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14th March 2014

Dear Sirs,

100 AVENUE ROAD, SWISS COTTAGE, LONDON, NW3 (“THE SITE”).
VIABILITY/TOOLKIT REPORT, AFFORDABLE HOUSING, S.106 AND MAYORAL C.I.L. 
CONSIDERATIONS.

1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1.1 We have assessed the maximum affordable housing provision that is viably sustainable within 
your application scheme based upon an initial residential development proposal containing 25% 
affordable (by residential Gross Internal Area excluding the Level 23 shared amenity).

1.2 We conclude that 25% affordable housing, as proposed, is not sustainable as there is a 
viability shortfall of £2.57m.

1.3 Despite this, we understand that you are willing to progress the proposal with 25% 
affordable in the hope that the worth of the project to Essential Living will increase in the 
short to medium term. We recommend that you should only do this if no affordable housing 
review mechanism is required by the London Borough of Camden (“LBC”).

1.4 We consider your proposed approach to be particularly generous bearing in mind Permitted 
Development Rights enable you to pursue a residential scheme without an affordable 
housing provision. Also, as you are proposing to let the proposed residential, you 
may/should be able to obtain some relief with respect to recently published National 
Planning Policy Guidance (NPPG) which says:-

“in respect of developments of multiple units held in single ownership as private rented 
sector housing intended for long term rental, viability considerations in decision-taking 
should take account of the economics of such schemes, which will differ from build for sale. 
This may require a different approach to planning obligations or an adjustment of policy 
requirements”.
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2.0 INSTRUCTIONS

2.1 Following the various viability appraisals I have carried out for you to date (which have informed 
your proposed scheme), I understand that you would like me appraise the viability of your 
application scheme herein.

2.2 We understand that you would like us to confirm what maximum affordable housing provision is 
viably sustainable.

3.0 BASIS OF APPRAISALS HEREIN

3.1 This report is to assist planning discussions with the London Borough of Camden (“LBC”).

3.2 It is not an RICS (Royal Institution of Chartered Surveyors) “Red Book” compliant valuation
report and the figures referred to herein are not formal valuations. However, detailed justification
for the indicative values and/or component valuation inputs I have used are provided herein.

3.3 This viability report is provided on a confidential basis. We therefore request that the report 
should not be disclosed to any third parties (other than LBC and their advisors) under the 
Freedom of Information Act 2000 (sections 41 and 43/2) or under the Environmental 
Information Regulations.

3.4 We are aware that you will provide LBC with a copy of this report and we are happy for this to
occur. However, we do not offer LBC, their advisors and/or any third parties a professional duty
of care.
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4.0 VIABILITY AND PLANNING

4.1 Scheme viability is assessed using residual valuation methodology.

4.2 A summary of the residual process is:-

4.3 If the RLV driven by a proposed scheme is reduced to significantly below an appropriate SVB, it
follows that it is commercially unviable to pursue such a scheme, and the scheme is unlikely to
proceed.

4.4 The ‘land residual’ approach (as summarised above) can be inverted so that it becomes a 'profit 
residual' based upon the insertion of a specific land cost/value (equivalent to the viability
benchmark sum) at the top. By doing this, the focus is moved onto the level of profit driven by a
scheme. This is a purely presentational alternative.

Built Value of proposed private 
residential and other uses

Built Value of affordable 
housing

Build Costs, finance costs, other 
section 106 costs, sales fees, 

developers’ profit etc

=
Residual Land Value (“RLV”)

Residual Land Value is then compared to a Site Value Benchmark 
(“SVB”). If RV is lower and/or not sufficiently higher than the SVB

– project is not technically viable

-

+
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5.0 SITE VALUE BENCHMARK (“SVB”)

5.1 We have based our assumed SVB on Market Value (having regard to development plan policies 
and all other material planning considerations, and disregarding that which is contrary to the 
development plan) as per guidance provided by the RICS (Financial Viability in Planning – GN 
94/2012). We refer to this basis as “Market Value (qualified)”.

5.2 By default, this means we have also taken into account guidance on deriving SVBs (or the 
equivalent thereof) provided by:-

 National Planning Policy Framework “NPPF” (and, in particular, references to 
‘competitive returns’), and;

 The 2012 GLA Toolkit Guidance Notes, and;
 ‘Viability Testing Local Plans’ – Advice for Planning Practitioners – Local Housing 

Delivery Group – June 2012, and;

5.3 We believe this means that our SVB approach is equivalent to what some refer to as Current 
Use Value (plus premium), although we do not use this terminology.

5.4 Please refer to Appendix 1 for further background.
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6.0 THE SITE, TITLE & CURRENT OCCUPANCY

6.1 Existing site plan and photographs:-
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6.2 The Site comprises 0.93 acres (0.38 hectares) and the existing building (constructed in 1985)
accommodates:-

6.3 Please refer to Appendix 2 for existing building plans.

6.4 The specification of the existing office space includes:-

 VAV air-conditioning.
 Clear heights of circa 2.75m.
 3 x 10 (800 kg) person passenger lifts.
 Suspended ceilings with recessed lighting.
 Excellent natural light.
 Male and female WC facilities on each floor.
 49 underground car parking spaces.
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6.5 The Site is freehold although there are a number of encumbrances/restrictions on title including:-

London Underground – an easement gives LU the right to access parts of The Site to 
construct and maintain tunnels. Therefore, any piling or construction solution needs to 
accommodate the areas over which the easement exists. In addition, any development will 
require the consent of LU and full plans will need to be submitted for approval. 

Public Open Space – some of The Site has been restricted to public open space use only by 
LBC.

Landscaped Areas – some parts of The Site cannot be used for development due to a 
restrictive covenant in favour of LBC.

Pedestrian and Vehicular Access – part of The Site is subject to a right for LBC and the public 
to pass over with or without vehicles.

Basement Car Parking – the tunnel running underneath the Hampstead Theatre to the 
basement car park must be protected from any damage caused by development.

Electricity Company Lease – The Site is subject to a lease granted to an electricity company. 
Any development needs to accommodate these rights.

Asbestos – an asbestos survey reveals that asbestos exists in certain parts of the property.

Public Highway – access for any demolition and/or construction vehicles would have to be 
agreed with the Highway Authority.
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6.6 The existing tenancy schedule is:-

6.7 As can be seen from the above, Thomson Reuters (an institutionally high quality tenant) pays 
85% of the total passing rent.

7.0 CURRENT USE VALUE (PLUS PREMIUM) AS AT CURRENT DATE 

7.1 The RICS guidance indicates that CUV (plus premium) should not be used as the primary SVB 
driver but I have given it some consideration herein because I am aware that some viability 
advisers that act for local authorities nonetheless focus on CUV plus premium.

7.2 Excluding any account for potential intensifications or extensions of the existing office use, we
have considered achievable rents and investment yields to derive a CUV.
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7.3 We have considered the following transactions:-

Letting:-

Hampstead West, 224 Iverson Road, NW6 2HL:-

1,806 sq.ft. of office space.
Let for £27.69 p.s.f. on 1/2/2013.

2 Back Lane, NW3 1HL:-

1,333 sq.ft. of office space.
Let for £37.51 p.s.f. on 1/1/2013.

184-192 Drummond Street, London, NW1 3HP:-

6,775 sq.ft. of office space.
Let for £37.50 p.s.f. on 1/1/2014.

Walkden House, 10 Melton Street, NW1 2EB:-

2,560 sq.ft. of net office space.
Let on 1/10/2013 for £31 p.s.f.

Investment:-

Centre Heights, 137 Finchley Road, NW3 6JG:-

34,962 sq.ft. of net office space.
Sold for £8.45m on 15/8/2012.
Equates to £242 p.s.f.

The Residence, 65 Maygrove Road, NW6 2EH:-

30,127 sq.ft. of office space.
Sold for £4.95m on 24/6/2011.
Equates

Canal Reach, 3-6a St Pancras Way, NW1 0PB:-

88,360 sq.ft. of net office space.
Sold for £85m on 1/1/2014.
Equates to 4% yield.

The Henson, 30 Oval Road, NW1 7DE:-

22,506 sq.ft. of net office space.
Sold for £12.75m on 1/12/2013.
Equates to £566.52 p.s.f.

180 North Gower Street, NW1 2NB:-

25,000 sq.ft. of office space.
Sold on 1/12/2013 for £13m.
Equates to £520 p.s.f. and/or 5.8% yield.

7.4 It is difficult to split out those transactions which involved office investment purchasers as 
opposed to companies purchasing with residential re-development in mind to identify a true CUV 
(i.e. one which does not implicitly reflect scope for residential conversion). As such, we have
treated some transactions above with caution.
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7.5 Our CUV estimate is:-

 Y.P. into perpetuity @ 6.5% = 15.38m.
 15.38 x £1,641,946 = £25,253,129.
 Less purchaser’s costs @ 5.8% = £23,868,742. 
 Say £23.87m.

7.6 Our choice of yield above is higher than the yield we would use to identify Market Value 
(qualified) as we have sought to strip out all hope value (i.e. for intensification of the existing use 
and/or conversion and/or re-development for a variety of potential uses) for CUV purposes. We 
understand that Permitted Development Rights currently facilitate the change of use of the 
existing building to residential without the need for any affordable housing provision and so the 
yield appropriate to identifying MV (qualified) would need to account for this.

7.7 Whilst and as we have not accounted for hope value in our choice of yield above, we consider it 
appropriate to add a significant land-owner’s premium to the £23.87m derived above to reflect 
hope value and to effectively bridge the gap (as a £sum) between CUV and MV (qualified).

7.8 We believe The Site offers scope for a variety of mixed-use development concepts and we 
believe the market would anticipate these driving RLVs in substantially excess of £23.87m whilst 
fully accounting for existing planning policy. This was significantly evidenced by the bids that 
were received for The Site when it was marketed by Savills in 2012 although we accept that 
caution is required when considering these bids.

7.9 Applying a 30% landowner’s premium or ‘competitive return’ in this instance produces £23.87m
x 1.3 = £31.03m.

8.0 MARKET VALUE AS AT CURRENT DATE 

8.1 Accounting for those office transaction investment sale transaction above that were more likely 
to have been driven by mixed-use and/or residential re-development intentions, our MV estimate 
is:-

 Y.P. into perpetuity @ 5.25% = 19.05.
 19.05 x £1,641,946 = £31,279,071.
 Less purchaser’s costs @ 5.8% = £29,564,340. 
 Say £29.56m.

8.2 We believe that the above valuation is conservative bearing in mind Permitted Development 
Rights opportunities in this instance.

8.3 The comparables above (Section 7.3) suggest that it would not be unreasonable to assume a
Market Value for The Site (based upon the existing building) of at least £325 p.s.f. on existing 
GIA. The existing GIA is 95,011 sq.ft which suggests 95,011 x 325 = £30.88m.
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9.0 SVB (OR LAND COST INPUT) ADOPTED FOR VIABILITY BENCHMARKING

9.1 Bearing in mind the narrative above coupled with ‘judgement’, we have conservatively 
assumed a primary SVB herein of £31m.

9.2 We understand that you purchased The Site late in 2012 for £33.5m unconditionally and, 
having spoken to Savills, understand that there were several under-bidders above £30m 
(more than one of which did not appear to be bidding with a view to residential led re-
development).

9.3 We understand that CBRE have just provided you with a formal Market Valuation for The 
Site (i.e. without a planning consent) at £35m as part of a wider valuation report related to 
your assets but that this report is confidential.

10.0 PROPOSED SCHEME

10.1 Please refer to the proposed scheme plans in Appendix 3.

10.2 The proposed scheme comprises:-

Nos 
Studios

Nos 1bed 
flats

Nos 1 bed 
wc flats

Nos 2 bed 
flats

Nos 2 bed 
wc flats

Nos 3 bed 
flats

Nos 3 bed 
wc flats

Totals

Private Residential 25 41 0 52 6 24 0 148
Affordable Rent 0 4 0 0 8 12 4 28
Intermediate 0 3 0 3 0 1 1 8
Totals 25 48 0 55 14 37 5 184

Use Building GIA (sq.ft.) NIA (sq.ft.)
Retail 9,957 9,957
Plant 678 678
Flexible Retail 1,249 1,249
Community 13,089 10,506
Residential 197,778 136,477
Level 23 Shared Amenity 4,252 4,241
Total 227,003 163,108

10.3 A detailed area/unit breakdown is provided in Appendix 4.

10.4 Within the 25% (by resi GIA) affordable housing provision, 22.43% (by NIA) is Intermediate.

11.0 SECTION 106 COSTS & MAYORAL CIL

11.1 As a pure working assumption and without prejudice to any discussions that you might have 
with LBC on this subject, we have assumed a total S.106 cost of £736,000.

11.2 We have assumed a Mayoral CIL cost of £525,000 on the new space being provided 
compared to the existing space. We have assumed that that you will be able to demonstrate 
that the building has been occupied for 6 months within the 12 months preceding permission 
to ensure that MCIL should only apply to the new space being delivered in context.
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12.0 P.R.S. INTENTION

12.1 We understand that you are going to let the proposed private residential units long term as this is 
Essential Living’s mission.

12.2 As there is no separate Use Class for rented residential, we have appraised the proposed 
residential as if for speculative sale.

12.3 Based upon our viability conclusions herein (i.e. which indicate that you should not be proposing 
25% affordable housing), we do not consider that it would be reasonable for LBC to require any 
affordable housing review mechanism in light of this. If LBC do require a review mechanism, we 
would consider it necessary (for funding reasons) to reduce your up-front affordable housing 
offer substantially.

12.4 If, however, discussions regarding review mechanism do emerge, they will need to account for 
your intention to rent out the private residential units rather than sell them.

13.0 APPROACH TO VIABILITY ASSESSMENT

13.1 We have financially appraised the application scheme using ARGUS, a widely used 
proprietary software package.

13.2 We consider that the residual land value from the proposed scheme needs to be at least 
£30m for it to be considered viable by normal measures.

14.0 BUILD COSTS

14.1 Based upon the build cost estimate you have provided us with from EC Harris (Appendix 
5), we have assumed a build cost (including a contingency but excluding professional fees) 
of £58,150,000 which equates to £257 p.s.f. on the proposed GIA of 226,088 sq.ft.

14.2 This does not account for significant works to the entrance into the London Underground 
station or a bridge link between the main buildings.

14.3 We have not accounted for any site abnormals at this stage (physical and/or legal) other 
than those already accounted for by EC Harris.
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15.0 PRIVATE RESIDENTIAL VALUES

15.1 We have considered the following:-

New Schemes:-

Alexandra Road, St Johns Wood:-

3 bed duplex on 3rd/4th floor with two terraces – asking price = £1.6m = £1,189 p.s.f.

Agent = Benham & Reeves.

Princes Park, Prince of Wales Road, London, NW5:-

Asking prices are:-

We would expect net achievable prices to be around 5% below the above to account 
for sales incentives and negotiations on price.
Agent = Green & Co.
The Lexington, London, NW11:-

Completing Q3 2014.
2 beds being marketed off-plan from £755,000.

Asking prices generally from:-

1 bed - £450,000
2 bed - £750,000
3 bed - £1m
Plot 45 currently being marketed off-plan = 1,295 sq.ft. 3 bed flat = £965 p.s.f.

 Concierge.
 Secure parking space with each flat.
 Agent = JLL.

Grafton Road, NW5:-

2 bed new build flat for sale with asking price of £995,000 = £1,069 p.s.f.

930 sq.ft. on top floor with rood terrace.

Agent = Greene & Co.

Source: Rightmove, Land Registry & MOLIOR
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New Build Re-Sales:-

Visage, Winchester Road, NW3 3NZ:-

Flat 21 – 2 bed flat – sold on 19/8/2013 for £625,000. 1143 sq.ft. on ground floor = 
£547 p.s.f. (Source : Land Registry).

Source: Rightmove, Land Registry & MOLIOR

Re-Sales:-

Property Type Area (sq.ft.) Sale Price 
p.s.f.

Sale date Agent Comment

Top floor flat, 6 Belsize 
Square, NW3

3 bed flat 1650 £990 18/12/2013 Greene & 
Co

Refurbished to high 
standard.
Private roof terrace.

12 Waverley Court, 41-
43 Steeles Road, NW3

2 bed flat 812 £948 6/1/2014 Greene & 
Co

Third floor.
Underground car space.

Flat 9 -33-35 Adelaide 
Road, NW3

1 bed flat 457 £930 10/1/2014 Greene & 
Co

Maresfield Court, Trinity 
Walk, NW3

2 bed flat 486 £1,060 20/1/2014 Benham & 
Reeves

Flat A, 43 Englands 
Lane, NW3

2 bed flat 744 £894 1/2/2014 Kinleigh 
Folkard & 
Hayward

Flat 5, 147 King Henry’s 
Road, NW3

3 bed flat 1300 £885 6/2/2014 TPL

Flat 7, 24-28 Buckland 
Crescent

2 bed flat 829 £887 15/2/2014 Greene & 
Co

Source: LonRes

15.2 Based upon a consideration of the above, we have assumed an average private residential 
value of £1,150 p.s.f.

16.0 AFFORDABLE HOUSING DISCUSSIONS & VALUES

16.1 The proposed scheme has been discussed with ten Registered Providers and all of these were 
asked to provide an indicative financial offer for the proposed affordable housing described 
herein (i.e. 28 Affordable rent and 8 Intermediate).

16.2 The ten RPs were asked to assume whatever affordability levels for the units as they see fit but 
were asked to assume:-

 a long leasehold interest in the 36 flats with a peppercorn ground rent.
 service charges of £1.42 per square foot. 
 the units are London Design Guide Compliant.
 cashflow payment of 25% start on site and the rest on monthly certificate (over an 18 

month programme).

16.3 Within the same timescale set for each RP, three financial bids were received ranging from 
£6.4m to £8.1m and one was received at £10.75m. In no particular order, these offers were from 
Newlon, One Housing Group, Circle and Origin. 

16.4 One of the 4 RPs indicated that they had used LHA caps to inform their offer and their bid was 
£8.1m.
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16.5 At this stage, we have assumed a value of £8.1m for the affordable housing (237 p.s.f. on the 
relevant NIA of 34,133 sq.ft.) but we would have to reduce this if LBC are not happy with the 
corresponding affordability levels. We assume that the offer of £10.75m must be in error and/or 
dependent upon highly in-affordable affordability levels and we have therefore discounted it.

17.0 RETAIL & FLEXIBLE RETAIL VALUES

17.1 As well as the passing retail/restaurant, we have considered the following comparables:-

Lettings:-

Address Type Grade Size (sq.ft.) Achieved 
Rent p.s.f.

Date Landlord Agent

175 Finchley Road, NW3 1DN Retail Second Hand 1,873 £17.08 6/12/2013 David Menzies Associates
9 -16 Frognal Parade, Finchley 
Road, NW3 5HH

Retail Second Hand 454 £29.74 25/12/2013 Grovelands Investments

175 Finchley Road Retail Second Hand 1,824 £17.54 6/12/2013 David Menzies Associates
92 Heath Street, NW3 1DP Retail Second Hand 560 £53.57 29/11/2013 Harmer Ray Hoffbrand LLP
Midland Court, 1-5 Frognal 
Parade, NW3 5HH

Retail Second Hand 400 £26.25 1/11/2013 Grovelands Investments

Source: EGi and/or FOCUS

Investment:-

Address Type Grade Size (sq.ft.) Sale Price Yield Sale Price 
p.s.f.

Date Landlord 
Agent

72 Heath Street, NW3 
1DN

Retail Second Hand 384 £275,000 Not known £716 2013 Hague 
Securities Ltd

33 Belsize Lane, NW3 
5AS

Retail Second Hand 655 £449,950 Not known £687 2013 Martyn 
Gerrard

157 Fellows Road, 
NW3

Retail Second Hand 3,358 £1,675,000 7.33% £499 20/2/2012 Douglas 
Stevens & Co

Source: EGi and/or FOCUS

17.2 We have assumed a rent of £30 p.s.f. and a yield of 6%.

18.0 VALUE/ COST OF COMMUNITY USES (I.E. THE WINCH)

18.1 We have ascribed no value to the community space as there is to be no rent charged.

18.2 In isolation, this creates an infinitesimal S/106 contribution in isolation as debt would continue to 
compound on this net cost ad infinitum.

19.0 TREATMENT OF AMENITY SPACE IN RESIDENTIAL TOWER

19.1 We have not ascribed any value to the amenity space on Level 23 in our appraisal as, we 
assume, if the scheme was for private residential sale, that amenity space would have to be 
provided elsewhere (e.g. in the form of balconies) which would increase build costs and/or 
reduce net saleable residential space per flat. 

20.0 GROUND RENTS 

20.1 We have assumed a ground rent value of 148 x £750 = £111,000 x 5% = £2,220,000 less 
purchase costs @ 5.8% = £2,098,299.

21.0 VAT & OTHER

21.1 At this stage, we have assumed that the site is not VAT registered, which would create a 
cashflow cost implication.
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22.0 LAND FINANCING COSTS

22.1 ARGUS software works out the relevant land financing cost automatically.

23.0 TENANT COMPENSATION COSTS AND INCOME UNTIL V.P.

23.1 We conservatively assume that the cost of gaining vacant possession will be compensated 
by income in the interim. 

24.0 DEVELOPMENT PROFIT

24.1 To be viable in a planning application context, I am of the opinion that our ARGUS
appraisal needs to allow for a profit of at least 22.5% on total cost.

24.2 This is for a mixture of valuation, funding and planning precedent based reasons.

24.3 We note that, in a recent appeal case (APP/V5570/A/10/2139585/NWF – 243 Junction
Road, London), the inspector appears to have accepted the appellant’s view that the profit
margin on the project in question needed to be 25% as opposed to the 17.5% suggested by the
Council.

24.4 We also not from a recent appeal case APP/X0360/A/12/2179141 (8/1/2013) that the inspector 
expressed a view on a Council’s suggestion that a different profit percentage should be applied 
to private residential and affordable housing. He said with respect to ‘Developer’s Profit’:-

“The parties were agreed that costs should be assessed at 25% of costs or 20% of gross 
development value (GDV). The parties disagreed in respect of the profit required in respect of the 
affordable housing element of the development with the Council suggesting that the figure for this 
should be reduced to 6%. This does not greatly affect the appellants’ costs, as the affordable 
housing element is 2%, but it does impact rather more upon the Council’s calculations.

The appellants supported their calculations by providing letters and e-mails from six national 
house-builders who set out their net profit margin targets for residential developments. The 
figures ranged from a minimum of 17% to 28%, with the usual target being in the range 20-25%. 
Those that differentiated between market and affordable housing in their correspondence did not 
set different profit margins. Due to the level and nature of the supporting evidence, I give great 
weight to it. I conclude that the national house-builders’ figures are to be preferred and that a 
figure of 20% of GDV, which is at the lower end of the range, is reasonable.”

24.5 A 20% profit on GDV is a significantly greater profit sum than we have adopted herein (i.e. at
22.5% on total cost) and, as such, our profit assumption may be too low and may require revision 
upwards.

25.0 VIABILITY ASSESSMENT RESULT

25.1 A copy of our residual appraisal of the proposed scheme can be seen in Appendix 6.

25.2 This shows an RLV of £28.43m.
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26.0 CONCLUSION

26.1 As the abovementioned RLV of £28.43m is below our assumed SVB of £31m, we conclude 
that the proposed scheme falls short of being viable.

27.0 REVIEW MECHANISM

27.1 We understand that LBC ideally require affordable housing review mechanisms where the 
proposed affordable housing provision falls below their maximum target.

27.2 Based upon RICS guidance on viability in planning and the need to fund the proposed 
development, we do not consider review mechanisms to be reasonable or constructive (for 
anybody) on relatively short term projects. This is because they are prejudicial to raising 
development finance. It is however reasonable to discuss them on long term projects (i.e. 
ones which will take several years to implement).

27.3 In this instance, we are of the view that a review mechanism would only be reasonable if the 
initially proposed affordable housing quantum facilitates scheme viability which it currently 
does not. As such, we are of the view that it would be unreasonable for LBC to require a 
review mechanism unless, in parallel, they accept a significant reduction to your initially 
proposed affordable housing provision/quantum. 

27.4 If a review mechanism is discussed, an issues does of course present itself on this project 
as most review mechanism interact with sales prices achieved for proposed residential 
whereas you are going to rent the units out.

27.5 We understand that an initial proposal from LBC’s viability advisor (BPS) to deal with this is
to identify the hypothetical rent level (based upon an assumed yield) that would be 
necessary to produce agreed private residential values with overage then cutting in if initially 
achieved rents exceed this level. For example, based upon our opinion of private residential 
values (i.e. £1,150 p.s.f.), the net rent necessary p.s.f. to achieve this at a yield of 5% would 
be £57.50 p.a. Therefore, overage could cut in if initially achieved rents exceed £57.50 p.s.f. 
per annum.

28.0 DISCLOSURE AND STATUS OF REPORT

28.1 We understand that you may provide a copy of this report to LBC and their advisors but that, 
beyond that, this report will remain confidential.

Yours faithfully,

James Brown BSc (Hons) MRICS
Partner.
RICS Registered Valuer.
Residential Development & Investment.
For and behalf of Strutt & Parker LLP



APPENDIX 1



SITE VALUE BENCHMARK OR LAND COST/VALUE INPUT
1.0 General:-

1.1 Deriving SVBs has been an unnecessarily contentious issue over recent years.

1.2 The most recent guidance can be found in:-

 National Planning Policy Framework “NPPF” (and, in particular, references to 
‘competitive returns’), and;

 The 2012 GLA Toolkit Guidance Notes, and;
 ‘Viability testing Local Plans’ – Advice for Planning Practitioners – Local Housing 

Delivery Group “LHDG” – June 2012, and;
 ‘Financial Viability in Planning’ – Royal Institution of Chartered Surveyors – “RICS” –

August 2012.

1.3 The seemingly different bases now recommended by GLA, the LHDG and the RICS for 
deriving SVBs are primarily (but not solely):-

 Existing Use Value (plus premium) – GLA – “EUV (plus premium)”.
 Threshold Land Value – LHDG – “TLV”.
 Market Value (assuming that any hope value accounted for has regard to 

development plan policies and all other material planning considerations and 
disregards that which is contrary to the development plan) – RICS - “MV (qualified)”.

1.4 One regular adviser to local planning authorities in England additionally advocates a basis 
they have called Current Use Value (plus premium) “CUV (plus premium)” – which the 
RICS have been forced to define as a number of local authorities refer to it.

1.5 Another term which features in this arena is Alternative Use Value (“AUV”). This is effectively 
a component influence on MV (qualified).

2.0 EUV (plus premium):-

2.1 The GLA, whose definition of EUV has significantly altered over the last 4 years, currently 
(i.e. within their 2012 Toolkit Guidance Notes) define EUV as “simply, the value of the site in 
its existing use according to the current planning land use designation and disregarding its 
development potential”. In 2001, they defined EUV as “simply, the value of the site in its 
existing use”.

2.2 EUV is defined by the RICS as “The estimated amount for which an asset or liability should 
exchange on the valuation date between a willing buyer and a willing seller in an arm’s
length transaction after properly marketing and where the parties had each acted without 
compulsion, assuming that the buyer is granted vacant possession of all parts of the 
property required by the business and disregarding potential alternative uses and any other 
characteristics of the property that would cause market value to differ from that needed to 
replace the remaining service potential at least cost”.

2.3 Assessing any landowner premium applicable to an EUV can only be done with reference to 
the market and Market Value, which means Market value effectively determines what the 
premium is. How else can the premiums be justified? It also means that there is little point in 
using the terminology EUV plus premium.



2.4 The premium over EUV to identify an appropriate SVB is in fact the same as the percentage 
difference between EUV and Market Value. However, Market Value is the logical side (i.e. 
the side where citeable justification exists) from which to approach this conundrum.

3.0 TLV:-

3.1 The LHDG define TLV as “the value at which a typical willing landowner is likely to release 
land for development, before payment of taxes (such as capital gains tax)”. We believe that 
this is effectively the same as the RICS’s definition of Market Value (having regard to 
development plan policies and all other material planning considerations, and disregarding 
that which is contrary to the development plan).

3.2 The RICS ‘define’ TLV as “A term developed by the Homes and Communities Agency (HCA) 
being essentially a land value at or above that which it is assumed a landowner would be 
prepared to sell. It is not a recognised valuation definition or approach”.

3.3 We believe, logically and with reference to the Local Housing Delivery Group’s definition of 
TLV, that a typical willing landowner will not release land for development unless they 
believe they are obtaining Market value for it. Hence, we end up back with Market value as 
the relevant driver.

4.0 MARKET VALUE (qualified)

4.1 Market Value is defined by the RICS (and no other professional body) as “The estimated 
amount for which an asset should exchange on the date of valuation between a willing buyer 
and a willing seller in an arm’s length transaction after proper marketing wherein the parties 
had each acted knowledgeably, prudently and without compulsion”.

5.0 CUV (plus premium):-

5.1 CUV is defined by the RICS (and no other professional body) as “Market Value for the 
continuing existing use of the site or property assuming all hope value is excluded, including 
value arising from any planning permission or alternative use. This also differs from the 
Existing Use Value. It is hypothetical in a market context as property generally does not 
transact on a CUV basis, See Appendix E”.

5.2 However, the RICS also say in their guidance (Viability in Planning):-

“To date, in the absence of any guidance, a variety of practices have evolved, which are 
used by practitioners to benchmark land value. One approach has been to exclusively adopt 
current use value (CUV) plus a margin or variant of this, i.e. existing use value (EUV) plus a 
premium. The problem with this singular approach is that it does not reflect the workings of 
the market as land is not released at CUV or CUV plus a margin (EUV plus). The margin 
mark-up is also arbitrary and often inconsistently applied in practical application as a result”.

5.3 Assessing any landowner premium applicable to a CUV can only be done with reference to 
the market and Market Value, which means Market value effectively determines what the 
premium is. How else can the premiums be justified? It also means that there is little point in 
using the terminology CUV plus premium.

5.4 The premium over CUV to identify an appropriate SVB is in fact the same as the percentage 
difference between CUV and Market Value. However, Market Value is the logical side (i.e. 
the side where citeable justification exists) from which to approach this conundrum.



6.0 DIFFERENCE BETWEEN EUV (plus premium) and CUV (plus premium):-

6.1 We believe that advocates of EUV (plus premium) accept that EUV can account for the 
scope, subject to planning, to change what is physically on the site (e.g. by re-development, 
extension or intensification) so long as it stays within the same Use Class (or within Use 
Classes where permission to switch from one Use Class to another would be permitted or 
realistically possible).

6.2 We believe that advocates of CUV (plus premium) adopt a definition that requires a 
complete disregard of any potential physical and/or planning use class changes when 
deriving CUV. 

6.3 Bearing this in mind, we would usually expect landowner premiums on EUV compared to the 
premiums on CUV to be different percentages over the value driven by the existing physical 
buildings and uses.

7.0 AUV:-

7.1 AUV is defined by the RICS (and no other professional body) as “Where an alternative use 
can be readily identified as generating a higher value for a site, the value for this alternative 
use would be the market value with an assumption, as defined for Site Value for financial 
viability assessments for scheme specific planning applications (see also Appendix E)”.



8.0 RATIONALISATION OF TERMINOLOGIES AND APPROPRIATE SVB BASIS

8.1 Although there have been some differences of opinion between the GLA, the Local Housing 
Delivery Group and the RICS with respect to SVBs and how to approach them, they all 
recognise the need for ‘willing sellers’.

8.2 To identify what price/value creates a ‘willing seller, there has to be some reference to actual 
land transaction evidence in the market (i.e. excluding any which are clearly excessive or 
misguided) and alternative potential uses/developments (subject to planning).

8.3 With a willing seller, one also needs a willing buyer. ‘Willing seller/willing buyer’ is effectively 
Market Value by definition. 

8.4 Some advisers to local authorities are concerned that some land transactions could be 
fuelled by a ‘willing seller/excessively willing buyer’.

8.5 However, we believe that any suggestion that this is typical misguided. Land buyers and 
developers seek to secure land for as little as possible. They do not seek to overpay and are 
aware of the associated planning and financial risks should they do so. 

8.6 Bearing in mind that all of the abovementioned bases need cross referencing back to the 
market and market transactions, all of the recommended bases are, or are the equivalent of, 
Market Value (having regard to development plan policies and all other material planning 
considerations, and disregarding that which is contrary to the development plan). All 
approaches should lead to the same SVB.

8.7 Amongst a variety of other methods, Market Value is arrived at with some consideration of 
land transaction that have occurred in the market. We recognise that land transactions do 
occasionally occur at excessive amounts but, in deriving Market Value professionally, 
valuers ignore such transactions in their application of ‘judgement’.

8.8 As Market value is recommended by the RICS and as the RICS is an independent body that 
has had viability and valuation at its core for decades, we believe that the RICS guidance on 
Viability in Planning represents the best possible guidance on this subject to date.

8.9 As such, the appropriate basis to derive SVBs is Market Value (assuming that any hope 
value accounted for has regard to development plan policies and all other material planning 
considerations and disregards that which is contrary to the development plan) – RICS - “MV 
(qualified)”.



9.0 RECENT PLANNING APPEALS

9.1 We note that in appeal case APP/X5210/A/12/2173598, the Inspector granted the appeal 
and said (9/10/2012):-

“The RICS published guidance in 2012 ‘Financial Viability in Planning’ and suggests that the 
market should be taken into account. Paragraph 3.4.7 goes to some lengths to state the 
difficulties of using the sales prices of comparable development sites, but concludes that the 
importance of comparable evidence cannot be over-stated. This is a reasonable approach 
and in this case there are some comparable development sites in the vicinity to provide the 
information”.

9.2 It is also noteworthy that the head of viability at the District Valuer Service (who regularly 
advise local authorities) recently advised an appeal as follows:-

“This residual site value is then compared to a Benchmark site value. This is based on 
Market Value, and assumes that the value has regard to development plan policies and all 
other material planning considerations and disregards that which is contrary to the 
development plan”.

9.3 In appeal case APP/X03360/A/12/2179141, the Inspector granted the appeal and said on 
the subject of ‘Competitive Returns’:-

“Two very different viewpoints were put forward at the Inquiry with the appellants seeking a 
land value of £4,750,000 which is roughly the mid-point between the EUV/CUV and the RLV 
with planning permission for housing and no obligations. This ties in with the 50:50 split 
between the community and the landowner sought by the appellants. The Council 
considered that a sum of £1.865m would ensure a competitive return; that is to say the 
Council’s calculation of the EUV/CUV”.

“I am not convinced that a land value that equates to the EUV/CUV would provide any 
incentive to the landowner to sell the site”.

“In the scenario preferred by the Council, I do not consider that the appellants would be a 
willing vendor”.

“I conclude on this issue that, allowing the landowner a competitive return of 50% of the uplift 
in value, the calculations in the development appraisal allowing for 2% affordable housing 
are reasonable and demonstrate that at this level of affordable housing the development 
would be viable”.

10.0 IN-APPROPRIATNESS CUV (plus premium)

10.1 Bearing in mind CUV (plus premium) is a basis that a particular and regular adviser to local 
authorities is keen on, we comment further on its in-appropriateness.

10.2 It is inconsistent for those advocates of CUV (plus premium) to point towards the RICS’s 
definition of CUV (as the only definition of CUV by a professional body) but not heed the rest 
of the RICS guidance in the same document.

10.3 Whilst the RICS define CUV, they only do so because a particular practitioner that regularly 
advises local authorities uses this term. The RICS do not support the use of CUV (plus 
premium) or EUV (plus premium).



10.4 Those practitioners or local authorities that work to CUV (plus premium) are therefore 
working to an artificial and arbitrary basis which doe which surely cannot be advisable.

11.0 RICS GUIDANCE

11.1 Of particular note, the recent RICS guidance (Viability in Planning) also says:-

a) “Site Value either as an input into a scheme specific appraisal or as a benchmark is 
defined in the guidance note as follows:- Site Value should equate to the Market 
Value subject to the following assumptions that the value has regard to development 
plan policies and all other material planning considerations and disregards that which 
is contrary to the development plan”.

b) “An accepted method of valuation of development sites and land is set out in RICS 
Valuation Information Paper (VIP) 12”.

c) “Reviewing alternative uses is very much part of the process of assessing the Market 
Value of land and it is not unusual to consider a range of scenarios for certain 
properties. Where an alternative use can be readily identified as generating a higher 
value, the value for this alternative use would be the Market Value”.

d) “The guidance provides this definition in the context of undertaking appraisals of 
financial viability for the purposes of town planning decisions: An objective financial 
viability test of the ability of a development project to meet its costs including the cost 
of planning obligations, whilst ensuring an appropriate site value for the landowner 
and a market risk adjusted return to the developer in delivering that project”.

e) Indicative outline of what to include in a viability assessment. “It is up to the 
practitioner to submit what they believe is reasonable and appropriate in the 
particular circumstances and for the local authority or their advisors to agree whether 
this is sufficient for them to undertake an objective review”.

f) “For a development to be financially viable, any uplift from current use value to 
residual land value that arises when planning permission is granted must be able to 
meet the cost of planning obligations whilst ensuring an appropriate site value for the 
landowner and a market risk adjusted return to the developer in delivering that 
project (the NPPF refers to this as ‘competitive returns’). The return to the landowner 
will be in the form of a land value in excess of current use value but it would be 
inappropriate to assume an uplift based upon set percentages as detailed above and 
in Appendix E, given the heterogeneity of individual development sites. The land 
value will be based upon market value which will be risk-adjusted, so it will normally 
be less than current market prices for development land for which planning 
permission has been secured and planning obligation requirements are known”.



g) “Sale prices of comparable development sites may provide an indication of the land 
value that a landowner might expect but it is important to note that, depending on the 
planning status of the land, the market price will include risk-adjusted expectations of 
the nature of the permission and associated planning obligations. If these market 
prices are used in the negotiations of planning obligations, then account should be 
taken of any expectation of planning obligations that is embedded in the market price 
(or valuation in the absence of a price). In many cases, relevant and up to date 
comparable evidence may not be available or the heterogeneity of development sites 
requires an approach not based on direct comparison. The importance, however, 
of comparable evidence cannot be over-emphasised, even if the supporting 
evidence is very limited, as evidenced in Court and Land Tribunal decisions”.

h) “The assessment of Market Value with assumptions is not straightforward but must, 
by definition, be at a level which makes a landowner willing to sell, as recognised by 
the NPPF. Appropriate comparable evidence, even where this is limited, is important 
in establishing Site Value for a scheme specific as well as area wide assessments”.

i) “Viability assessments will usually be dated when an application is submitted (or 
when a CIL charging schedule or Local Plan is published in draft). Exceptions to this 
may be pre-application submissions and appeals. Viability assessments may 
occasionally need to be updated due to market movements or if schemes are 
amended during the planning process”.

j) “Site purchase price may or may not be material in arriving at a Site value for the 
assessment of financial viability. In some circumstances the use of actual purchase 
price should be treated as a special case”.

k) “It is for the practitioner to consider the relevance or otherwise of the actual purchase 
price, and whether any weight should be attached to it, having regard to the date of 
assessment and the Site value definition set out in this guidance”.

l) “Often in the case of development and site assembly, various interests need to be 
acquired or negotiated in order to be able to implement a project. These may include: 
buying in leases of existing occupiers or paying compensation; negotiating rights of 
light claims and payments; party wall agreements, over sailing rights, ransom 
strips/rights, agreeing arrangements with utility companies; temporary/facilitating 
works, etc. These are all relevant development costs that should be taken into 
account in viability assessments. For example, it is appropriate to include rights of 
light payments as it is a real cost to the developer in terms of compensation for loss 
of rights of light to neighbouring properties. This is often not reflected in Site Value 
given the different views on how a site can be developed”.

m) “It is important that viability assessments be supported by adequate comparable 
evidence. For this reason it is important that the appraisal is undertaken by a suitably 
qualified practitioner who has experience of the type, scale and complexity of the 
development being reviewed or in connection with appraisals supporting the 
formulation of core strategies in local development frameworks. This ensures that 
appropriate assumptions are adopted and judgement formulated in respect of inputs 
such as values, yields, rents, sales periods, costs, profit levels and finance rates to 
be assumed in the appraisal. This should be carried out by an independent 
practitioner and ideally a suitably qualified surveyor”.



n) “The RICS Valuation – Professional Standards 2012 (Red Book) definition of Market 
Value is as follows:-

The estimated amount for which an asset or liability should exchange on the 
valuation date between a willing buyer and a willing seller in an arm’s-length 
transaction after properly marketing and where the parties had each acted 
knowledgeably, prudently and without compulsion. 

The Red Book also deals with the situation where the price offered by prospective 
buyers generally in the market would reflect an expectation of a change in the 
circumstances of the property in the future. This element is often referred to as ‘hope 
value’ and should be reflected in Market Value. The Red Book provides two 
examples of where the hope of additional value being created or obtained in the 
future may impact on the Market Value: 

 the prospect of development where there is no current permission for that 
development; and 

 the prospect of synergistic value arising from merger with another 
property or interests within the same property at a future date. 

The guidance seeks to provide further clarification in respect of the first of these by 
stating that the value has regard to development plan policies and all other material 
planning considerations and disregards that which is contrary to the development 
plan. 

The second bullet point above is particularly relevant where sites have been 
assembled for a particular development. 

It should be noted that hope value is not defined in either the Valuation Standards. 
That is because it is not a basis of value but more a convenient way of expressing 
the certainty of a valuation where value reflects development for which permission is 
not guaranteed to be given but if it was, it would produce a value above current use. 



To date, in the absence of any guidance, a variety of practices have evolved which 
benchmark land value. One of these, used by a limited number of practitioners, has 
been to adopt Current Use Value (CUV) plus a margin or a variant of this (Existing 
Use Value (EUV) plus a premium). The EUV / CUV basis is discussed below. The 
margin is an arbitrary figure often ranging from 10% to 40% above CUV but higher 
percentages have been used particularly in respect of green-field and rural land 
development. 

In formulating this guidance, well understood valuation definitions have been 
examined as contained within the Red Book. In arriving at the definition of Site Value 
(being Market Value with an assumption), the Working Party / Consultant Team of 
this guidance have had regard to other definitions such as EUV and AUV in order to 
clarify the distinction necessary in a financial viability in a planning context. Existing 
Use Value is defined as follows:-

The estimated amount for which an asset or liability should exchange on the 
valuation date between a willing buyer and a willing seller in an arm’s-length 
transaction after properly marketing and where the parties had each acted 
knowledgeably, prudently and without compulsion assuming that the buyer is granted 
vacant possession of all parts of the property required by the business and 
disregarding potential alternative uses and any other characteristics of the property 
that would cause Market Value to differ from that needed to replace the remaining 
service potential at least cost. 

It is clear the above definition is inappropriate when considered in a financial viability 
in planning context. EUV is used only for inclusion in financial statements prepared in 
accordance with UK accounting standards and as such, hypothetical in a market 
context. Property does not transact on an EUV (or CUV) basis. 

It follows that most practitioners have recognised and agreed that CUV does not 
reflect the workings of the market as land does not sell for its CUV, but rather at a 
price reflecting its potential for development. Whilst the use of CUV plus a margin 
does in effect recognise hope value by applying a percentage increase over CUV it is 
a very unsatisfactory methodology when compared to the Market Value approach set 
out in the Guidance and above. This is because it assumes land would be released 
for a fixed percentage above CUV that is arbitrary inconsistently applied and above 
all does not reflect the market. 

Accordingly, the guidance adopts the well understood definition of Market Value as 
the appropriate basis to assess Site Value, subject to an assumption. This is 
consistent with the NPPF, which acknowledges that “willing sellers” of land should 
receive “competitive returns”. Competitive returns can only be achieved in a market 
context (i.e. Market Value) not one which is hypothetically based with an arbitrary 
mark-up applied, as in the case of EUV (or CUV) plus. 

So far as alternative use value is concerned, the Valuation Standards at VS6.7 state 
where it is clear that a purchaser in the market would acquire the property for an 
alternative use of the land because that alternative use can be readily identified as 
generating a higher value than the current use, and is both commercially and legally 
feasible, the value for this alternative use would be the Market Value and should be 
reported as such. In other words, hope value is also reflected and the answer is still 
Market Value. Again, in arriving at Market Value via alternative use value, the 
planning status of the land / building. This is also consistent with the NPPF for willing 
sellers to receive competitive returns”.



APPENDIX 2







APPENDIX 3































APPENDIX 4



 
 

 

 

  

  

 

Notes

The areas reported in this schedule are based on non-scale drawings supplied by client and scaled approximately from the sales brochure

An allowance should be made for construction tolerances when planning any financial or other property development purpose or strategy.

Any decisions to be made on the basis of these predictions, whether as to project viability, pre-letting, lease agreements and the like, should make due allowance for the following:

Please make due allowance for this when planning any financial or other property development purpose or strategy.

Please note that the schedule does not include basement areas or balconies.

Scheme Total Total Areas
studio 1bed 1bedwc 2bed 2bedwc 3bed 3bedwc Flats HR NIA NIA GIA Eff% GEA Eff%

sqm sqft sqm [GIA / NIA] sqm [GEA / NIA]
25 48 0 55 14 37 5 184 496 15484 166670 21089 73.4% 23254 66.6%

Retail Total Retail Areas

Uses [inc sales & marketing] NIA NIA GIA Eff% GEA Eff%
sqm sqft sqm [GIA / NIA] sqm [GEA / NIA]

925 9957 925 100.0% 974 95.0%

GF Plant Total Ground Floor Substation Areas

[inc substation] NIA NIA GIA Eff% GEA Eff%
sqm sqft sqm [GIA / NIA] sqm [GEA / NIA]

0 0 63 0.0% 70 0.0%

Flexible Total Flexible Retail or LUL Access Areas

Retail or LUL Access use NIA NIA GIA Eff% GEA Eff%
sqm sqft sqm [GIA / NIA] sqm [GEA / NIA]

116 1249 116 100.0% 127 91.3%

Community Total Community Use Areas

Use [exc basement] NIA NIA GIA Eff% GEA Eff%
sqm sqft sqm [GIA / NIA] sqm [GEA / NIA]

976 10506 1216 80.3% 1594 61.2%

Residential Total Residential Areas
studio 1bed 1bedwc 2bed 2bedwc 3bed 3bedwc Flats HR NIA NIA GIA Eff% GEA Eff%

sqm sqft sqm [GIA / NIA] sqm [GEA / NIA]
25 48 0 55 14 37 5 184 496 13467 140718 18769 71.8% 20489 65.7%

13.6%

Private Total Residential Areas
studio 1bed 1bedwc 2bed 2bedwc 3bed 3bedwc Flats HR NIA NIA GIA Eff% GEA Eff%

sqm sqft sqm [GIA / NIA] sqm [GEA / NIA]
25 41 0 52 6 24 0 148 377 10296 106585 14169 72.7% 15547 66.2%

16.9% 80% 76% 76%

Private A Residential Areas
studio 1bed 1bedwc 2bed 2bedwc 3bed 3bedwc Flats HR NIA NIA GIA Eff% GEA Eff%

sqm sqft sqm [GIA / NIA] sqm [GEA / NIA]
25 32 0 43 6 24 0 130 332 8821 94949 12060 73.1% 13176 66.9%

Private B Residential Areas
studio 1bed 1bedwc 2bed 2bedwc 3bed 3bedwc Flats HR NIA NIA GIA Eff% GEA Eff%

sqm sqft sqm [GIA / NIA] sqm [GEA / NIA]
0 9 0 9 0 0 0 18 45 1081 11636 1714 63.1% 1920 56.3%

Private: Private Shared Amenity Areas

Level 23 Shared Amenity NIA NIA GIA Eff% GEA Eff%
sqm sqft sqm [GIA / NIA] sqm [GEA / NIA]

394 4241 395 99.7% 451 87.4%

Affordable Total Residential Areas
studio 1bed 1bedwc 2bed 2bedwc 3bed 3bedwc Flats HR NIA NIA GIA Eff% GEA Eff%

sqm sqft sqm [GIA / NIA] sqm [GEA / NIA]
0 7 0 3 8 13 5 36 119 3171 34133 4600 68.9% 4942 64.2%

0.0% 20% 24% 23.55% 24.51% 24.66%

Rented D Residential Areas
studio 1bed 1bedwc 2bed 2bedwc 3bed 3bedwc Flats HR NIA NIA GIA Eff% GEA Eff%

sqm sqft sqm [GIA / NIA] sqm [GEA / NIA]
0 4 0 0 8 12 4 28 96 2572 27685 3568 72.1% 3794 67.8%

78% 81% 81%

Intermediate F Residential Areas
studio 1bed 1bedwc 2bed 2bedwc 3bed 3bedwc Flats HR NIA NIA GIA Eff% GEA Eff%

sqm sqft sqm [GIA / NIA] sqm [GEA / NIA]
0 3 0 3 0 1 1 8 23 599 6448 1032 58.0% 1148 52.2%

22% 19% 19%

19.4% 30.6% 50.0%

Flat Type Totals

Flat Type Totals

27.7% 39.2%

Flat Type Totals

16.2%

Flat Type Totals

57.1%

Flat Type Totals

Flat Type Totals

26.1% 22.8%37.5%

Flat Type Totals

They are approximate and relate to the likely areas of the building at the current stage of the design.

(i) Design development.

Areas are given in square meters where 1sqm = approximately 10.764 square feet.

(ii) Accurate site survey, site levels and dimensions.

7th Edition, using the stated options NIA, GEA, and GIA. 

For the avoidance of doubt with residential areas the term NIA refers to the Net Saleable Area of an apartment.

NOTE: These areas have been calculated in accordance with the RICS Code of Measuring Practice, 

(iii) Construction methods and building tolerances.

Flat Type Totals

(iv) Local Authority consents.

(v) Area based on the following drawings: PDF only

The area schedule is subject to M&E, Structural and Fire engineering co-ordination.



Private A Residential Areas
studio 1bed 1bedwc 2bed 2bedwc 3bed 3bedwc Flats HR NIA NIA GIA Eff% GEA Eff%

sqm sqft sqm [GIA / NIA] sqm [GEA/NIA]

25 32 0 43 6 24 0 130 332 8821 94949 12060 73.1% 13176 66.9%
Drawings: Based on drawings dated 28.02.14

130 130
1 2 3 4 4

Gnd Floor studio 1bed 1bedwc 2bed 2bedwc 3bed 3bedwc NIA NIA

sqm sqft
A- G -01 0
A- G -02 0

Flats HR NIA NIA GIA Eff% GEA Eff%
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 314 0.0% 332 0.0%

1st Floor studio 1bed 1bedwc 2bed 2bedwc 3bed 3bedwc NIA NIA

sqm sqft
A- 1 -01 1 69.0 743
A- 1 -02 1 42.0 452
A- 1 -03 1 81.0 872
A- 1 -04 0
A- 1 -05 0
A- 1 -06 0
A- 1 -07 0
A- 1 -08 0

Flats HR NIA NIA GIA Eff% GEA Eff%
1 0 0 2 0 0 0 3 7 192 2067 362 53.0% 390 49.2%

2nd Floor studio 1bed 1bedwc 2bed 2bedwc 3bed 3bedwc NIA NIA

sqm sqft
A- 2 -01 1 78.0 840
A- 2 -02 1 81.0 872
A- 2 -03 1 42.0 452
A- 2 -04 1 78.0 840
A- 2 -05 1 78.0 840
A- 2 -06 1 50.0 538
A- 2 -07 0.0 0

Flats HR NIA NIA GIA Eff% GEA Eff%
1 1 0 2 2 0 0 6 15 407 4381 538 75.7% 590 69.0%

3rd Floor studio 1bed 1bedwc 2bed 2bedwc 3bed 3bedwc NIA NIA

sqm sqft
A- 3 -01 1 78.0 840
A- 3 -02 1 81.0 872
A- 3 -03 1 42.0 452
A- 3 -04 1 78.0 840
A- 3 -05 1 78.0 840
A- 3 -06 1 50.0 538
A- 3 -07 0.0 0

Flats HR NIA NIA GIA Eff% GEA Eff%
1 1 0 2 2 0 0 6 15 407 4381 538 75.7% 590 69.0%

4th Floor studio 1bed 1bedwc 2bed 2bedwc 3bed 3bedwc NIA NIA

sqm sqft
A- 4 -01 1 78.0 840
A- 4 -02 1 81.0 872
A- 4 -03 1 42.0 452
A- 4 -04 1 78.0 840
A- 4 -05 1 78.0 840
A- 4 -06 1 50.0 538
A- 4 -07 0.0 0

Flats HR NIA NIA GIA Eff% GEA Eff%
1 1 0 2 2 0 0 6 15 407 4381 538 75.7% 590 69.0%

5th Floor studio 1bed 1bedwc 2bed 2bedwc 3bed 3bedwc NIA NIA

sqm sqft
A- 5 -01 1 78.0 840
A- 5 -02 1 81.0 872
A- 5 -03 1 42.0 452
A- 5 -04 1 81.0 872
A- 5 -05 1 78.0 840
A- 5 -06 1 50.0 538
A- 5 -07 0.0 0

Flats HR NIA NIA GIA Eff% GEA Eff%
1 1 0 4 0 0 0 6 15 410 4413 539 76.1% 590 69.5%

Flat Type Totals



6th Floor studio 1bed 1bedwc 2bed 2bedwc 3bed 3bedwc NIA NIA

sqm sqft
A- 6 -01 1 78.0 840
A- 6 -02 1 81.0 872
A- 6 -03 1 42.0 452
A- 6 -04 1 68.0 732
A- 6 -05 1 37.0 398
A- 6 -06 1 50.0 538
A- 6 -07 1 50.0 538

Flats HR NIA NIA GIA Eff% GEA Eff%
2 2 0 3 0 0 0 7 15 406 4370 539 75.3% 590 68.8%

7th Floor studio 1bed 1bedwc 2bed 2bedwc 3bed 3bedwc NIA NIA

sqm sqft
A- 7 -01 1 78.0 840
A- 7 -02 1 81.0 872
A- 7 -03 1 42.0 452
A- 7 -04 1 68.0 732
A- 7 -05 1 37.0 398
A- 7 -06 1 50.0 538
A- 7 -07 1 50.0 538

Flats HR NIA NIA GIA Eff% GEA Eff%
2 2 0 3 0 0 0 7 15 406 4370 539 75.3% 589 68.9%

8th Floor studio 1bed 1bedwc 2bed 2bedwc 3bed 3bedwc NIA NIA

sqm sqft
A- 8 -01 1 78.0 840
A- 8 -02 1 81.0 872
A- 8 -03 1 42.0 452
A- 8 -04 1 68.0 732
A- 8 -05 1 37.0 398
A- 8 -06 1 50.0 538
A- 8 -07 1 50.0 538

Flats HR NIA NIA GIA Eff% GEA Eff%
2 2 0 3 0 0 0 7 15 406 4370 539 75.3% 589 68.9%

9th Floor studio 1bed 1bedwc 2bed 2bedwc 3bed 3bedwc NIA NIA

sqm sqft
A- 9 -01 1 78.0 840
A- 9 -02 1 81.0 872
A- 9 -03 1 42.0 452
A- 9 -04 1 68.0 732
A- 9 -05 1 37.0 398
A- 9 -06 1 50.0 538
A- 9 -07 1 50.0 538

Flats HR NIA NIA GIA Eff% GEA Eff%
2 2 0 3 0 0 0 7 15 406 4370 539 75.3% 589 68.9%

10th Floor studio 1bed 1bedwc 2bed 2bedwc 3bed 3bedwc NIA NIA

sqm sqft
A- 10 -01 1 78.0 840
A- 10 -02 1 81.0 872
A- 10 -03 1 42.0 452
A- 10 -04 1 68.0 732
A- 10 -05 1 37.0 398
A- 10 -06 1 50.0 538
A- 10 -07 1 50.0 538

Flats HR NIA NIA GIA Eff% GEA Eff%
2 2 0 3 0 0 0 7 15 406 4370 539 75.3% 589 68.9%

11th Floor studio 1bed 1bedwc 2bed 2bedwc 3bed 3bedwc NIA NIA

sqm sqft
A- 11 -01 1 78.0 840
A- 11 -02 1 81.0 872
A- 11 -03 1 42.0 452
A- 11 -04 1 68.0 732
A- 11 -05 1 37.0 398
A- 11 -06 1 50.0 538
A- 11 -07 1 50.0 538

Flats HR NIA NIA GIA Eff% GEA Eff%
2 2 0 3 0 0 0 7 15 406 4370 539 75.3% 589 68.9%



12th Floor studio 1bed 1bedwc 2bed 2bedwc 3bed 3bedwc NIA NIA

sqm sqft
A- 12 -01 1 78.0 840
A- 12 -02 1 81.0 872
A- 12 -03 1 42.0 452
A- 12 -04 1 68.0 732
A- 12 -05 1 37.0 398
A- 12 -06 1 50.0 538
A- 12 -07 1 50.0 538

Flats HR NIA NIA GIA Eff% GEA Eff%
2 2 0 3 0 0 0 7 15 406 4370 539 75.3% 589 68.9%

13th Floor studio 1bed 1bedwc 2bed 2bedwc 3bed 3bedwc NIA NIA

sqm sqft
A- 13 -01 1 78.0 840
A- 13 -02 1 100.0 1076
A- 13 -03 1 97.0 1044
A- 13 -04 1 37.0 398
A- 13 -05 1 50.0 538
A- 13 -06 1 50.0 538
A- 13 -07 0.0 0

Flats HR NIA NIA GIA Eff% GEA Eff%
1 2 0 1 0 2 0 6 16 412 4435 538 76.6% 590 69.8%

14th Floor studio 1bed 1bedwc 2bed 2bedwc 3bed 3bedwc NIA NIA

sqm sqft
A- 14 -01 1 78.0 840
A- 14 -02 1 100.0 1076
A- 14 -03 1 97.0 1044
A- 14 -04 1 37.0 398
A- 14 -05 1 50.0 538
A- 14 -06 1 50.0 538
A- 14 -07 0.0 0

Flats HR NIA NIA GIA Eff% GEA Eff%
1 2 0 1 0 2 0 6 16 412 4435 538 76.6% 590 69.8%

15th Floor studio 1bed 1bedwc 2bed 2bedwc 3bed 3bedwc NIA NIA

sqm sqft
A- 15 -01 1 78.0 840
A- 15 -02 1 100.0 1076
A- 15 -03 1 97.0 1044
A- 15 -04 1 37.0 398
A- 15 -05 1 50.0 538
A- 15 -06 1 50.0 538
A- 15 -07 0.0 0

Flats HR NIA NIA GIA Eff% GEA Eff%
1 2 0 1 0 2 0 6 16 412 4435 538 76.6% 590 69.8%

16th Floor studio 1bed 1bedwc 2bed 2bedwc 3bed 3bedwc NIA NIA

sqm sqft
A- 16 -01 1 78.0 840
A- 16 -02 1 100.0 1076
A- 16 -03 1 97.0 1044
A- 16 -04 1 37.0 398
A- 16 -05 1 50.0 538
A- 16 -06 1 50.0 538
A- 16 -07 0.0 0

Flats HR NIA NIA GIA Eff% GEA Eff%
1 2 0 1 0 2 0 6 16 412 4435 538 76.6% 590 69.8%

17th Floor studio 1bed 1bedwc 2bed 2bedwc 3bed 3bedwc NIA NIA

sqm sqft
A- 17 -01 1 78.0 840
A- 17 -02 1 100.0 1076
A- 17 -03 1 97.0 1044
A- 17 -04 1 37.0 398
A- 17 -05 1 50.0 538
A- 17 -06 1 50.0 538
A- 17 -07 0.0 0

Flats HR NIA NIA GIA Eff% GEA Eff%
1 2 0 1 0 2 0 6 16 412 4435 538 76.6% 590 69.8%



18th Floor studio 1bed 1bedwc 2bed 2bedwc 3bed 3bedwc NIA NIA

sqm sqft
A- 18 -01 1 78.0 840
A- 18 -02 1 100.0 1076
A- 18 -03 1 97.0 1044
A- 18 -04 1 37.0 398
A- 18 -05 1 50.0 538
A- 18 -06 1 50.0 538
A- 18 -07 0.0 0

Flats HR NIA NIA GIA Eff% GEA Eff%
1 2 0 1 0 2 0 6 16 412 4435 538 76.6% 590 69.8%

19th Floor studio 1bed 1bedwc 2bed 2bedwc 3bed 3bedwc NIA NIA

sqm sqft
A- 19 -01 1 78.0 840
A- 19 -02 1 100.0 1076
A- 19 -03 1 108.0 1163
A- 19 -04 1 78.0 840
A- 19 -05 1 50.0 538
A- 19 -06 0.0 0
A- 19 -07 0.0 0

Flats HR NIA NIA GIA Eff% GEA Eff%
0 1 0 2 0 2 0 5 16 414 4456 538 77.0% 590 70.2%

20th Floor studio 1bed 1bedwc 2bed 2bedwc 3bed 3bedwc NIA NIA

sqm sqft
A- 20 -01 1 78.0 840
A- 20 -02 1 100.0 1076
A- 20 -03 1 108.0 1163
A- 20 -04 1 78.0 840
A- 20 -05 1 50.0 538
A- 20 -06 0.0 0
A- 20 -07 0.0 0

Flats HR NIA NIA GIA Eff% GEA Eff%
0 1 0 2 0 2 0 5 16 414 4456 538 77.0% 590 70.2%

21st Floor studio 1bed 1bedwc 2bed 2bedwc 3bed 3bedwc NIA NIA

sqm sqft
A- 21 -01 1 107.0 1152
A- 21 -02 1 103.0 1109
A- 21 -03 1 111.0 1195
A- 21 -04 1 107.0 1152
A- 21 -05 0.0 0
A- 21 -06 0.0 0
A- 21 -07 0.0 0

Flats HR NIA NIA GIA Eff% GEA Eff%
0 0 0 0 0 4 0 4 16 428 4607 544 78.7% 592 72.3%

22nd Floor studio 1bed 1bedwc 2bed 2bedwc 3bed 3bedwc NIA NIA

sqm sqft
A- 22 -01 1 107.0 1152
A- 22 -02 1 103.0 1109
A- 22 -03 1 111.0 1195
A- 22 -04 1 107.0 1152
A- 22 -05 0.0 0
A- 22 -06 0.0 0
A- 22 -07 0.0 0

Flats HR NIA NIA GIA Eff% GEA Eff%
0 0 0 0 0 4 0 4 16 428 4607 544 78.7% 592 72.3%

23rd Floor studio 1bed 1bedwc 2bed 2bedwc 3bed 3bedwc NIA NIA

sqm sqft
A- 23 -01 0
A- 23 -02 0
A- 23 -03 0
A- 23 -04 0

Flats HR NIA NIA GIA Eff% GEA Eff%
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 66 0.0% 66 0.0%



Private B Residential Areas
studio 1bed 1bedwc 2bed 2bedwc 3bed 3bedwc Flats HR NIA NIA GIA Eff% GEA Eff%

sqm sqft sqm [GIA / NIA] sqm [GEA/NIA]

0 9 0 9 0 0 0 18 45 1081 11636 1714 63.1% 1920 56.3%
Drawings: Based on drawings dated 28.02.14

18 18
1 2 3 4 4

Gnd Floor studio 1bed 1bedwc 2bed 2bedwc 3bed 3bedwc NIA NIA

sqm sqft
B- G -01 0
B- G -02 0

Flats HR NIA NIA GIA Eff% GEA Eff%
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 124 0.0% 129 0.0%

1st Floor studio 1bed 1bedwc 2bed 2bedwc 3bed 3bedwc NIA NIA

sqm sqft
B- 1 -01 1 51.0 549
B- 1 -02 1 70.0 753
B- 1 -03 1 64.0 689
B- 1 -04 1  55.0 592
B- 1 -05 0.0 0
B- 1 -06 0.0 0
B- 1 -07 0.0 0
B- 1 -08 0.0 0

Flats HR NIA NIA GIA Eff% GEA Eff%
0 2 0 2 0 0 0 4 10 240 2583 345 69.6% 387 62.0%

2nd Floor studio 1bed 1bedwc 2bed 2bedwc 3bed 3bedwc NIA NIA

sqm sqft
B- 2 -01 1 51.0 549
B- 2 -02 1 70.0 753
B- 2 -03 1 64.0 689
B- 2 -04 1 55.0 592
B- 2 -05 0.0 0
B- 2 -06 0.0 0
B- 2 -07 0.0 0
B- 2 -08 0.0 0

Flats HR NIA NIA GIA Eff% GEA Eff%
0 2 0 2 0 0 0 4 10 240 2583 345 69.6% 386 62.2%

3rd Floor studio 1bed 1bedwc 2bed 2bedwc 3bed 3bedwc NIA NIA

sqm sqft
B- 3 -01 1 51.0 549
B- 3 -02 1 70.0 753
B- 3 -03 1 64.0 689
B- 3 -04 1 55.0 592
B- 3 -05 0.0 0
B- 3 -06 0.0 0
B- 3 -07 0.0 0
B- 3 -08 0.0 0

Flats HR NIA NIA GIA Eff% GEA Eff%
0 2 0 2 0 0 0 4 10 240 2583 345 69.6% 386 62.2%

4th Floor studio 1bed 1bedwc 2bed 2bedwc 3bed 3bedwc NIA NIA

sqm sqft
B- 4 -01 1 51.0 549
B- 4 -02 1 70.0 753
B- 4 -03 1 64.0 689
B- 4 -04 1 55.0 592
B- 4 -05 0.0 0
B- 4 -06 0.0 0
B- 4 -07 0.0 0
B- 4 -08 0.0 0

Flats HR NIA NIA GIA Eff% GEA Eff%
0 2 0 2 0 0 0 4 10 240 2583 345 69.6% 386 62.2%

Flat Type Totals



5th Floor studio 1bed 1bedwc 2bed 2bedwc 3bed 3bedwc NIA NIA

sqm sqft
B- 5 -01 1 51.0 549
B- 5 -02 1 70.0 753
B- 5 -03 0.0 0
B- 5 -04 0.0 0
B- 5 -05 0.0 0
B- 5 -06 0.0 0
B- 5 -07 0.0 0
B- 5 -08 0.0 0

Flats HR NIA NIA GIA Eff% GEA Eff%
0 1 0 1 0 0 0 2 5 121 1302 210 57.6% 246 49.2%

6th Floor studio 1bed 1bedwc 2bed 2bedwc 3bed 3bedwc NIA NIA

sqm sqft
B- 6 -01 0.0 0
B- 6 -02 0.0 0
B- 6 -03 0.0 0
B- 6 -04 0.0 0
B- 6 -05 0.0 0

Flats HR NIA NIA GIA Eff% GEA Eff%
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0!



Rented D Residential Areas
studio 1bed 1bedwc 2bed 2bedwc 3bed 3bedwc Flats HR NIA NIA GIA Eff% GEA Eff%

sqm sqft sqm [GIA / NIA] sqm [GEA/NIA]

0 4 0 0 8 12 4 28 96 2572 27685 3568 72.1% 3794 67.8%
Drawings: Based on drawings dated 28.02.14

24 28
1 2 3 4 4

Gnd Floor studio 1bed 1bedwc 2bed 2bedwc 3bed 3bedwc NIA NIA

sqm sqft
D- G -01 0
D- G -02 0

Flats HR NIA NIA GIA Eff% GEA Eff%
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 260 0.0% 265 0.0%

1st Floor studio 1bed 1bedwc 2bed 2bedwc 3bed 3bedwc NIA NIA

sqm sqft
D- 1 -01 1 51.0 549
D- 1 -02 1 75.0 807
D- 1 -03 1 120.0 1292
D- 1 -04 1 84.0 904
D- 1 -05 1 104.0 1119
D- 1 -06 1 103.0 1109
D- 1 -07 1 106.0 1141
D- 1 -08 0.0 0
D- 1 -09 0.0 0
D- 1 -10 0.0 0

Flats HR NIA NIA GIA Eff% GEA Eff%
0 1 0 0 2 3 1 7 24 643 6921 827 77.8% 883 72.8%

2nd Floor studio 1bed 1bedwc 2bed 2bedwc 3bed 3bedwc NIA NIA

sqm sqft
D- 2 -01 1 51.0 549
D- 2 -02 1 75.0 807
D- 2 -03 1 120.0 1292
D- 2 -04 1 84.0 904
D- 2 -05 1 104.0 1119
D- 2 -06 1 103.0 1109
D- 2 -07 1 106.0 1141
D- 2 -08 0.0 0
D- 2 -09 0.0 0
D- 2 -10 0.0 0

Flats HR NIA NIA GIA Eff% GEA Eff%
0 1 0 0 2 3 1 7 24 643 6921 827 77.8% 882 72.9%

3rd Floor studio 1bed 1bedwc 2bed 2bedwc 3bed 3bedwc NIA NIA

sqm sqft
D- 3 -01 1 51.0 549
D- 3 -02 1 75.0 807
D- 3 -03 1 120.0 1292
D- 3 -04 1 84.0 904
D- 3 -05 1 104.0 1119
D- 3 -06 1 103.0 1109
D- 3 -07 1 106.0 1141
D- 3 -08 0.0 0
D- 3 -09 0.0 0
D- 3 -10 0.0 0

Flats HR NIA NIA GIA Eff% GEA Eff%
0 1 0 0 2 3 1 7 24 643 6921 827 77.8% 882 72.9%

4th Floor studio 1bed 1bedwc 2bed 2bedwc 3bed 3bedwc NIA NIA

sqm sqft
D- 4 -01 1 51.0 549
D- 4 -02 1 75.0 807
D- 4 -03 1 120.0 1292
D- 4 -04 1 84.0 904
D- 4 -05 1 104.0 1119
D- 4 -06 1 103.0 1109
D- 4 -07 1 106.0 1141
D- 4 -08 0.0 0
D- 4 -09 0.0 0
D- 4 -10 0.0 0

Flats HR NIA NIA GIA Eff% GEA Eff%
0 1 0 0 2 3 1 7 24 643 6921 827 77.8% 882 72.9%

Flat Type Totals



5th Floor studio 1bed 1bedwc 2bed 2bedwc 3bed 3bedwc NIA NIA

sqm sqft
D- 5 -01 0
D- 5 -02 0
D- 5 -03 0
D- 5 -04 0
D- 5 -05 0
D- 5 -06 0
D- 5 -07 0
D- 5 -08 0
D- 5 -09 0
D- 5 -10 0

Flats HR NIA NIA GIA Eff% GEA Eff%
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 #DIV/0! #DIV/0!

6th Floor studio 1bed 1bedwc 2bed 2bedwc 3bed 3bedwc NIA NIA

sqm sqft
D- 6 -01 0
D- 6 -02 0
D- 6 -03 0
D- 6 -04 0
D- 6 -05 0
D- 6 -06 0
D- 6 -07 0
D- 6 -08 0
D- 6 -09 0
D- 6 -10 0

Flats HR NIA NIA GIA Eff% GEA Eff%
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 #DIV/0! #DIV/0!



IntermedF Residential Areas
studio 1bed 1bedwc 2bed 2bedwc 3bed 3bedwc Flats HR NIA NIA GIA Eff% GEA Eff%

sqm sqft sqm [GIA / NIA]sqm [GEA/NIA]

0 3 0 3 0 1 1 8 23 599 6448 1032 58.0% 1148 52.2%
Drawings: Based on drawings dated 28.02.14

7 8
1 2 3 4 4

Gnd Floor studio 1bed 1bedwc 2bed 2bedwc 3bed 3bed NIA NIA

sqm sqft
F- G -01 0.0 0
F- G -02 0.0 0

Flats HR NIA NIA GIA Eff% GEA Eff%
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0!

1st Floor studio 1bed 1bedwc 2bed 2bedwc 3bed 3bedwc NIA NIA

sqm sqft
F- 1 -01 0.0 0
F- 1 -02 0.0 0
F- 1 -03 0.0 0
F- 1 -04 0.0 0
F- 1 -05 0.0 0
F- 1 -06 0.0 0
F- 1 -07 0.0 0
F- 1 -08 0.0 0

Flats HR NIA NIA GIA Eff% GEA Eff%
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0!

2nd Floor studio 1bed 1bedwc 2bed 2bedwc 3bed 3bedwc NIA NIA

sqm sqft
F- 2 -01 0.0 0
F- 2 -02 0.0 0
F- 2 -03 0.0 0
F- 2 -04 0.0 0
F- 2 -05 0.0 0
F- 2 -06 0.0 0
F- 2 -07 0.0 0
F- 2 -08 0.0 0

Flats HR NIA NIA GIA Eff% GEA Eff%
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0!

3rd Floor studio 1bed 1bedwc 2bed 2bedwc 3bed 3bedwc NIA NIA

sqm sqft
F- 3 -01 0.0 0
F- 3 -02 0.0 0
F- 3 -03 0.0 0
F- 3 -04 0.0 0
F- 3 -05 0.0 0
F- 3 -06 0.0 0
F- 3 -07 0.0 0
F- 3 -08 0.0 0

Flats HR NIA NIA GIA Eff% GEA Eff%
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0!

4th Floor studio 1bed 1bedwc 2bed 2bedwc 3bed 3bedwc NIA NIA

sqm sqft
F- 4 -01 0.0 0
F- 4 -02 0.0 0
F- 4 -03 0.0 0
F- 4 -04 0.0 0
F- 4 -05 0.0 0
F- 4 -06 0.0 0
F- 4 -07 0.0 0
F- 4 -08 0.0 0

Flats HR NIA NIA GIA Eff% GEA Eff%
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 #DIV/0! 0 #DIV/0!

Flat Type Totals



5th Floor studio 1bed 1bedwc 2bed 2bedwc 3bed 3bedwc NIA NIA

sqm sqft
F- 5 -01 1 51.0 549
F- 5 -02 1 75.0 807
F- 5 -03 1 120.0 1292
F- 5 -04 0
F- 5 -05 0
F- 5 -06 0
F- 5 -07 0
F- 5 -08 0
F- 5 -09 0.0 0
F- 5 -10 0.0 0

Flats HR NIA NIA GIA Eff% GEA Eff%
0 1 0 1 0 0 1 3 9 246 2648 410 60.0% 451 54.5%

6th Floor studio 1bed 1bedwc 2bed 2bedwc 3bed 3bedwc NIA NIA

sqm sqft
F- 6 -01 1 51.0 549
F- 6 -02 1 75.0 807
F- 6 -03 1 106.0 1141
F- 6 -04 1 51.0 549
F- 6 -05 1 70.0 753
F- 6 -06 0.0 0
F- 6 -07 0.0 0
F- 6 -08 0.0 0

Flats HR NIA NIA GIA Eff% GEA Eff%
0 2 0 2 0 1 0 5 14 353 3800 622 56.8% 697 50.6%
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APPENDIX 6

















 






      
 
      
      
      
      
 
 

  











 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
 
 

 
 
 
 


 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 




 
 
 
 
 




 



 





 
 
 

   
 

   


 
 
 





   
   



   
   









  
  







  
  




 



 





     

     
     
     
     
     
   

   
     

      
    
      
    
    



    
    

    
    



 

  
 

 




 
  
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  



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   
   
   
   
  
   
   
   
   

 
 
 




  




  
  
 




  
 


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

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 
 
 
 

 





 
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 


 
 
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