental Area Summary  Initial  Net Rent  Initial  Net MRV 
 Units  ft²  Rent Rate ft²  MRV/Unit  at Sale  MRV  at Sale 

 Student accommodation - 600 bed typology  600  129,167  53.70  11,560  4,855,200  6,936,000  4,855,200 

 Investment Valuation 

 Student accommodation - 600 bed typology 
 Current Rent  4,855,200  YP @  5.5000%  18.1818  88,276,364 

 NET REALISATION  88,276,364 

 OUTLAY 

 ACQUISITION COSTS 
 Residualised Price (Negative land)  (2,404,462) 

 (2,404,462) 

 CONSTRUCTION COSTS 
 Construction 

 ft²  Build Rate ft²  Cost
 Student accommodation - 600 bed typology  215,278  224.55  48,340,750  48,340,750 

 Externals  10.00%  4,834,075 
 Site Abnormals             2 ac  400,000 /ac  652,000 
 Contingency  5.00%  2,658,741 

 8,144,816 
 Other Construction 

 Policy H10 AH OSFC Payment           600 un  7,000.00 /un  4,200,000 
 Policy CC1, CC2 & CC3           600 un  2,250.00 /un  1,350,000 
 Policy G12 BNG             2 ac  15,000 /ac  24,450 
 Building Safety Levy       215,278 ft²  1.47  316,459 

 5,890,909 

 PROFESSIONAL FEES 
 Professional Fees  8.00%  4,253,986 

 4,253,986 
 DISPOSAL FEES 

 Sales Agent Fee  2.00%  1,765,527 
 1,765,527 

 FINANCE 
 Debit Rate 7.750%, Credit Rate 0.000% (Nominal) 
 Land  (614,119) 
 Construction  8,186,228 
 Total Finance Cost  7,572,109 

 TOTAL COSTS  73,563,635 

 PROFIT 
 14,712,728 

 Performance Measures 
 Profit on Cost%  20.00% 
 Profit on GDV%  16.67% 
 Profit on NDV%  16.67% 
 Development Yield% (on Rent)  6.60% 
 Equivalent Yield% (Nominal)  5.50% 
 Equivalent Yield% (True)  5.69% 

 IRR% (without Interest)  21.12% 

 Rent Cover  3 yrs 
 Profit Erosion (finance rate 7.750)  2 yrs 5 mths 
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 APPRAISAL SUMMARY  CBRE 
 York CIL Representations 
 Typology 17: Urban - Large - 45 Dwellings - Brownfield 
 CBRE Appraisal 

 Appraisal Summary for Phase 3 Typology 17 - CBRE Aug 25 

 Currency in £ 

 REVENUE 
 Sales Valuation  Units  ft²  Sales Rate ft²  Unit Price  Gross Sales 

 Private Units  38  36,748  371.55  359,313  13,653,888 
 Social Rent  4  3,384  148.63  125,738  502,950 
 Affordable Rent  4  3,384  185.78  157,172  628,688 
 Intermediate  2  1,709  260.19  222,332  444,665 
 Totals  48  45,225  15,230,191 

 NET REALISATION  15,230,191 

 OUTLAY 

 ACQUISITION COSTS 
 Residualised Price  735,131 

 735,131 
 Purchaser's Costs  1.75%  12,865 

 12,865 

 CONSTRUCTION COSTS 
 Construction  ft²  Build Rate ft²  Cost

 Build Costs: Private Units  37,995  152.48  5,793,507 
 Build Costs: Affordable Units  9,280  152.64  1,416,470 
 Totals        47,275 ft²  7,209,977 
 Contingency  5.00%  410,274 

 7,620,251 
 Other Construction 

 16no. Garages (£15k per unit)  249,555 
 Externals  10.00%  745,953 
 Abnormals  378,000 
 Building Safety Levy  30,197 

 1,403,705 
 Section 106 Costs 

 S106  397,152 
 Policy G12a  48,000 
 Policy G12: BNG  11,088 
 Policy CC1, CC2 & CC3  720,000 
 EV Charging Points  48,000 
 Cat(3)(B)  54,480 
 Cat(3)(A)  27,907 

 1,306,627 

 PROFESSIONAL FEES 
 Professional Fees  8.00%  656,439 

 656,439 
 DISPOSAL FEES 

 Private Disposal Fees  3.00%  409,617 
 Affordable Disposal Fees            10 un  500.00 /un  5,000 

 414,617 
 FINANCE 

 Debit Rate 7.750%, Credit Rate 0.000% (Nominal) 
 Land  133,920 
 Construction  119,870 
 Other  1,566 
 Total Finance Cost  255,356 

 TOTAL COSTS  12,404,991 

 PROFIT 
 2,825,200 

 Performance Measures 
 Profit on Cost%  22.77% 
 Profit on GDV%  18.55% 
 Profit on NDV%  18.55% 



 APPRAISAL SUMMARY  CBRE 
 York CIL Representations 
 Typology 17: Urban - Large - 45 Dwellings - Brownfield 
 CBRE Appraisal 

 IRR% (without Interest)  52.78% 

 Profit Erosion (finance rate 7.750)  2 yrs 8 mths 
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