
 

HEARING STATEMENT 

Suffolk Coastal Local Plan Examination 

Matter 1 Procedural/Legal Requirements  

 

On behalf of Chris Edwards, Roger Skinner and Roger Skinner Ltd 

 

  



 

Section One 

Personal statement 

Chris Edwards LLB (Hons) 

Former Charity Director St Martin in the Fields, London 

Former Director Development and Asset Management, Gateway Housing Association, 

London 

Lead member Neighbourhood Planning Group, Stradbroke, drafted Plan Vision and 

objectives, and drafted initial polices for examined and Made Neighbourhood Plan Jan 

2019 

MCHLG Neighbourhood Plan “Champion” 

Private property investor and property/planning consultant 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Section Two 

Statement of Common Ground 
 

Issue: Whether all Statutory and Regulatory requirements have been 
met? 

 

Duty to Cooperate  
 
1.1 Is there clear evidence that, in the preparation of the Plan, the Council has engaged 
constructively, actively and on an ongoing basis with neighbouring authorities and 
prescribed bodies on strategic matters and issues with cross-boundary impacts in 
accordance with section 33A of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, as 
amended [the 2004 Act]? NO 

 

1. Policy 12.29 does not offer clear evidence of the duty to co-operate. The Policy 
proposes a major ward and parish boundary shift as a result of changes to the town 
settlement boundary into the recently made Parish boundary of Benhall and 
Sternfield. 
 

2. The Parish was consulted on the proposals for the policy 12.29 and objected to the 
incursion into the parish in planning consultations and continues to object to them. 
 

3. The Parish boundary has been redrawn under the guise of a planning consultation. 
The majority of the population of the estate will be located within the Benhall Parish. 
The estate will be mostly in Benhall Parish and not in Saxmundham.   
 

4. Policy 12.29 requires open space to benefit the residents of the estate as off site 
mitigation. If it is not an estate space it will be open space dedicated to the public. 
The parish precept will be raised in Benhall, and the estate will divide the 
community, but nothing of these issues were communicated to the Boundary 
Commission.  
 

5. Policy 12.29 is defined by the Plan as a strategic Policy and has spatially strategic 
implications and it is a requirement for soundness to consult prescribed bodies on 
strategic matters. The BC s a prescribed body and part of its legislative ethos is to 
ensure fair representation across all wards and parishes. 
 

6. The mix of housing for the development will increase significantly the electoral roll 
within Benhall and the Boundary Commissions workings do not take account of this 
significant increase at all because they were not consulted on the implications of the 
proposed development. 
 

7. The electoral areas are intended to offer up fair and equal representation of 
councillors to residents in proportion. This SGN scale of growth was not 
communicated to the Boundary Commission in the process of establishing new 
boundaries. 
 

8. The purpose of the SANG is to provide mitigation for the development for the 
residents of the development. It is not open space and forms part of the 
development proposals for the estate. It will thus be liable for a service charge 



 

unless the developer offers the land up for dedication and the councils accept this 
responsibility. 
 

9. However since the Benhall Parish Council and Saxmundham Town Council were not 
consulted on this matter of who will be responsible for the land it is not easy to see 
how the boundary proposals could have been properly consulted with them either. 
The plan proposals and policy 12.29 make no comment on how this matter will be 
resolved. 
 

10.  Map 6 of the East Suffolk Warding submission to the Electoral Commission. The 
Warding submission (not paginated) introduces the ward system. On page 6 (by my 
acrobat paginator) it states: 
  “Parishes and Community Identity  
The entire area of East Suffolk is parished. Parishes are the embodiment of the local 

community, and, except in the major towns, form the basis for the polling districts which 

were the building blocks used for this review in order to create the new district wards.  

11. The submission contains a series of maps showing the proposed ward boundaries. 

Map 6 shows Saxmundham (no page numbers). The next page states the rationale: 

“The ward of Saxmundham is a self contained market town within a rural area. 

Saxmundham has a strong community identity and cohesion as a town which should be 

retained within a whole ward. “ 

 

12. Map 7 shows the ward of Rendlesham and Wickham market The narrative on the 

following page states: 

“This ward contains the following grouped Parish Councils:” 

 Sternfield and Benhall; Stratford St Andrew and Farnham.  

 

13. The boundary of the town has been significantly altered and now cuts across two 

wards in contradiction to the above statements made to the BC. Neither electorate of 

Saxmundham or Benhall and Sternfield, have been fully engaged in the implications 

of these changes as throughout this period they have been enfolded in the Local 

Plan process.  

 

14. One key issue for the Examination hearing is Policy coalescence. It cannot be said 

that the electorate was properly consulted on these proposed settlement boundary 

changes that have significant implications for coalescence.  

 

15. Once the Saxmundham settlement boundary is altered it becomes a simple matter 

then to amend polices because the settlement cannot then coalesce with itself, 

having moved from being Benhall to Saxmundham settlement. 

 

16. The Secretary of State through the Boundary Commission was not consulted on the 

implications of the Plan proposals for the Plan, even though the settlement boundary 

changes shown in the submission draft were proposed before the proposed ward 

boundary changes were recommended and enacted. 

 



 

17. SCDC has not properly cooperated with a statutory body as required. It is a 

requirement for consideration of boundary changes under the 

Local Democracy, Economic Development and Construction Act 2009. 

 

18. The Inspector has stated in correspondence the matter is not one for him. It is 

argued this issue is wider than it seems. 

 

19. The BC is required to consider not dividing communities unnecessarily. 

Schedule 2 

ELECTORAL CHANGE IN ENGLAND: CONSIDERATIONS ON REVIEW 

County councils 

(3)Subject to sub-paragraph (2), in making the recommendations the Local Government 

Boundary Commission for England must have regard to— 

3(b) (ii)the desirability of not breaking local ties when fixing boundaries 

 

20. The breaking of local ties due to the SGN was known about at the time of the BC 

consultations but never raised with them. 

 

21. At this time Policy 12.29 was being readied for public consultation. This policy is a 

strategic matter.  

 

22. The duty to co-operate has not been complied with either with Benhall and Sternfield 

Parish Saxmundham Town Council or the Boundary Commission in relation to the SGN 

area and revised Saxmundham settlement boundary. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Sustainability Appraisal  
 

1.2 Is the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) adequate?  

 

1.3 Has the SA been undertaken on the basis of a consistent methodology and is the 
assessment robust? NO 

 

1.4 Has the SA taken into account reasonable alternatives and has sufficient reasoning 
been given for the rejection of alternatives? NO  
 

1. Gotelee Reg 19 submission for Roger Skinner Property objected to the allocation of 
the employment land to the west of the A12. 
 

2. The site is unjustified as there is no demand for the scale of site proposed; further a 
Garden Neighbourhood is not needed to produce an employment site.  
 

3. A partially undeveloped and allocated site – Carlton Park, Roger Skinner Ltd - 
already exists in the town. 
 

4. The reasonable alternative employment strategy is to not allocate new employment 
land at scale of the proposed 11 ha site to a small town but build out to capacity the 
existing resource then review. 
 

5. The new proposal has not been tested or modelled for suitability, and is unsuitable 
for the following reason. 
 

6. The Council state they are to be both 13.6 ha and 7 ha gross area. 7 ha nets down 
to 40% coverage meaning this would provide 28,000 square metres of employment 
space. 
 

7. Minutes of the Suffolk Coastal Local Plan Working Group (2/5/2018) state that: ‘the 

business community in the district is comprised predominantly of very small businesses, 

which totals approximately 88% businesses (sic) in Suffolk Coastal.’  
 

8. An average small business user may at best require say 200-400 SqM and many 
probably less.  This excess of supply over lack of demand would leave a lot of 
undeveloped site area, which in time would inevitably be subject to applications to 
re-allocate as additional housing. 
 

9. The economic justification for the site was the four village bypass. That has now 
been turned down for funding. 
 

10.  A reasonable alternative remains to build out the existing allocation, then review 
need once at or near capacity. 
 

11. SCDC has noted only that the Carlton Park site is allocated in the Submission plan. 
No substantive response has been given. 

 
 
 
 
 



 

Community Involvement  
 
1.8 Has the Council complied with the requirements of section 19(3) of the 2004 Act with 
regard to conducting consultation in accordance with the Statement of Community 
Involvement? NO  
 
A. Soundness of Policy 12.29 advised to SCDC with no response - Site 717 SANG - land 
take for EDF - required for compound - CE 
 

1. The Council has failed to pass to the Examiner and respond to a soundness matter 
raised both before and after the reg 19 plan consultation process regarding site 717, 
part of the area required for Policy 12.29 SANG. 
 

2. The council’s SCI states: 

Publication of the Local Plan 

The Local Plan is finalised and published for a last stage of consultation. Comments at this stage will 

only be sought on soundness and legal compliance. 
 

3. Plan soundness challenged by an email to the Scrutiny Committee and officers prior 
to Plan sign off meeting, by way of the e-mail dated 22nd November. See Appendix 
1. 
 

4. The basis of challenge was that the Submission plan policy 12.29 was not 
deliverable and therefore not sound. EDF have shown they need a parcel of land 
designated for SANG under Policy 12.29 for use as a compound. 
 

5. The email and its concerns were mentioned at Committee on 28th November and 
discounted by Planning Manager Philip Ridley. 
 

6. SCDC senior planner Mark Edgeley stated in email response subsequent that EDF 
and SCDC were in communication and he was confident the Garden 
Neighbourhood could be delivered. 
 

7. The basis of my challenge was that the policy was unsound in the terms in which it 
was written and shown in the submission plan, because it could not be delivered in 
those terms if EDF required that land. 
 

8. EDF began their consultation in January 2019 after the Submission plan was signed 
off but during the submission plan consultation period. 
 

9. EDF consultation proposals show site 717 is required for a compound. 
 

10.  The concerns raised in November have not been passed to the Inspector, neither 
the evidence of the EDF land take. 
 

 
 
 
 



 

B. Consultation in public on one plan while consulting with another plan  
 
Issue one – The Reg 18 Plan site – no roundabout was in the Plan until Reg 19 
 
1. Gotelee Reg 19 submission for RS p identifies consultation took place with SCC in 

the Reg 18 stage on a Reg 19 plan which was not in the public domain. 
 

2. The SGN consultation response by SCC highways to reg 18 mentions the need for 
“a roundabout” to access the employment land on land site 716 to the west of the 
A12. However at that time the Reg 18 plan consulted on publicly did not have 
employment land to the west of the A12. 
 

3. This roundabout proposal was identified as part of a document submitted for Reg 18 
consultation by the landowner of site 716. 
 

4. SCC Highways were thus consulted on a different plan to being publicly consulted 
by the Council, but proposed as a modification. 
 

5. This concern was raised but no action was taken. This calls into question the 
justification for the site for employment, since it was already being agreed in 
advance with Highways before public consultation had taken place on it. 
 
Issue 2 – The Plan area – a different scheme is appraised for Reg 19 than that 
shown in the Plan 
 

6. The Council’s SGN site area calculations state the SGN site to be 66.6 ha. The 
Policy map in the interactive plan shows the SGN employment area west of the A12 
to be 7ha and the area east of the A12 to be 60 ha.  
 

7. The Aspinall Verdi whole plan viability assessment states there are 13.5 ha of land 
for employment and 53 ha for other use. That area of 13.5 ha of employment land 
area matches the area shown on the alternative plan that has been promoted by the 
landowner of site 716, 13.5 ha. 
 

8. It is unclear which is the public consultation exactly. The Council has not clarified 
this matter publicly. It has sought to reassure privately that the area is in fact correct  
(see Appendix 2). A measurement error of 10% in such a constrained location 
questions deliverability, a core matter. 
 

9. CE raised the issue again in his Reg 19 submission under soundness of spatial 
strategy; no response. See Appendix 3. 
 

10. The critical issue is that the Aspinall Verdi viability assessment is appraising one 
plan for soundness and finding it sound when the plan being consulted on is a 
different plan. 
 

11. The council has not explained this discrepancy nor sought to commission any work 
prior to understand this matter. 
 

12. The proposition for rebuttal is that the site actually being appraised is the landowner 
site and not the policy site. 
 



 

13. This is in direct conflict with national policy NPPF para 67. SCDC have not identified 
a sufficient supply and mix of sites whilst correctly taking into account their 
availability, suitability and likely economic viability. 
 
 

C. Failure to update examination website with nationally significant evidence that has a 
material impact on policy soundness 
 

1. The plan was submitted after 24 January 2019 therefore is to be considered 
under the revised NPPF and not under transitional arrangements. 
 

2. The policy 12.29 is underpinned by a SCC education topic paper from 2014 that 
sets out pupil yield methodology. 
 

3. In April 2019 The DFE published a revised guide to PY and furthermore also 
published a guide to Garden City education delivery, specifically setting out a 
methodology for Garden Cities. 
 

4. Neither of these documents were placed on the examination website in April 
although they have a significant impact on the issue of school provision. 
 

5. CE made a case for the unsoundness of the method in the Reg 19 submissions 
pupil yield methodology was presented. 
 

6. The papers go to the issue of developer contributions for development and 
challenge the limited existing evidence. 
 

 
D. Failure to respond to Hopkins withdrawal of land from the SSGN masterplan making 
the whole plan unsound 

 
1. In their Reg 19 representations Hopkins Hokes stated they had withdrawn their 

land and they had notified the Council and had received no response from the 
Council. 
 

2. CE notified SCDC in various emails and asked the Inspector to consider the 
matter. 
 

3. The Policy cannot be made sound without the re-inclusion of the land into the 
Policy or by the Council asserting it will CPO the land. Based on the whole plan 
viability appraisal. 
 

4. The appraisal is flawed and this will not make the decision sound because the 
appraisal overvalues the land. 
 

5. This site omission makes the whole plan unsound. 
 

6. The matter needs to be reconsidered and if things remain as they are an 
adjournment is required while a new Policy is drafted for testing. 

 



 

E. Failure to offer adequate policy protection to Policy 12.29 SANG designation by 
describing it as mixed use on the Policies Map. 
 

1. Roger and Wendy Skinner previously represented that Policy 12.29 for SANG 
area needed strengthening to make the policy sound. 
 

2. The area is described as mixed use. That is not SANG. 
 

3. The revised Reg 18 submission paper from Akins sets out the importance of 
the South Saxmundham area noting the importance of the setting, and 
recommending policy 12.29 strengthening either by re-designation 
(conservation area) or by amending policy specifically to prevent construction 
on the land. (See Appendix 4). 
 

4. The policy map can be made sound by designating the Network Rail land take 
as mixed use and the remaining site 717 and 1012 for open space specifically. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

Climate Change  
 
1.9 Are the policies of the Plan designed to secure that the development and use of land 
contribute to the mitigation of, and adaptation to, climate change in accordance with 
Section 19(1A) of the Act? NO  
 

1. NPPF 157. All plans should apply a sequential, risk-based approach to the location 
of development – taking into account the current and future impacts of climate 
change. 
 

2. NPPF 158. The aim of the sequential test is to steer new development to areas with 
the lowest risk of flooding. Development should not be allocated or permitted if there 
are reasonably available sites appropriate for the proposed development in areas 
with a lower risk of flooding.  
 

3. SGN Policy12.29 housing quantum is derived from a SCC paper for developer 
funding from 2014. 
 

4. The logic of the metric requires more homes than would otherwise be required to 
sustain a school were the metric set at a higher ratio.  
 

5. This conclusion justifies a quantum of houses to be on a unitary site that is not the 
most efficient in sequential testing. Thereby placing peak capacity pressure on the 
River Fromus at Benhall where there is a history of sewage spill during flood events. 
 

6. This is contra the NPPF as above, and the number of homes is greater than need 
be were a different metric to be applied to the school provision, thereby reducing the 
quantum of homes. 
 

7. The council has made no response to rebut this drainage report, which has been 
twice submitted, at Reg 18 and Reg 19. Instead it has sought to demonstrate that 
the optimal drainage site , site 435, which largely drains away from the Fromus and 
can thus mitigate itself, has drainage problems which make it unsuitable for 
development. 
 

8. The unitary SGN 12.29 policy and the underpinning justification for the policy fail to 
mitigate flood risk in an efficient way. Instead it imposes significant cost burdens on 
the site to ensure that drainage mitigation is achieved, at the expense of above 
ground benefit by way of affordable housing. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

Appendices 
 

Appendix 1 – email Scrutiny Committee regarding Policy 12.29 soundness  

FW_  Scrutiny - 

soundness of Proposed new Saxmundham Garden Neighbourhood -  EDF proposals for site  717  - HRA findings.msg
  

 
 
Appendix 2 – email regarding site areas   

RE_ SCLP 12_29 - 

erratum and employment land question - site 716.msg 
 

Appendix 3 – soundness representations 

SCDC CE Reg 19 

final  reps Saxmundham Garden Neighbouorhood.docx
 

 
Appendix 4 – Atkins Matter Statement 
 


































































